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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved DOCKET NO. 020412-TP
issues in negotiation of interconnection

agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by US

LEC of Florida Inc.

US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.’S REVISED RESPONSES TO
STAFF’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
TO US LEC OF FLORIDA INC,

Pursuant to Order No. PSC-02-0993-PCO-TP issued July 23, 2002, US LEC of Florida
Inc. (“US LEC”) submits these Revised Responses to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1

~15) 10 US LEC.

RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES:

1. Identify each local calling area within the Tampa LATA currently served by US LEC’s
switch. _

Response: See US LEC’s Response to Verizon Interrogatory No. 2, which is incorporated
herein by reference.

Respondent: Mr. Frank Hoffmann

2. Does US LEC currently serve customers in the exchanges identified in interrogatory 17
If so, identify the number of customers served in each exchange.

Response: CONFIDENTIAL AND PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.

Does US LEC currently offer customers served from its Tampa switch the use of virtual
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NXX codes? If so, what does US LEC currenily charge its customers for this servwe‘?1 .
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Response: US LEC currently offers customers served from its Tampa switch the use of
virtual NXX codes. US LEC offers customers several different pricing options
for virtual NXX arrangements, depending upon the number of calls the customer
wishes to receive from a particular area. For example, a US LEC customer that
wishes to purchase US LEC’s Single Line Foreign Exchange (FX) Service (see
tariff at page 71.4), which provides one-way, inbound calling, and enables that
customer to receive one call at a time over the FX line, will pay (in addition to the
customers’ Local Exchange Access Service) a non-recurring charge of $70.00 per
line and monthly recurring charges of $50.00 per line. In contrast, a customer that
wishes to purchase US LEC’s Foreign Exchange (FX) Service (see tariff at page
62), which provides two-way full local exchange calling, and enable the customer
to receive an unlimited number of calls at any one time, will pay a non-recurring
charge of $500.00 and monthly recurring charges of $1,000.00.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

4. Identify each exchange for which US LEC currently assigns virtual NXX codes.
Response: See US LEC’s response to Verizon Interrogatory No. 3 and Exhibit A thereto,

which is incorporated herein by reference.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

5. Identify the number of US LEC customers who have been assigned NXX codes and are
not physically located in the rate center to which that NXX code is assigned in the Tampa
LATA.

Response: CONFIDENTIAL AND PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.

6. Identify the percentage of Verizon originated traffic terminated to US LEC customers
utilizing virtual NXX codes.

Response: US LEC does not maintain records in a manner that would permit it to identify the
percentage of Verizon originated traffic that is terminated to US LEC customers
utilizing virtual NXX codes.

Respondent: Ms., Wanda Montano



7. Does US LEC currently receive reciprocal compensation from any other carrier for
termination of calls to its (US LEC’s) virtual NXX customers? If so, identify the carrier
and the applicable state.

Response:

Respondent:

US LEC currently bills and is paid reciprocal compensation from other carriers
for termination of calls to its virtual NXX customers. US LEC does not maintain
records in a manner that would permit it to identify with specificity all carriers
that are paying reciprocal compensation for the termination of calls to US LEC
customers that have purchased foreign exchange service. At the same time, US
LEC is not aware of any carrier that has put in place processes and procedures for
separating FX calls from other, locally dialed calls in any state. As a result, on
information and belief, US LEC believes that the following carriers are paying
reciprocal compensation on those calls, and that US LEC is paying reciprocal
compensation to the following carriers on those calls in the listed states:

Alltel: Georgia, North Carolina

BellSouth: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, Tennessee

CT Communications: North Carolina
ITC"DeltaCom: Florida, Georgia, North Carolina
KMC Telecom: Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, North Carolina

MCI] WorldCom: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, Tennessee

Sprint: Florida, Nerth Carolina, Tennessee
Time Wamer: Florida, North Carolina, Tennessee
XO Communications: Florida, Georgia, Tennessee

Ms. Wanda Montano

8. Please describe in detail US LEC’s “Local Toll Free “ Service.

Response:

US LEC’s Local Toll Free service allows customers who have no physical
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presence within a LATA to appear to have a local presence. This product is a toll-
free solution without the 8YY number. US LEC will only establish a Local Toll
Free number in a LATA where US LEC has deployed a switch. When a caller
dials a US LEC assigned Local Toll Free number, US LEC’s local switch, upon
termination of the call, will remote call forward the call to a corresponding
number at the US LEC customer’s location. The call is remote call forwarded
wholly within US LEC’s interLATA network. US LEC’s Local Toll Free service
is an optional service available only to US LEC Local customers. Charges for US
LEC’s Local Toli Free service are in addition to charges for Local Exchange
Service found in Section 3 of US LEC’s tariff. Both the Local Toll Free number
and the associated teyminating number must be within the US LEC network.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

9. Identify the states in which US LEC currently offers this service. If offered in Florida,
what does US LEC currently charge its retail customers for this service?

Response: US LEC offers Local Toll Free service in the following states in which it
currently operates: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Tennessee,
Virginia.

In Florida, US LEC’s tariff provides that the service is offered at the following

rates:

Monthly Rate per Local Toll Free Number $2.00 (monthly)
Local Toll Free Usage Rate $0.025 (per minute)
Installation per Local Toll Free Number $100 (non-recurring)

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

10. Identify the percentage of Verizon originated traffic delivered to US LEC’s Tampa
switch, which terminates to US LEC “Local Toll Free” customers within the Tampa
LATA.

Response: US LEC does not maintain records in a manner that would permit it to identify the
percentage of Verizon originated traffic that is terminated to US LEC customers
utilizing Local Toll Free service within the Tampa LATA. In further response,
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US LEC notes that, as described in response to Interrogatory No. 8 above, US
LEC’s Local Toll Free Service is only offered to customers without a physical
presence inside of a LATA. Typically a customer that has established a presence
within a LATA will purchase one of US LEC’s local or foreign exchange
services.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

11.  Does US LEC currently bill reciprocal compensation to Verizon for such traffic? If not,
does US LEC contend that it should be able to bill reciprocal compensation for such
traffic? Why or why not?

Response: US LEC currently bills reciprocal compensation to Verizon for such traffic, just
as Verizon currently bills reciprocal compensation to US LEC for calls made by
US LEC customers to Verizon customers that are routed out of the LATA using
Verizon’s Remote Call Forwarding services.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

12.  Identify the percentage of Verizon originated traffic delivered to US LEC’s Tampa
switch, which terminated to US LEC “Local Toll Free” customers outside the Tampa
LATA.

Response: US LEC does not maintain records in a manner that would permit it to identify the
percentage of Verizon originated traffic that is terminated to US LEC customers
utilizing Local Toll Free customers outside the Tampa LATA.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

13.  Does US LEC currently bill reciprocal compensation to Verizon for such traffic? If not,
does US LEC contend that it should be able to bill reciprocal compensation for such
traffic? Why or why not?

Response: US LEC currently bills reciprocal compensation to Verizon for such traffic, just
as Verizon currently bills reciprocal compensation to TS LEC for calls made by
US LEC customers to Verizon customers that are routed out of the LATA using
Verizon’s Remote Call Forwarding services.



Respondent:

Ms, Wanda Montano

14. Does US LEC currently bill reciprocal compensation to any other carrier for the
termination of calls from the carrier’s customer to US LEC’s *“Local Toll Free” Service
customer? If so, identify each carrier and the applicable state.

Response:

Respondent:

US LEC currently bills and is paid reciprocal compensation from other carriers
for termination of calls to its customers that have purchased Local Toll Free
Service. US LEC does not maintain records in a manner that would permit it to
identify with specificity all carriers that are paying reciprocal compensation for
the termination of calls to US LEC customers that have purchased Local Toll Free
Service; however, on information and belief, US LEC believes that the following
carriers are paying reciprocal compensation on those calls in the listed states:
Alltel: Georgia, North Carolina

BellSouth: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Loujsiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, Tennessee

Concord Telecom: North Carolina
ITC"DeltaCom: Florida, Georgia, North Carolina
KMC Telecom: Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, North Carolina

MCI WorldCom: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, Tennessee

Sprint: Florida, North Carolina, Tennessee
Time Warner: Florida, North Carolina, Tennessee
X0 Communications: Florida, Georgia, Tennessee

Ms. Wanda Montano

15.  Dces US LEC cwrently pay access charges o any camier for its “Tocal Toll Free”
traffic? If so, identify the carrier and the applicable state.



Response: US LEC does not currently pay access charges to any carrier for its Local Toll
Free traffic.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano
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US LEC of Florida

8 Tampa LATA
USTOMER PHYSICAL| HOME RATE | HOME | HOME| FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA | NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER
dacted] St Petersburg 727 323 813 885 Tampa
dacted] Avenue St Petersburg 727 321 941 552 Sarasota
Petorshurg 33713 St Petersburg 127 456 863 646 Lakeland
863 546 Lakeland
863 646 Lakeland
863 646 Lakeland
863 646 Lakeland
863 619 Lakeland
863 648 Lakeland
863 648 Lakeland
863 648 Lakeland
863 644 Lakeland
' 863 701 Lakeland
863 701 Lakeland
863 807 Lakeland
863 904 Lakeland
863 646 Lakeland
edacted] Clearwater 727 797 813 450 Tampa
edacted] Clearwater 727 796
learwater Fl 33765 Clearwater 727 799
Clearwater 727 725
Clearwater 727 669
Clearwater 727 450
-edacted] Palmetto 941 722 941 552 Sarasota
‘edacted] Avenue Palmetto 941 845
*almetto, Fl 34221 Palmetto 941 729




US LEC of Florida

. Tampa LATA
USTOMER PHYSICAL| HOME RATE | HOME | HOME| FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA { NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER
dacted] Tampa 813 289 863 204 Lakeland
dacte] Drive Tampa 813 769
mpa, Fl 33607
dacted] Lakeland 863 583 B13 747 Tampa
dacted] Bivd 813 769 Tampa
keland, F1. 33805
wdacted] Lakeland 863 603 813 228 Tampa
«dacted] Hills Lakeland 8863 680 813 229 Tampa
keland, Fl : 33805 Lakeland 863 683
Lakeland 863 686
lLakeland 863 687
Lakeland 863 688
Lakeland 863 904
zdacted) Tampa 813 888 727 461 Clearwater
sdacted] Tampa 813 880.
ampa, Fl 33614 Tampa 813 739
edacted] Bradenton 941 755 941 907 Sarasota
edacted] Circle 941 907 Sarasota
radenton, Fl 34203 941 807 Sarasota
edacied] Bradenton 941 758 727 822 St Petersburg |
edacted] Av. Bradenton 241 753 941 484 Venice .
arasota, Fl 34243 Bradenton 941 739 941 488 Venice
Bradenton 941 727
-edacted] St Petersburg 727 327 813 228 Tampa
-edacted] North St Petersburg 727 456 813 769 Tampa




N US LEC of Florida

Tampa LATA
ISTOMER PHYSICAL| HOME RATE | HOME | HOME | FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA | NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER
llas Park, Fl 33782 St Petersburg 727 548
St Petersburg 727 547
acted] Tampa 813 289 863 686 Lakeland
acted] Bivd Tampa 813 739
ap, Fl 33609
Jacted] Hudson 727 9862 941 373 Sarasota
jacted] Hudson 727 868 727 461 Clearwater
dson, Fl 34667 Hudson 727 BEO
dacted] Tampa 813 749 - 727 373 Clearwater
dacted] Avenue ' Tampa 813 342
dsmar, Fl 34677 Tampa 813 814
Tarnpa B13 286
Tarmpa 813 288
gdacted) Clearwater 727 793 813 749 Tampa
edacted] Clearwater 727 791
‘jearwater, F! 33759
redacted] Tampa 813 870 727 456 St Petersburg
redacted] Tampa 813 871 727 892 St Petersburg
[ampa, Fl 33607 Tampa 813 873
Tampa 813 874
Tampa 8§13 877




US LEC of Florida

: Tampa LATA
JSTOMER PHYSICAL| HOME RATE | HOME | HOME | FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA | NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER
acted New Port Richey 727 842 813 9490 Tampa
lacted] New Port Richey 727 847 813 949 Tampa
1 Richey, Fi 34688 New Port Richey 727 849 727 461 Clearwater
New Port Richey 727 845 727 461 Clearwater
New Port Richey 727 569 727 461 Clearwater
New Port Richey 727 848
New Port Richey 727 815
-acted] Tampa 813 751 813 788 Zephyrhils
dacted] Tampa 813 862
a2sley Chapel, FI 33543
dacted} Tampa B13 315 727 450 Clearwater
wacted] Street , Tampa 813 658 727 456 St Petersburg
impa, Fl 33602 Tampa 813 749 863 535 Bartow
Tampa 813 751 863 904 Lakeland
Tampa 813 769 941 552 Satasota
813 305 Plant City
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved )

issues in negotiation of interconnection )
agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by US ) Docket No. 020412-TP
LEC of Florida Inc. ) f"
)

US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.’S RESPONSES TO
STAFF’S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES

TO US LEC OF FLORIDA INC. (NOS, 4-8)
Pursuant to Commission Order No. PSC-02-0993-PCO-TP issued July 23, 2065, as amended,
in Order No. PSC-02-1485-PCO-TP issued October 30, 2002, and by agreement of Staff and US
LEC of Florida Inc. (*US LEC™), US LEC hereby submits these Responses to Staff’s Second Set

of Interrogatories (Nos. 4 - 8) to US LEC.
RESPONSES TQ INTERROGATORIES:

Staff Intertogatory No. 4(a): Referring to page 17 of US LEC witness Montano’s direct
testimony, the witness testifies that “if US LEC’s customers want to call Voice Information Services
connected to Verizon South’s network, then Verizon seeks to require US LEC to provide, at its own
expense, a separate, dedicated trunk to carry that traffic.” Please explain any alternative methods
of segregating this traffic for compensation purposes if this Commission determines reciprocal
compensation should not apply.

Response: US LEC believes that Verizon South (“Verizon”) could implement one of two
alternative methods to segregate Voice Information Service (“VIS”) traffic for compensation
purposes if this Commission determines that the parties’ reciprocal compensation obligations should
not apply to VIS traffic.

(a) Verizon could create a database of its VIS customers and develop a program or method
to identify calls directed to numbers assigned to those VIS customers to ensure that calls to those
numbers are excluded from the reciprocal compensation invoices it sends US LEC.

(b) The parties could develop and implement a billing factor similar to the Percent Local
Usage (“PLU”}/Percent Interstate Usage (“PIU™) factors the parties currently use. Under this
method, each party must provide the other a list of those telephone numbers assigned to VIS
providers on their network to allow the originating party to determine the percentage of traffic it is
directing to the other party’s VIS providers. This method of segregating VIS traffic would also



require modifications to billing systems to handle an additional factor,

Respondent: Wanda Montano



Staff Intemrogatory No, 4(b): Is Verizon’s trunk provisioning position consistent with this
Commission’s decision in the Reciprocal Compensation Order?

Response: Assuming that this question concerns Verizon’s trunk proposal relating to the
separation and delivery of VIS traffic, then US LEC submits that Verizon’s position is inconsistent
with the Commission’s decision in the Reciprocal Compensation Order. First, Verizon’s proposal
requires US LEC to establish, at its own expense, a separate dedicated trunk group to the switch
serving the VIS platform, which may or may not be the POI selected by US LEC. This violates the
Commission’s requirement that US LEC has the right to select the POI to which it will deliver all
of its traffic.

Second, Verizon’s proposal requires a separate trunk group for VIS traffic. Thus, even if this
trunk group is delivered to the POI chosen by US LEC, Verizon’s requirement that a separate trunk
group be devoted solely to VIS traffic violates US LEC’s night to choose the method by which it
interconnects with and delivers its traffic to Verizon, e.g. separate or combined trunk groups. US
LEC submits that this right is implicit in the Commission’s determination that the originating carrier
bears responsibility for the facilities used to deliver its traffic to the POL. In short, under the
Commission’s Order US LLEC has the right to choose the method it uses to deliver its traffic to
Verizon’s POI and the right to choose the POI for the delivery of all traffic. Verizon’s proposal
violates both of these requirements.

Respondent: Wanda Montano



Staff Interrogatory No. 4(c): If the response to interrogatory 4(b) is no, please explain, in
detail how US LEC’s position differs.

Response: US LEC’s position is that US LEC has the right to choose both the POI at
which it will deliver its traffic to Verizon and the method by which it will deliver its traffic to the
POI. In other words, if US LEC designates a POI that is not the serving switch for Verizon’s VIS
customer, US LEC is not obligated to establish a separate POI just for VIS traffic. Moreover, if US
LEC chooses to deliver all of its traffic to Verizon on a combined trunk group to the POI, Verizon
may not require US LEC to establish a separate trunk group for a single category of traffic which
cannot be identified and separated from other locally-dialed traffic without numerous adjustments
to US LEC’s switching translation systems {assuming it 1s even possible to make such adjustments).

Respondent: Wanda Montano
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Staff Interrogatory No. 3: Referring to page 18 of US LEC witness Montano’s direct
testimony, the witness testifies that Voice Information Services traffic, the traffic at issue in Issue
3, “can not be characterized as interstate or intrastaie Exchange Access, Information Access, or
exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access.” Please identify the attributes of

Voice Information Services Traffic that support US LEC’s position to exclude Voice Information

Services traffic from being categorized as:

a) interstate or intrastate Exchange Access,
b) Information Access, or
¢) exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access.

Response: First and foremost, the calls at 1ssue here have all the attributes of all other
locally dialed calls: they are dialed using either seven (7) or ten (10} digit local numbers and, without
any separate trunking, are transported over existing local interconnection trunks between US LEC
and Verizon. For this reason, among others, the categories of traffic that the parties’ agreement
defines as VIS Traffic fit completely the defimtion of *“Reciprocal Compensation Traffic” that is the
basis for the parties’ reciprocal compensation obligations.

FCC rules define “Reciprocal Compensation” as an arrangement “in which each of the two
carriers receives compensation from the other carrier for the transport and termination on each
carrier’s network facilities of telecommunications traffic that originates on the network facilities of
the other carrier.” Similarly, “Reciprocal Compensation Traffic” is defined as
“[t]elecommunications traffic originated by a Customer of one party on that party’s network and
terminated to a Customer of the other party on that other party’s network, except for
Telecommunications traffic that is interstate or intrastate Exchange Access, Information Access, or
exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access.™

The categories of traffic included in the definition of *“Voice Information Services Traffic”
fit this definition: Whether the call is a “recorded voice announcement information or [ii] a vocal
discussion program open to the public,” it is originated by a customer of one party on that party’s
network and is terminated by a customer of the other party on that party’s network. (/d.)

The traffic plainly is not “Exchange Access” traffic, which is defined in the
Telecommunications Act as “the offering of access to telephone exchange services or facilities for
the purpose of the origination or termination of telephone toll services.” 47 U.S.C. § 153 (16)
(emphasis added). The term has this same meaning for purposes of the parties’ exchange of traffic
in Florida because they have defined it in their proposed Interconnection Agreement as having “the

' FCC Rule 51.701(e). The FCC defines “telecommunications traffic” as “Telecommuni-
cations traffic exchanged between a LEC and a telecommunications carrier other than a CMRS provider,
except for telecommunications traffic that is interstate or intrastate exchange access, information access,
or exchange services for such access.” FCC Rule 51.701(b}(1).

2 Glossary, Section 2.75.



meaning set forth in the Act.” (Glossary at § 2.33). Thus, VIS traffic is not Exchange Access
because it is not toll traffic subject to access charges.

Nor is it properly categorized as “Information Access” traffic, which is not defined in the
Act, but rather, is defined in the Modified Final Judgment as “the provision of specialized exchange
telecommunications services by @ BOC in an exchange area in connection with the origination,
termination, transmission, switching, forwarding or routing of telecommunications traffic to or from
the facilities of a provider of information services.” (United States v. AT&T, 552 F. Supp. 131, 229 .
(D.D.C. 1982) (emphasis added).

In turn, “Information Services” is defined in the Act as “the offering of a capability for
generating, acquiring, storing, transforming, processing, retrieving, utilizing, or making available
information via telecommunications, and includes electronic publishing, but does not include any
use of any such capability for the management, control, or operation of a telecommunications system
or the management of a telecommunications service.”

US LEC interprets these definitions to exclude calls to VIS Providers, especially those
providers who offer a service that offers “a vocal discussion program open to the public.,” That
traffic does not fit the definition of “Information Service” and it typically involves a call that
originates and terminates in the same local calling area. Indeed, the New York Public Service
Commission addressed the issue and concluded that calls to so-called “chatlines™ were eligible for
reciprocal compensation.*

Similarly, to the extent that US LEC provides service to a VIS Provider who offers a
“recorded voice announcement information,” that service does not constitute “Information Access”
because, by its terms, information access is defined as a service provided “by a BOC”. It does not
apply when the service is provided by a competitive local exchange provider. Nor is US LEC aware
of any decision by the FCC or any state commission which holds that a call to a recorded voice
announcement 1s not eligible for reciprocal compensation.

In fact, this 1ssue was addressed by the FCC’s Wireline Competition Bureau in the context
of arbitrating interconnection agreements between Verizon Virginia and three CLECs—AT&T, Cox
Communications and WorldCom—and resolved in a manner favorable to US LEC.’ For example,
Verizon alleges here that VIS Traffic is excluded from the parties’ reciprocal compensation

J 47 U.8.C. § 153(20).

4 Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Reexamine Reciprocal Compensation,
Docket No. 99-C-0529, Opinion and Order Concerning Reciprocal Compensation, Order No. 99-10
{(N.Y.P.S.C,, rel. Aug. 26, 1999). '

E Petition of WorldCom, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(ej(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 No. 00-218, Memorandum
Opinion and Order (Wireline Comp, Bureau, rel. July 17, 2002).
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obligations because it is traffic that falls within the scope of Section 251(g} of the Act and, pursuant
to the FCC’s ISP Remand Order, all 251(g) traffic is excluded from reciprocal compensation.® In
its arbitration before the Wireline Bureau, Verizon sought to define its reciprocal compensation
obligations in exactly the same way that it does here—as excluding “interstate or intrastate Exchange
Access, Information Access, or exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access.”
Verizon argued that all 251(g) traffic fell within those defined areas of traffic and, therefore, should
be excluded automatically from its reciprocal compensation obligations.®! The Wireline Bureau
rejected Verizon’s argument, stating: “[w]e disagree with Verizon’s assertion that every form of
traffic listed in section 251(g) should be excluded from section 251(b)(5) reciprocal compensation.”™
In essence, the Wireline Bureau concluded that Verizon was relying entirely on the 251(g) arguments
that had been rejected by the D.C. Circuit and “decline[d] to adopt Verizon’s contract proposals that
appear to build on the logic that the court has now rejected.”®

Respondent: Wanda Montano

g Response of Verizon Florida Inc. to Petition For Arbitration Filed By US LEC of Florida
Inc. at 17-19.
E Compare, FCC Arbitration Order at Y] 257, quoting, Verizon’s Proposed Agreement to

WorldCom, Part C, Interconnection Attach., § 7.3.1., with, Verizon’s Proposed Agreement to US LEC,
Interconnection Attach., § 7.3.1.

e FCC Arbitration Order at9 257.
9 Id. at 9 261.
10 Id.



Staff Interrogatory No. 6(a): Please provide US LEC’s definition of Voice Information
Services Traffic.

Response: VIS is defined in section 5.1 of the Additional Services Attachment of the
parties” proposed agreement: “(a) Voice Information Service means a service that provides [i]
recorded voice announcement information or fii] a vocal discussion program open to the public, and
(b) Voice Information Service Traffic means intraLATA switched voice traffic, delivered to a Voice
Information Service.” The issue here, however, is not how the traffic is defined; rather the dispute
is focused on (1) Verizon’s assertion that this is a separate class of traffic to which the parties’
reciprocal compensation obligations do not apply and (2) Verizon’s insistence that US LEC must
establish, at its own expense, a dedicated trunk group for the delivery of the traffic.

Respondent: Wanda Montano



Staff Interrogatory No. 6(b): Provide a technical diagram that describes the flow of Voice
Information Services Traffic from origination to termination.

Response: Please see Exhibit 1 attached hereto. The diagram in Exhibit 1 is an example
of a call from a US LEC customer to a VIS provider that is a Verizon customer. In the event that
a Verizon customer calls a VIS provider that is a US LEC customer, the call flow would be reversed.

Respondent: Wanda Montano



Staff Interrogatory No. 6(c): Provide a diagram that describes the flow of payments in
relation to the diagram in 6b.

Response: If the Commission adopts US LEC’s position and determines that reciprocal
compensation is due for VIS traffic, then the payments would flow as follows. Where the
originating party is a Verizon customer, and the VIS provider is a US LEC customer, then US LEC
would bill Verizon reciprocal compensation for that call at the rates set forth in the agreement.
Unless the parties enter a separate agreement, US LEC also would bill Verizon for any charges
imposed by US LEC’s VIS customer. Where the originating party is a US LEC customer, and the
VIS provider is a Verizon customer, then Verizon would bill US LEC reciprocal compensation for
that call at the rates set forth in the agreement. Unless the parties enter a separate agreement, Verizon
also would bill US LEC for any charges imposed by Verizon’s VIS customer.

Respondent: Wanda Montano
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Staff Interrogatory No, 7: Please provide four examples of Voice Information Services
traffic. (If US LEC can not provide four distinct examples, please provide all examples known to
US LEC)

Response: In general, VIS traffic will fall into one of two categories: (a) Recorded
announcements (e.g., time/temperature, weather information, sports information, etc.) or (b) Vocal
discussion programs open to the public (e.g., chatlines).

Respondent: Wanda Montano
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te atorv No. 8: Does US LEC terminate Voice Information Services Traffic?

Response: Yes, but currently not in the Tampa LATA. US LEC provides service to VIS
providers and therefore terminates VIS traffic in other markets where it operates. US LEC does not
believe that it is providing service to VIS providers in the Tampa LATA. US LEC does not identify
VIS as a separate class of service or product offering available to its customers. Moreover, US LEC
does not inquire into the use each customer makes of the service it purchases from US LEC.

Respondent: Wanda Montano
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved )

issues in negotiation of interconnection )
agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by US ) Docket No. 020412-TP
LEC of Florida Inc. )
)
US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.’S

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO
STAFF’S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES
TO US LEC OF FLORIDA INC,

Pursuant to Commission Order No. PSC-02-0993-PCQO-TP issued July 23, 2002, as amended
in Order No. PSC-02-1485-PCO-TP issued October 30, 2002, and by agreement of Staff and US
LEC of Florida Inc. (“US LEC”), US LEC submits these Supplemental Responses to Staff’s Second

Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1 — 3) to US LEC and Staff’s requested clarifications.

S NTERRO :

1{(a) In light of this Commission’s Reciprocal Compensation Order, Order No. PSC-02-1248-
FOF-TP, issued September 10, 2002, specifically pages 25-26, does this Commission’s
decision support US LLEC’s position on Issue 1 in this arbitration?

Response: Yes.
Respondent: Wanda Montano . _;_,.ﬁ"‘ir
- 'e_l ‘\?ﬁ_’,@/’/’
-- -5 N0




1(b) If the response to interrogatory 1(a) is yes, please identify the specific provisions of this
order that support US LEC’s position.

Response: US LEC’s position is that US LEC has the right to designate the POI where both
parties must physically deliver their originating traffic. US LEC has designated a POI at Verizon’s
tandem. The following statements in the Reciprocal Compensation Order support this aspect of US
LEC’s position:

“[WT]e find that ALECs have the exclusive right to unilaterally designate single POls
for the mutual exchange of telecommunications traffic at any technically feasible
location on an incumbent’s network within a LATA.”

“[Wle find that an originating carrier has the responsibility for delivering its traffic
to the point(s) of interconnection designated by the alternative local exchange
company (ALEC) in each LATA for the mutual exchange of traffic.”

US LEC’s position also requires Verizon to bear financial responsibility for delivering its originating
traffic to the POI selected by US LEC. The following statement in the Reciprocal Compensation
Order supports US LEC’s position:

“['W1le find that an originating carrier is preciuded by FCC rules from charging a
terminating carrier for the cost of transport, or for the facilities used to transport the
originating carrier’s traffic, from its source to the point(s) of interconnection in a
LATA”

It is also US LEC’s position that where US LEC provides the transport from the POI on Verizon’s
network to US LEC’s switch to carry Verizon’s originating traffic, Verizon must compensate US
LEC for providing this transport. This aspect of US LEC’s position is supported by the following
statement in the Commission order:

“These rules require an originating carrier to compensate the terminating carrier for

transport and termination of traffic through intercarrier compensation.” (Emphasis
added.)

Respondent: Wanda Montano



1(c) If the response to interrogatory 1(a) is no, please explain, in detail, how US LEC’s position
differs.

Response:  N/A
Respondent: Wanda Montano



2(a) Referring to page 25 of the Reciprocal Compensation Order, Point of Interconnection
Designation, does this Commission’s decision support US LEC’s position on Issue 2 in this
arbitration?

Response: Yes.

Respondent: Wanda Montano



2(b) If the response to interrogatory 2(a) is yes, please identify the specific provisions of this
order that support US LEC’s position.

Response: Issue two concerns whether Verizon may force US LEC either to designate an end
office collocation arrangement as a POI or pay Verizon for delivery of Verizon’s originating traffic
from the end office where US LEC has a collocation arrangement to the POI selected by US LEC.
Forcing US LEC to make this choice would deny US LEC its right to select the POI for the mutual
exchange of traffic. Forcing US LEC to pay for Verizon’s transport from the end office to US LEC’s
chosen POI would also absolve Verizon of its financial obligation to deliver its traffic to the POI
selected by US LEC. Therefore, the Reciprocal Compensation Order supports US LEC’s position
on Issue two. The relevant statements from the Reciprocal Compensation Order that support US
LEC’s position are quoted in Response 1(b).

Respondent: Wanda Montano



2(c) If the response to interrogatory 2(a) is no, please explain, in detail, how US LEC’s position

differs.
Response:  N/A
Respondent: Wanda Montano



3(a) Referring to pages 33-34 of the Reciprocal Compensation Order, does this Commission’s
decision support US LEC’s position on Issue 6 in this arbitration?

Response: The Commission’s decision does not support either US LEC’s position or Verizon’s
posttion.

Respondent: Wanda Montano.



3(b) If the response to interrogatory 3(a) is yes, please identify the specific provisions of this
order that support US LEC’s position.

Response: N/A
Respondent: Wanda Montano



3(c) If the response to interrogatory 3(a) is no, please explain, in detail, how US LEC’s position
differs.

Response: The discussion at pages 33-34 of the Reciprocal Compensation Order does not support
either party’s position on Issue 6. The discussion concludes that non-ISP-bound virtual FX traffic
is not local traffic automatically subject to reciprocal compensation. Yet as the Commission
recognized, the solution proposed by Verizon—imposing access charges-—is not the best way to
handie the traffic either. Indeed, the Commission also recognized that Verizon bills ALECs
reciprocal compensation for its own FX traffic. Without mandating either reciprocal compensation
or access charges, the Commission stated that compensation for the de mirimis amount of non-ISP
bound FX traffic should be negotiated by the parties. Verizon and US LEC have not been able to
come to an agreement on how they should compensate each other for that traffic.

US LEC has demonstrated that reciprocal compensation for this traffic is appropriate.

Respondent: Wanda Montano



ST :
1 Please describe US LEC’s position on providing separate trunking to Verizon. (Please
provide and explain US LEC’s position regarding pay-per-call services versus other VIS
traffic if such a distinction exists)

Response: US LEC and Verizon have settled the issue of separate trunking for VIS traffic.

Respondent: Wanda Montano

10



2(a) Please identify any technical feasibility issues regarding US LEC blocking traffic from its
end users to numbers assigned to Verizon’s VIS.

Response: N/A

Respondent: Wanda Montano

11



2(b) If the answer to 2(a) is “none”, please explain why US LEC has not employed such
blocking.

Responge: N/A
Respondent: Wanda Montano

12




3(a) Please describe any feasibility issue that would inhibit US LEC from billing its end users
when a US LEC end user calls a Verizon operated VIS pay service.

Response: US LEC and Verizon have settled Issue 4.

Respondent: Wanda Montano

13



3(b) Ifthere are not any significant feasibility issues, please describe US LEC’s position and
rationale on billing its end users when pay-per-call services are used. (If thereis a
distinction between long distance charges and other pay-per-call services, please explain)

Response: N/A
Respondent: Wanda Montano

14



3(c) If there are not any significant feasibility issues, please explain US LEC’s position and
~ rationale on including or not including billing terms and conditions in the agreement with
Verizon. (Basically, what are the differences that preclude the parties from agreeing to
bill each other respectively for pay-per-call services)

Response: N/A
Respondent: Wanda Montano

135
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re; Petition for arbitration of unresolved ) Docket No. 020412-TP
issues in negotiation of interconnection )
agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by )
US LEC of Florida Inc. )
)

VERIZON FLORIDA INC.'S RESPONSES TO
STAFF’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-9)

Verizon Florida Inc. (“Verizon”}, by counsel and pursuant to the July 23, 2002,
Order Establishing Procedure, hereby files its responses to Staff's First Set of

Interrogatories, which was filed on October 7, 2002.

Interrogatory Prepared By:

1 Bill Munsell - Negotiations Manager/Legal
2 Bill Munsell - Negotiations Manager/Legal
3 Bill Munseli - Negotiations Manager/Legal
4 Bill Munsell - Negotiations Manager/Legal
5 Bill Munsell - Negotiations Manager/

Yvonne Flynn - Supv-Accounting/Legal
Yvonne Fiynn - Supv-Accounting
Bill Munsell - Negotiations Manager/
Terry Haynes - Sr Staff Cslt-Regulatory
8 Linda Rossy - Spec-Regulatory/Legal
9 Bil} Munsell - Negotiations Manager /
Terry Haynes - Sr Staff Cslt-Regulatory/Legal

-~ &

INTERROGATORIES

1. Is Verizon's VGRIPs language contained in any other interconnection
agreement? If so, please identify the ALEC and the state in which the agreement
applies.

Response:

Verizon's interconnection agreements with the following ALECs contain Verizon’s
VGRIP language and are effective in the following jurisdictions:
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Adelphia — District of Columbia, Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New York, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and West Virginia

Advanced — Pennsylvania

AirCover -— Massachusetts

Broadview — Connecticut, District of Columbia, Delaware, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsyivania, Rhode Island, Vermont,
Virginia, and West Virginia

Cambrian — District of Columbia, New York, Virginia

Cavalier — District of Columbia

Citizens — Pennsylvania

CTC — District of Columbia, Delaware, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Virginia
Cyris — Virginia

Dark Air — Connecticut, Delaware District of Columbia, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Virginia

Dominion — Maryland, New York, and Virginia
D-Tel — Delaware and Pennsylvania
Eagle — New Jersey

Focal — Delaware, District of Columbia, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, and Virginia

HTC — Pennsylvania
InfoHighway -— Virginia
KMC — Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine, Massachusetts,

New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsyivania, Rhode Island, Vermont,
and West Virginia

Level_3 — Florida, Califomia, Indiana, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, North
Carclina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia, and
Washington
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Levy — New York

Lightship — Maine, Massachusetts, and Vermont
LightiWave — Delaware, Rhode Island, and Virginia
LineSystems — Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania
Log On America — Massachusetts

Looking Glass — District of Columbia, New Jersey, and Virignia
McGraw — Massachusetts

Metropolitan — Virginia

Mid-Maine — Maine

NextGen — New York

NTELOS — Virginia and West Virginia

Otel — Massachusetts and New Hampshire

PNG — Massachusetts, New York, and Pennsylvania
R&B — Virginia

SNiP LINK — Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania

- Sphera Optical — District of Columbia, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York,

and Virginia

TMC — Maryland and Virginia

United — District of Columbia, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, and West
Virginia

US LEC — Virginia

Virginia Giobal — Virginia

Warwick Valley — New York
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Westelcom — New York

In addition, Verizon’s interconnection agreements with the following ALECs in
Florida {and, in most cases, in other jurisdictions as well) contain Verizon's
similar GRIP language, which is described in the Direct Testimony of Peter J.
D’Amico at 7-8: Biz-Tel, DSLnet, Excel, Florida Telephone, Global NAPS,
Heritage, ICG Telecom, NUI, SBC, Talk Unlimited, VarTec, and Winstar.

Verizon continues to research this request and will provide any pertinent
additional information as soon as possible.

Please refer to Verizon witness Munsell's rebuttal testimony, page 2, lines 1-7.
Under Verizon’s proposal, if US LEC chooses to maintain its current architecture,
would US LEC be financially responsible for Verizon originating traffic if the call
originated in the same local calling area as the US LEC-IP?

Response:
No.

Please refer to US LEC witness Hoffman’s rebuttal testimony, page 3, lines 9-14.
Specify the “negotiated intercarrier compensation rate.”

Response:

The proposed agreement does not contain a ‘“negotiated intercarrier
compensation rate”. Verizon would agree to strike, in Section 7.1.1.3, the words
“only the lesser of the negotiated intercarrier compensation rate or”, '

Please refer to US LEC witness Hoffman’s rebuttal testimony, page 4, lines 19-

- 23. Identify each “other cost” and the circumstance(s) under which Verizon

would incur each cost in transporting its traffic to a US LEC-IP located in another
local calling area?

Response:

This referenced fanguage will not apply in the Tampa LATA because Verizon is
the sole ILEC in that LATA and will have no need to incur these costs in
transporting calls from its customers to customers of US LEC. This language,
however, is part of a multi-state template. in other states, Verizon is not the sole
ILEC in all of the LATAs in which it operates. In those LATAs, calls subject to
reciprocal compensation from Verizon’s customers to customers of an ALEC may
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have to traverse the network of another ILEC, ALEC, or other transpornt provider,
in order to reach the ALEC-IP. In that event, Verizon would purchase transport
and, if necessary, tandem switching from the other carrier.

Identify the percentage of Verizon customers utilizing FX numbers.

Response:

Verizon only has data that represents the percentage of Verizon switched lines
in-service in Florida that are Foreign Exchange. As of December 2001, that
percentage was 0.05738%.

tdentify the percentage of US LEC originated traffic delivered to Verizon FX
customers. '

Response:

In February 2002, Verizon performed a study in Florida to identify the amount of
traffic that ALECs originated to Verizon FX customers. The percentage of US
LEC originated traffic delivered to Verizon FX customers was approximately two
one-hundredths of one percent (0.02%) in the study month.

Does Verizon currently bill reciprocal compensation to other ALECs when those
carriers originate calls to Verizon's FX customers? If so, identify the ALEC and
the applicable state.

Response:

Based on the way Verizon’s intercarrier billing systems are currently set up in
Florida and other states, in the event that an ALEC's customer calls a Verizon FX
customer (where the NXX codes of the ALEC customer and the Verizon FX
customer are associated with the same Verizon local calling area}, Verizon will
bill reciprocal compensation for those calls. However, as noted in response to
Interrogatory No. 6, in February 2002, Verizon performed a study in Florida to
identify the amount of traffic that ALECs originated to Vetizon FX customers.
The resulits of the study revealed that the amount of such traffic is quite small —
about $130, or six one-hundredths of one percent of the amount of reciprocal
compensation Verizon billed to ali ALECs in the study month.

What does Verizon charge its customers for FX service?
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Response:

Rates for Verizon FX service are found in Section A9.1 of the General Services
Tariff. Monthly recurring charges that may apply to FX service are:

a) Local Channel

b} Interoffice Channel

c) Bridging equipment (if required)

d) Usage charges for calls originated by and terminated to the FX customer

e) Toll charges will apply for all calls terminating outside the local calling area
of the foreign office, but within the LATA.

‘Does Verizon incur additional expenses to transport a call to a US LEC virtual

NXX customer physically located outside of Verizon’s calling area? I so, please
identify each and every additional expense incurred.

Response:

Verizon does not transport calls to US LEC's customers. Verizon hands off calls
originated by its customers to US LEC for delivery to US LEC’s customers. The
physical location of US LEC’s customer does, however, affect the cost to Verizon
of transporting Verizon-originated traffic, because Virtual NXX arrangements are
typically used to provide ALEC customers with a telephone number associated
with a calling area remote from the physical location of the ALEC's switch. It is
thus often, though not invariably, true that Verizon must transport such calls
outside of the caliing party’s local calling area. In those cases, Verizon incurs
additional transport costs and, in certain instances, must petform additional
switching, at a Verizon tandem switch. Verizon would ordinarily receive toll
charges for such calls, but the Virtual NXX arrangement — for which US LEC
charges its customers — permils Verizon’s customers to make these calls
without incurring toll charges, thereby depriving Verizon of revenue.
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Interrogatories (Nos. 1-9) served on Verizon Florida inc. by Staff in Docket No.
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In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. 020412-TP

issues in negotiation of interconnection

US LEC of Florida Inc.

)
)
agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by )
)
)

VERIZON FLORIDA INC."S RESPONSES TO
STAFF’S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-8)

Verizon Florida Inc. (“Verizon™), by counsel and pursuant to Rule 1.340, Florida

Rules of Civil Procedure, hereby files its responses to Staff's Second Set of

Interrogatories (Nos. 1-8), which was filed on January 6, 2003.

Interrogqatory

Prepared By: Title
Scott H. Angstreich QOutside Counsel

Scott H. Angstreich Outside Counsel

@~ @M r 2

Aaron M. Panner
Aaron M. Panner
Aaron M. Panher
Aaron M. Panner
Aaron M, Panper
Aaron M. Panner

Qutside Counsel
Qutside Counsel
Qutside Counsel
Qutside Counsel
Outside Counssl
Qutside Counse!

1(a)

INTERROGATORIES:

In light of this Commission’s Reciprocal Compensation Order, Order No. PSC-
02-1248-FOF-TP, issued September 10, 2002, specifically pages 25-26, does
this Commission’s decision support Verizon's position on lssue 1 in this
arbitration?

Hesponse:

The Commission’s decision rejects Verizon’s pesition in pant and supports it in
part. The Commission held, in Docket 000075-TP, that ILECs are “precluded . . .
from” charging ALECs for the transport that the ILEC must perform when an
ALEC's POI is located outside of the local calling area where a local call
originates. Reciprocal Compensation Order at pages 25-26. That decision is
inconsistent with Verizon’s position that, in the event US LEC refuses Verizon's
request to establish a geographicaliy relevant IP, then US LEC should bear the

cost of transponting traffic to a point located outside the local calling area where
the calt originates.
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1(b)

1(c)

2(a)

However, the Reciprocal Compensation Order does support Verizon’s position
that US LLEC’s proposal, under which Verizon would be required to bear the cost
of transporting traffic to US LEC's switch, must be rejected. in the Reciprocal
Compensation Order, the Commission found that ALECs have the “right to
unilaterally designate single POls . . . at any technically feasible location on an
incumbent’s network within a LATA” and that “an originating carrier has the
responsibility for delivering its traffic to the point(s) of interconnection designated
by the [ALEC] in each LATA” Reciprocal Compensation Order at page 25
(emphasis added). Because the POl must be on Verizon's network (see also 47
C.F.R. § 51.305(a)(2)), US LEC's proposal that Verizon have the responsibility
for delivering its traffic past the POI, to US LEC’s switch, is contrary to the
Commission’s order.

If the response to interrogatory 1{(a) is yes, please identify the specific provisions
of this order that support Verizon's position,

Response:

See response to 1(a).

If the response to interrogatory 1(a) is no, please explain, in detail, how Verizon’s
position differs.

Response:

See response to 1(a).

Referring to page 25 of the Reciprocal Compensation Order, Point of
Interconnection Designation, does this Commission’s decision support Verizon’s
position on lssue 2 in this arbitration?

Response:

See response to 1(a).

If the response to interrogatory 2(a) is yes, please identify the specific provisions
of this order that support Verizon's position.
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2(c)

3(a)

Response:

See response to 1{a).

If the response to interrogatory 2(a} is no, please explain, in detait, how Verizon’s
position differs.

Response:
N/A

Referring to pages 33-34 of the Reciprocal Compensation Order, does this
Commission's decision support Verizon's position on Issue 6 in this arbitration?

Response:

Yes. In this arbitration, Verizon has taken the position that reciprocal
compensation does not apply to interexchange traffic, defined by reference to the
actual originating and terminating points of the complete end-to-end
communication. In the Reciprocal Compensation Order, the Commission
adopted this position, holding that “intercarrier compensation for calls to [Virtual
NXX] numbers shall be based upon the end points of the particular calls.”
Reciprocal Compensation Order at page 33. The Commission further held that
“calls terminated to end users outside the local calling area in which their
NPA/NXXs are homed are not local calls for purposes of intercarrier
compensation; therefore we find that carriers shall not be obligated to pay
reciprocal compensation for this traffic.” /d. The Commission's determination
“creates a default for determining intercarrier compensation.” /d.

Verizon concurs with the Commission’s reasoning on this point. As the
Commission noted, “the classification of traffic as either local or toll has
historically been, and should continue to be, determined based on the end points
of a particuiar call.” Id. at page 30. And the Commission further held that “the
proper application of a particular intercarrier compensation mechanism” must
also take account of ‘the jurisdiction of a call as being either local or long
distance.” Id.

The order also supports Verizon’s position that access charges shouid be paid
for Virtual NXX traffic, although the Commission did not finally resolve the issue.
The Commission agreed with Verizon that Virtual NXX traffic “would be
considered intrastate exchange access” under federal law” and noted that “it
seems reasonable to apply access charges to virtual NXX/FX traffic that
originates and terminates in different local calling areas.” /d. at page 31-32



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Responses to
Staff's Second Set of Interrogatories {Nos. 1-8)
Docket No. 020412-TP

Page 4

3(b)

3{c)

4(a)

4(b)

(emphasis added). At the same time, the Commission left it to the parties to
implement the specific compensation method under their interconnection
agreements, noting that the parties might find it mutually advantageous to apply
bill-and-keep to Virtual NXX traffic. /d. At page 33. Verizon believes that the
Commission’s reasoning indicates that, although parties might voluntarily agree
to forgo originating access charges on Virtual NXX/FX traffic, access charges
apply to such traffic in the absence of a contrary agreement.

If the response to interrogatory 3(a) is yes, please identify the specific provisions
of this order that support Verizon’s position.

Response:

See response to 3(a).

If the response to interrogatory 3(a) is no, please explain, in detail, how Verizon’s
position differs.

Response:
N/A

Referring to page 17 of US LEC witness Montano's direct testimony, the witness
testifies that “if US LEC’s customers want to call Voice Information Services
connected to Verizon South's network, then Verizon seeks to require US LEC to
provide, at its own expense, a separate, dedicated trunk to carry that traffic.” Is it
Verizon's position that US LEC should be required to provision separate trunks
for Voice Information Service traffic?

Response:

Ms. Montano’s testimony relates to Issue 4 in the arbitration. Verizon’s position
is that US LEC should be required to provide separate trunking only for that
separate sub-class of information services traffic for which the Voice Information
Service provider imposes a separate charge on the calling party — typically, 800
and 976 numbers,

if the response in 4(a) is “yes,” is separate trunking necessary to ensure that the
traffic remains distinguishable for compensation purposes? If no, please explain

any alternative methods of segregating the traffic that exist for compensation
purposes.



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Responses to j

Staft's Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-8) , [ ?
Docket No. 020412-TP V‘ tb 4
Page 5 MJ/ 1 y
¢
w" LLL
Response: f
f

4(c)

4(d)

4(e)

The purpose of segregating caller-paid Voice Information Services is to ensure
that such traffic is subject to adequate controls — it is not a function of the need to
distinguish such traffic for inter-carrier compensation purposes. A Voice
Information Service provider might offer recorded astrological information, or
answers to crossword puzzles, or other recorded information for a fee to be billed
to the caller. Such traffic raises special concemns, because where a carrier
provides billing service to its Voice Information Service provider subscriber, it

must be able to accurately bill such traffic, and block delivery of such traffic

where there is no mechanism for billing the calling party — where, for example,
there is no agreement between the originating carrier and the carrier serving the
information services provider for end-user billing. Separate trunking is essential
to ensure that traffic from ALEC end users to information service providers
served by Verizon remains subject to adequaie controls. All ALECs have the
option of blocking such traffic entirely, and most do so. If they do not, they
should be required to establish a separate trunk for delivery of that traffic.

If the response in 4(a) is “yes,” is Verizon's trunk provisioning position consistent
with this Commission's decision in the Reciprocai Compensation Order?

Response:
Verizon respectfully submits that the Commission did not address the issue of
caller-paid Voice Information Services in the Reciprocal Compensation Order.

Verizon believes that separate trunking is necessary and appropriate for the
reasons stated above.

if the answer to 4{c) is “yes,” please explain.

Response:
N/A

If the answer to 4(c) is “no,” please provide the basis for Verizon's position.

Response:
N/A

(f\fﬁ&y—
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5.

Referring to page 18 of US LEC witness Montano's direct testimony, the witness
testifies that Voice information Services traffic, the traffic at issue in lssue 3, “can
not be characterized as interstate or intrastate Exchange Access, Information
Access, or exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access.”
Please identify the attributes of Voice Information Services Traffic that support
Verizon’s position to categorize this traffic as Information Access, and thus
exclude it from reciprocal compensation.

Response:

Ms. Montano's testimony on this point relates to Issue 3 in the arbitration. US
LEC's claim that Voice Information Services traffic can never constitute
“interstate or intrastate exchange access, information access, or exchange
services for such access” is incorrect as a matter of law. As the FCC made clear
in the ISP Remand Order, reciprocal compensation does not apply to “traffic
destined for an information service provider” because such traffic falls into the
category of “information access.” ISP Remand Order | 44} The FCC further
held that “Congress’s reference to ‘information access’ in section 251(g) was
intended to incorporate the meaning of the phrase ‘information access' as used
in the AT&T Consent Decree” set forth in United States v. AT&T 2

The Consent Decree defined ‘“information access” as “the provision of
specialized exchange telecommunications services . . . in connection with the
origination, termination, transmission, switching, forwarding or routing of
telecommunications traffic to or from the facilities of a provider of information
services.” And “information services” were in tumn defined as “the offering of a
capability for generating, acquiring, storing, transforming, processing, retrieving,
utilizing, or making available information which may be conveyed via
telecommunications.™ The definition of Voice Information Services in the
proposed agreement at the very least includes such traffic, because {among
other things) that definition includes calls that are intended to retrieve “recorded
voice announcement information.” US LEC Pet'n, Exh. B at 43, Additional

! Aithough the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals remanded the /SP Remand Order to
the FCC, the court explicitly declined to vacate the order, which thus remains binding
federal law. See WorldCom, Inc. v. FCC, 288 F.3d 429, 434 (D.C. Cir. 2002); see also
Memorandum Opinion and Order, Joint Application of BellSouth Corporation, et al., for
Provision of In-Region, interLATA Services in Georgia and Louisiana, 17 FCC Red 9018,
i1 73.T 1 575 (2002) (rules adopted in the ISP Hemand Order “remain in effect”} (Verizon

pp. lan 7).

2 See ISP Remand Order | 44 (citing United States v. AT&T, 552 F. Supp. 131,
196, 229 (D.D.C. 1982)).

® Seeid.
‘AT&T, 552 F. Supp. at 229.
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S(a.)

6(b)

Services Attachment § 5.1 (emphasis added). The FCC has explicitly held that
retrieval of recorded information is an enhanced service, the FCC’s term for an
information service. See, e.g., Memorandum Opinion and Order, Petition of
Nevada Bell, 16 FCC Rcd 19255, 1| 1 (2001) (Verizon App. Tab 11). Moreover,
there is no reason that a Voice Information Service could not be set up to operate
on an interLATA basis, with “local” access numbers in a variety of cities. Traffic
destined for such services would undoubtedly constitute exchange access traffic.

Please provide Verizon’s definition of Voice Information Services Traffic.

Response:

The definition of Voice Information Services Traffic in Verizon's proposed
agreement has caused confusion on two points; Verizon has made clear to US
LEC in subsequent negotiations that the definition in the agreement does not fully
and accurately represent Verizon’s current legal position. In the proposed
agreement, Voice Information Service “means a service that provides [i] recorded
voice announcement information or [ii] a vocal discussion program open 1o the
public, and (b) Voice Information Services Traffic means intraLATA switched
voice traffic, delivered to a Voice Information Service” with certain specified
exclusions. However, for purposes of Issue 3, Verizon has made clear that, to
the extent its definition of Voice Information Services Traffic could be read more
broadly, Verizon's position is that Voice Information Services Traffic should be
excluded from the scope of the parties’ reciprocal compensation obligations to
the extent (and only to the extent) that such traffic is “interstate or intrastate
exchange access, information access, or exchange services for such access.”
See 47 C.F.R. § 51.701(b)(1). it is Verizon’s intention to track, not to alter, the
terms of federal law.

With respect to Issue 4, Verizon's concern is not with information services traffic
generally, but only with that separate sub-class of traffic for which the Voice
Information Service provider imposes a separate charge on the calling party.
Verizon seeks separate trunking only to the extent that US LEC chooses to allow
its customers to call 900 and 976 numbers served by Verizon.

Provide a technical diagram that describes the flow of Voice Information Services
Traffic from origination to termination.
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Response;

Possible

Further
Possible Connections to
Interconnection Intermediate Information
Trunks Switching Sources

d 900 & 976 Traffic Only PP L ;
Voice Information
Service Provider
Point of Presence

6(c) Provide a diagram that describes the flow of payments in relation to the diagram
in 6b. _

Response:

The flow of payment would depend on the type of traffic. To the extent the traffic
at issue is non-900/976 traffic, there would be no inter-carrier compensation, and
both the Voice Information Service Provider and the Caller would generally pay
local exchange charges. In the case of 900/976 traffic, the caller would incur a
separate charge uitimately owed to the Voice Information Service Provider; the
method of billing and collections for such charges would depend on the
contractual arrangements among the parties. For example, Carrier A might bill
its customer, pay Carrier B, and Carrier B might in turn compensate the Voice
Information Service Provider. Verizon’s concern is that, in the absence of proper
controls, the caller might incur charges without any established method for billing
and collections.

7. Please provide four examples of Voice Information Services traffic. (If Verizon
can not provide four distinct examples, please provide all examples known to
Verizon.)

Response:

Four examples of caller-paid Voice Information Services are pomn lines, paid chat
lines, astrology information lines, and crossword puzzle solution lines. Verizon
proposes requiring separate trunking for such caller-paid Voice Information
Services. Additional examples of non-caller-paid Voice Information Services, for
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which no separate trunking would be required, are automated bank information
lines, automated film and ticket information lines.

With respect to issue 5, please define the term “receiving party” and explain how
it is to be distinguished from the historical reference of receiving panty, such as
those found in the proposed agreement. (See section 10 of proposed agreement
for example.)

Response:

“Receiving party" means the parly receiving the telecommunications traffic
originated on the originating party’s network. The use of the term “receiving” in
this context is consistent with the use of that term in other contexts; the only
difference is what is being “received.” Thus, in the case of section 10 of the
proposed agreement, confidential information is being received; in the case of
the proposed agreement’s inter-carrier compensation  provisions,
telecommunications traffic is being received.
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CLARIFICATIONS:

i

Please clarify the specific types of traffic for which Verizon believes that there should be
separate trunking, ¢.g., pay per call services, 900, etc....

Response:

Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.

Please identify the legal basis that supports Verizon’s position to require US LEC to
provision separate trunks to a point other than to US LEC’s point of interconnection
(POI). '

Response:

Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.

Please clarify all clear technical distinctions that make it feasible to separate Voice
Information Service (VIS) traffic from all other local traffic such as specific NXXs,
ete....

Response:

To the extent this clarification relates to caller-paid VIS traffic, such as 976 traffic, the
parties have agreed to withdraw this issue (Issue 4) from the arbitration. As this question
may relate to Issue 3 (reciprocal compensation), Verizon believes it would be feasible for
a receiving carrier to distinguish voice information services traffic that is not subject to
reciprocal compensation from traffic subject to reciprocal compensation by reference to
the voice information service providers’ assigned telephone numbers. These assigned
numbers would not necessarily have any specific NXX. The originating carrier could not
feasibly distinguish such traffic without further information from the receiving carrier.

Please describe any alternative methods of segregating VIS traffic known to Verizon,
such as those provide by US LEC in its response to Interrogatory No. 4(a).

Response:

Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.



Verizon Florida Inc.’s Responses to Staff
Request for Clarification
Docket No. 020412-TP

Page 3

5(a). Is it technically feasible for Verizon to block calls from US LEC end users to numbers
assigned to Verizon’s VIS?

Response:

Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.

5(b) If the answer to 4(a) is “yes”, please explain why Verizon has not employed such
blocking.

Response:
Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.

6. Referring to Verizon's response to Interrogatory 6(a), please provide language that fully
and accurately represents Verizon's position regarding VIS traffic.

Response:

The parties have agreed to withdraw Issue 4 from the arbitration. With respect to Issue 3,
Verizon’s position is set forth in detail below, along with its best-and-final offer

language:

Issue 3: (Glossary, Section 2.75; Additional Services Attachment, Section 3.1;
Interconnection Attachment, Section 7.3.7).

Issue: 1s US LEC entitled to reciprocal compensation for terminating

“Voice Information Services” traffic?
US LEC Position: Yes. The traffic that Verizon now seeks to define as Voice
. Information Services Traffic fits completely the definition of
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic that is eligible for reciprocal
compensation.
Verizon Position: No. “Voice Information Services™ traffic is defined to include

only traffic that is not subject to reciprocal compensation under
current law,

Verizon position is that the exclusion of Voice Information Services from the scope of
the parties” reciprocal compensation obligations is intended simply to track federal law.

Accordingly, Verizon has modified its proposed language to make clear that Voice Information
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Services is not subject to reciprocal compensation fo the extent that such traffic is “interstate or
intrastate exchange access, information access, or exchange services for such access.” 47 C.F.R.
§ 51.701(b)(1).

The proposed language of the relevant provisions is set forth below:

Glossary, Section 2.75 (p. 35): Reciprocal Compensation Traffic.

Telecommunications traffic originated by a Customer of one Party on that Party's network
and terminated to a Customer of the other Party on that other Party’s network, except for
Telecommunications traffic that is interstate or intrastate Exchange Access, Information
Access, or exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access. The
determination of whether Telecommunications traffic is Exchange Access or Information
Access shall be based upon Verizon’s local calling areas as defined by Verizon.
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic does not include: (1) any Internet Traffic; (2) traffic that
does not originate and terminate within the same Verizon local calling area as defined by
Verizon; (3} Toll Traffic, including, but not limited to, calls originated on a 1+
presubscription basis, or on a casual dialed (10XXX/101XXXX) basis; {4) Optional
Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement Traffic; {5) special access, private line,
Frame Relay, ATM, or any other traffic that is not switched by the terminating Party; (6)
Tandem Transit Traffic; or, (7} Voice Information Service Traffic (as defined in Section 5
of the Additicnal Services Attachment) to the extent such traffic is interstate or
intrastate Exchange Access, Information Access, or exchange services for
Exchange Access or Information Access. For the purpeses of this definition, a
Verizon local calling area includes a Verizon non-optional Extended Local Calling Scope
Arrangement, but does not include a Verizon optional Extended Local Caliing Scope
Arrangement.

Additional Services Attachment, Section 5.1 (p. 43}: For purposes of this Section 5, {a)
Voice Information Service means a service that provides [i] recorded voice '
announcement information or [ii] a vocal discussion program open to the public, and {b}
Voice Information Service Traffic means intraLATA switched voice traffic, delivered to a
Voice Information Service. Voice Information Service Traffic does not include any form of
Internet Traffic. Voice Information Service Traffic aiso does not include 555 traffic or
similar traffic with AIN service interfaces, which traffic shall be subject to separate
arrangements between the Parties. Voice Information Service Traffic is not subject to
Reciprocal Compensation charges under Section 7 the Interconnection Attachment to
the extent such traffic is interstate or intrastate Exchange Access, Information
Access, or exchange services for Exchange Access or Information Access.

interconnection Attachment, Section 7.3.7 (p. 65): Reciprocal Compensation shail not
apply to Voice Information Service Traffic (as defined in Section 5 of the Additional
Services Attachment) to the extent such traffic is interstate or intrastate Exchange
Access, Information Access, or exchange services for Exchange Access or
Information Access.

Verizon notes that this best-and-final offer language was previously presented to US LEC

in the course of the parties’ arbitration in Pennsylvania.
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7(a)

7(b)

7(c)

Please describe any feasibility issue that would inhibit Verizon from billing US LEC
when a US LEC end user calls a Verizon operated VIS pay service.

Response:
Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.

If there are not any significant feasibility issues, please describe Verizon’s position and
rationale on billing US LEC when pay-per-call services are used.

Response:

Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration,

If there are not any significant feasibility issues, please explain Verizon’s position and
rationale on including or not including billing terms and conditions in the agreement with

US LEC. (Basically, what are the differences that preclude the parties from agreeing to
bill each other respectively for pay-per-call services).

Response:

Verizon and US LEC have agreed to withdraw this issue from the arbitration.
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RESPONSES

1. With respect to the statement at page 8 of Mr. Hoffimann’s direct testimony that
“US LEC has established POIs at two of those tandems,” please identify the tandems to which
Mr. Hoffman refers, and state whether, under the parties” current arrangements, there are any
other points of interconnection between US LEC’s and Verizon’s networks in the Tampa LATA.

Response:
Subject to, but without waiving its objection to this request, US LEC responds as follows:;

US LEC has established POIs at two Verizon tandems, identified by their CLLI codes of
TAMPFLXAQ01T and TAMPFLXAOQ2T.

There are no other points of interconnection between US LEC’s and Verizon’s networks
in the Tampa LATA.

Respondent:
Mr. Frank Hoffmann



2. With respect to the statement at page 5 of Mr. Hoffmann’s direct testimony that
“1JS LEC takes advantage of decreased transport costs to provide service over a large area with a
single switch,” please identify: (a) each NXX code that has been assigned to US LEC in the
Tampa LATA, (b) the local calling area associated with that NXX code, (¢) the number of US
LEC customers that are collocated at US LEC’s switch in Tampa; and (d) the number of US LEC
customers that are located within 5 miles of US LEC’s switch in Tampa.

Response:

Subject to, and without waiving its objection to this request, identified below are (a) all of
the NXX codes that US LEC utilizes in the Tampa LATA in Florida, whether assigned or ported,

(b) the local calling areas associated with those codes and (c) the number of customers
collocated with US LEC at its switches.

(a) & (b): US LEC has been assigned twenty (20) full NXX codes (727 — 245 [Hudson],
450 [Clearwater], 456 [St. Petersburg], 569 [New Port Richey], 756 [ Tarpon Springs]; 813 —
305, 315, 658, 739, 749, 751, 769 [ Tampa]; 863 — 508 [Winter Haven], 535 [Bartow], 547
[Haines City], 904 ([Lakeland}; 941 - 441[Venice], 552[Sarasota], 782[Bradenton],
845[Palmetto]) in the Tampa LATA. In addition, US LEC also utilizes ported numbers from
five hundred, fifty-one (551) NXX codes in the Tampa LATA (727 — 298, 406, 412, 441, 442,
443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 448, 449, 453, 461, 462, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 469, 501, 507, 517,
518, 519, 523, 524, 530, 531, 532, 533, 535, 536, 538, 539, 559, 562, 581, 582, 584, 585, 586,
587, 588, 593, 595, 596, 599, 631, 669, 712, 723, 724, 725, 726, 733, 734, 735, 736, 738, 771,
772, 773, 781, 784, 785, 786, 787, 789, 791, 793, 796, 797, 799 [Clearwater], 379, 697, 819,
856, 857, 861, 862, 863, 868, 869 [Hudson], 372, 375, 376, 774, 815, 816, 817, 834, 836, 838,
841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847, 848, 849, 859 [New Port Richey], 217, 227, 299, 302, 319,
320, 321, 322, 323, 327, 328, 341, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347, 360, 363, 367, 368, 381, 384, 391,
392, 393, 394, 395, 397, 398, 399, 502, 520, 521, 522, 525, 526, 527, 528, 537, 540, 541, 544,
545, 546, 547, 548, 549, 550, 551, 552, 553, 556, 557, 561, 563, 564, 566, 567, 568, 570, 571,
572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 592, 768, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 827, 864,
865, 866, 867, 872, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 906 [St. Petersburg]; 934, 937, 938, 939,
942, 943, 944, 945 [Tarpon Springs]; 813 - 650, 659, 707, 717, 719, 737, 752, 754, 757, 759, 764
[Plant City]; 202, 204, 207, 209, 218, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 231, 232,
233, 234, 236, 237, 238, 239, 241, 242, 243, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 253, 254, 258, 259, 264,
265, 269, 270, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 281, 282, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 301, 307, 314,
318, 348, 350, 353, 354, 356, 357, 375, 396, 414, 470, 483, 496, 552, 554, 558, 584, 604, 612,
615, 620, 621, 622, 623, 626, 627, 628, 630, 631, 632, 635, 636, 637, 639, 663, 664, 671, 672,
673, 674, 677, 740, 741, 801, 805, 806, 827, 828, 830, 831, 832, 835, 837, 839, 840, 844, 866,
868, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 885, 886, 887,
888, 889, 890, 899, 901, 902, 903, 905, 910, 914, 915, 930, 931, 932, 933, 935, 936, 960, 961,
962, 963, 964, 968, 969, 971, 972, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 983, 984, 985, 987, 988,
989, 990, 998 [Tampal; 715, 779, 780, 782, 783, 788 [Zephyr Hills); 863 — 519, 533, 534, 537,
804 [Bartow]; 635 [Frostproof]; 419, 420, 421, 422, 424, 427, 438, 439 [Haines City]; 692
[Indian Lake]; 638, 676, 678, 679, 696 [Lake Wales]; 413, 499, 510, 603, 606, 607, 614, 616,
619, 644, 646, 647, 648, 665, 666, 567, 668, 669, 680, 682, 683, 686, 687, 688, 701, 709, 802,
815, 816, 853, 858, 859 [Lakeland]; 425, 428, 869 [Mulberry]; 984 [Polk Cityl; 291, 292, 293,
294, 297, 298, 299, 318, 324, 325, 326, 367, 401, 551, 875, 956, 965, 967, 968 [Winter Haven];



941 — 708, 714, 727, 739, 741, 744, 745, 746, 747, 748, 749, 750, 751, 752, 753, 755, 756, 758,
761, 778, 779, 792, 794, 795, 798 [Bradenton]; 460, 473, 474, 475 [Englewood); 322 [Myakkal];
423, 426, 429 [North Port]; 721, 722, 723, 729, 776 {Palmetto]; 296, 312, 316, 329, 330, 331,
341, 342, 343, 346, 349, 351, 355, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 365, 366, 371, 373, 377, 378,
379, 382, 383, 387, 388, 487, 706, 906, 907, 517, 921, 922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 927, 929, 951,
952, 953, 954, 955, 957 [Sarasota]; 408, 412, 480, 483, 484, 485, 486, 488, 492, 493, 496, 497,
018, 966 [Venice] that were initially assigned to Verizon.

(c) One customer is collocated at US LEC’s switch in the Tampa LATA.
(d) US LEC does not maintain records in a manner that would permit it to identify readily

or with specificity the number of US LEC customers that are located within 5 miles of US LEC’s
switch in Tampa.

Respondent:
Ms. Wanda G. Montano



3. With respect to Ms. Montano’s testimony on Issue No. 6, please identify: (a) the
number of US LEC customers physically located within the Tampa LATA; (b) the number of US
LEC customers in the Tampa LATA that have been assigned at least one telephone number
associated with a local calling area in the Tampa LATA other than the one in which the customer
is physically located (hereinafter referred to as “Virtual FX numbers”), (¢) for each such
customer, the number of Virtual FX numbers that each such customer has been assigned, (d) for
each such customer, the number of different local calling areas (other than the one in which the
customer is physically located) in which each such customer has been assigned at least one
Virtual FX number, (e) for each such customer, whether the customer is an Internet service
provider, and (f) for each such customer, the distance between such customer’s physical location
and US LEC’s switch in Tampa; (g) for each such customer, the number of Voice Grade
Equivalent lines in use by each customer for each number assigned to that customer.

Response:
Subject to, but without waiving its objection to this request, US LEC responds as follows.
(a) US LEC has 819 customers physically located within the Tampa LATA.

(b) US LEC has 18 customers in the Tampa LATA that have been assigned NXX codes
in several local calling areas and, while they have physical locations in at least one of those
areas, they also have been assigned NXX codes in areas where they have no physical locations.

(¢) See attached chart
(d) See attached chart

(€) Only one (1) of the 18 customers identified in response to 3(b) is an ISP. In further
response, the ISP customer has physical locations in several local calling areas in the Tampa
LATA in addition to having been assigned NXX codes in some calling areas where it has no
physical locations.

(f) US LEC does not keep records reflecting the distance between a customer’s physical
location and its switch.

(g) US LEC does not keep records that count a customers’ voice grade equivalent lines.

Respondent:

Ms. Wanda Montano



4, Please describe the network configuration and facilities employed in US LEC’s
“Local Toll Free” service.

Response:

Local Toll Free service allows an originating caller to dial a local number for delivery to
a location outside the originating caller’s local calling area. These calls may be
intrastate/interLATA or interstate/interLATA. Regardless of where they are delivered, these
calls remain wholly on US LEC's network. The call flows as follows :

1. The originating caller dials US LEC customer’s Jocal number assigned by US LEC.

2. The call is delivered by the originating carrier to US LEC, where it is terminated by
US LEC's switch in the originating LATA.

3. The US LEC switch identifies the number and call-forwards it to another number
assigned by US LEC that is outside the originating LATA.

4. The call is delivered to the nearest US LEC Long Distance Platform (LDP) via US
LEC’s Sonet Ring network.

5. The US LEC LDP identifies the US LEC switch to which the number is homed and
forwards the call to the US LEC switch for delivery and termination within the LATA where US
LEC’s Local Toll Free subscriber resides.

Respondent:

Ms. Wanda G. Montano



5. Please identify: (a) the number of US LEC customers located outside of the
Tampa LATA (whether located in another Florida LATA or in another state) that have been
assigned at least one telephone number associated with a local calling area in the Tampa LATA,
(b) the number of such telephone numbers that each such customer has been assigned, (c) the
number of different local calling areas in the Tampa LATA in which each such customer has
been assigned a telephone number, (d) whether each such customer is an Internet service
provider, (¢) whether US LEC has billed Verizon reciprocal compensation for calls made by
Verizon customers in the Tampa LATA to any such US LEC customer, and (f) whether US LEC
contends that it is entitled to such compensation under federal law, and, if so, the basis for such a
contention.

Response:

Subject to, but without waiving its objection to this request, US LEC responds to items

(a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) below. Item (f) will be addressed in US LEC’s post-hearing brief to be
filed herein. :

(a) On information and belief, US LEC has 93 customers located outside of the
Tampa LATA (either elsewhere in Florida or out of state) who have been assigned at least one
telephone number associated with a local calling area in the Tampa LATA.

(b) On information and belief, each customer has been assigned one (1) telephone
number.

(©) The 93 numbers are assigned to eight (8) different local calling areas in the
Tampa LATA.

(d)  None of the customers that have purchased US LEC’s Local Toll Free Service is
an ISP,

(®) US LEC has billed Verizon reciprocal compensation for calls made by Verizon
customers in the Tampa LATA to US LEC customers that have purchased its Local Toll Free
Service.

Respondent:
Ms, Wanda Montano



6. If any of the US LEC customers identified in response to Discovery Request 5 do
not subscribe to US LEC’s “Local Toll Free” service, please identify the service to which each
such US LEC customer subscribes, pursuant to which US LEC has assigned that customer a
number associated with the Tampa LATA.

Response:

All of the US LEC customers identified in response to DR 5 subscribe to US LEC’s
Local Toll Free service.

Respondent:

Ms. Wanda G. Montano



7. Please describe the network configuration and facilities employed in the US LEC
service(s) identified in response to Discovery Request 6.

Response:
Not applicable.

Respondent:
Ms. Wanda G. Montano



8. With respect to the statement at page 21 of Ms. Montano’s rebuttal testimony that
distinguishing Virtual FX traffic from local traffic would be “expensive to implement and
maintain,” please provide the factual basis for that assertion, including any technical
documentation.

Response:

Ms. Montano’s statement was predicated on her understanding that the only way to
distinguish FX traffic from other, locally dialed, calls is to modify a carrier’s billing system to
flag and segregate calls to numbers identified as associated with some form of FX arrangement.
Alternatively, it requires carriers to identify all numbers associated with FX arrangements and to
provide this information to other carriers. In either case, it requires carriers to devote some
amount of time, effort and resources that it otherwise would not have to devote, to identify all
customers with FX arrangements, then to create, modify and maintain on a regular basis billing
software and/or lists of those customers for billing purposes. This requires coordination among
sales, billing and technology departments and involves a commitment of resources that would be
expensive.

Respondent:
Ms. Wanda Montano
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9. Please state (a) the amount of reciprocal compensation that US LEC billed to
Verizon during the first six months of 2002 on account of traffic originated by Verizon
customers within the Tampa LATA; (b) the amount of reciprocal compensation that US LEC
billed to Verizon on account of calls originated by Verizon customers within the Tampa LATA
to Virtual FX numbers assigned to customers physically located within the Tampa LATA,; (c) the
amount of reciprocal compensation that US LEC billed to Verizon on account of calls originated
by Verizon customers within the Tampa LATA to numbers associated with a local calling area
within the Tampa LATA assigned to customers physically located outside the Tampa LATA; (d)
the amount of toll charges that US LEC billed its Local Toll Free customers on account of calls
originated within the Tampa LATA. If US LEC maintains that it is unable to state this
information precisely, please provide an estimate of such amounts and the methodology for
calculating the estimate.

Response:

Subject to, but without waiving its objection to this request, US LEC responds as follows:

(a) US LEC billed Verizon a total of approximately $1,074,000 in reciprocal
compensation for traffic exchanged during the first six months of 2002 on account of traffic
originated by Verizon customers within the Tampa LATA. US LEC does not maintain records
in a manner that would permit it to identify with specificity either the amount of reciprocal
compensation that US LEC billed to Verizon on account of calls originated by Verizon
customers within the Tampa LATA to Virtual FX numbers assigned to customers physically
located within the Tampa LATA (item [b] above), or the amount of reciprocal compensation that
US LEC billed to Verizon on account of calls originated by Verizon customers within the Tampa
LATA to numbers associated with a local calling area within the Tampa LATA assigned to
customers physically located outside the Tampa LATA (item [c] above). With respect to (d), US
LEC has billed all of its Local Toll Free customers (collectively) on account of calls originated
within the Tampa LATA on average less than $50 per month in toll charges. US LEC believes
that, based on traffic patterns and the number and identity of its FX and Local Toll Free
customers, the amount of reciprocal compensation billed to Verizon on account of calls
originated by Verizon customers and terminated either to US LEC’s FX customers or Local Toll
Free customers is not substantial.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

11



10.  With respect to the statement at page 20 of Ms. Montano’s rebuttal testimony that
“Verizon’s fix is likely to be substantially more expensive than the amount of reciprocal
compensation that US LEC receives from its FX customers and the traffic they generate,” please
provide the amount of reciprocal compensation that US LEC received from its FX customers in
the Tampa LATA and the traffic they generated for the first six months of 2002.

Response:

US LEC has objected to this request. Subject to and without waiving its objection, US
LEC does not maintain records in a manner that would permit it to identify with specificity the
amount of reciprocal compensation that US LEC received from Verizon for traffic directed to its
customers in the Tampa LATA who purchase some FX services along with local service in
various calling areas or the FX traffic they generated for the first six months of 2002; however,
on information and belief, US LEC believes that the amount of reciprocal compensation that is
generated by its FX customers is a refatively small portion of the total reciprocal compensation
received from Verizon.

Respondent: Ms. Wanda Montano

12



11.  Please provide all terms and conditions of any FX or FX-like services that US
LEC offers that enables its customers (whether located in Florida or in another state) to obtain
telephone numbers in the Tampa LATA, including, but not limited to, (a} the number of tele-
phone numbers and voice-grade equivalent lines that are provided to the customer as part of the
basic FX or FX-like service offered, (b) the cost to obtain additional telephone numbers or voice-
grade equivalent lines in a particular local calling area in the Tampa LATA, and (c) the cost to
obtain additional telephone numbers in another local calling area in the Tampa LATA in which
the customer is not physically located.

Response:

Subject to, and without waiving its objection to this request, US LEC responds as
foliows.

US LEC offers customers several different pricing options for FX or FX-like
arrangements, depending upon the number of calls the customer wishes to receive from a
particular area. For example, a US LEC customer that wishes to purchase US LEC’s Single Line
Foreign Exchange (FX) Service (see US LEC’s tariff at page 71.4), which provides one-way,
inbound calling, and enables that customer to receive one call at a time over the FX line, wili pay
(in addition to the customers’ Local Exchange Access Service) a non-recurring charge of $70.00
per line and monthly recurring charges of $50.00 per line. In contrast, a customer that wishes to
purchase US LEC’s Foreign Exchange (FX) Service (see US LEC’s tariff at page 62), which also
provides for one-way, inbound calling, but enables the customer to receive an unlimited number
of calls (up to 99 calls at any one time) at any one time, will pay a non-recurring charge of
$500.00 and monthly recurring charges of $1,000.00.

Respondent:
Ms. Wanda Montano
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12.  Please provide any documents referred to or rehied upon in answering the above
discovery requests and any documents that US LEC intends to introduce as exhibits at the

hearing.

Response:
US LEC has objected to this request.

14



US LEC of Florida

Tampa LATA
CUSTOMER PHYSICAL; HOME RATE | HOME | HOME | FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA | NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER
[redacted] St Petersburg 727 323 813 885 Tampa
Iredacted] Avenus St Petersburg 727 321 941 552 Sarasota
St Petersburg 33713 St Petersburg 727 456 863 646 Lakeland
863 646 Lakeland
863 646 Lakeland
863 546 l.akeland
863 646 Lakeland
863 619 Lakeland
863 648 Lakeland
863 648 Lakeland
863 648 Lakeland
863 644 Lakeland
863 701 Lakeland
863 701 Lakeland
863 607 Lakeland
863 804 Lakeland
863 6465 Lakeland
‘redacted] Clearwater 727 797 813 450 Tampa
‘redacted] Clearwater 727 796
Zlearwater FI 33765 Clearwater 727 799
Clearwater 727 725
Clearwater 727 669
Ciearwater 727 450
redacted] Paimetto 841 722 941 552 Sarasota
redacted] Avenue Palmetio | 841 845 ;
2almetto, FI 34221 Palmetio 941 729




US LEC of Florida

Tampa LATA
CUSTOMER PHYSICAL | HOME RATE | HOME | HOME | FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA | NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER

[redacted] Tampa 813 289 863 904 Lakeland
[redacted] Drive Tampa 813 769
Tampa, FI 33607
[redacted] Lakeland 863 583 813 747 Tampa
redacied] Blvd 813 769 Tampa
Lakeland, FI 33805
redacted] Lakeland 863 603 813 228 Tampa
[redacted] Hilis Lakeland 863 680 813 229 Tampa
_akeland, FI - 33805 Lakeland 863 683

Lakeland 863 686

Lakeland 863 687

Lakeland 863 683

Lakeland 863 904
redacted] Tampa 813 888 727 461 Ciearwater
redacted] : Tampa 813 880
Tampa, Fl 33614 Tampa 813 739
redacted] Bradenton 941 755 941 807 Sarasota
‘redacted] Circle 941 907 Sarasota
3radenton, Fl 34203 | 941 907 Sarasota
redacted) Bradenton 941 758 727 822 St Petersburg |
redacted] Av. Bradenton 941 753 041 484 Venice
Sarasotg, FI 34243 Bradenton 941 739 941 488 Venice

Bradenton 941 727
redacted] St Petersburg 727 327 813 228 Tampa
redacted)] North St Petersburg 727 456 813 769 Tampa




US LEC of Florida

Tampa LATA
CUSTOMER PHYSICAL| HOME RATE | HOME | HOME| FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA NXX NPA NXX CENTER
Pinallas Park, Fl 33782 St Petersburg 727 546
5t Petersburg 727 547
{redacted] Tampa 813 289 863 686 Lakeland
[redacted] Bivd Tampa 813 739
Tamp, Fi 33609
jredacted) Hudson 727 862 941 373 Sarasota
redacted] Hudson 727 868 727 461 Clearwater
Hudson, FI 34667 Hudson 727 869
[redacted] Tampa 813 749 727 373 Clearwater
redacted] Avenug Tampa 813 342
Qldsmar, Fl 34677 Tampa 813 814
Tampa 813 286
Tampa 813 288
redacted] Clearwater 727 793 813 749 Tampa
[redacted] Clearwater 727 791
Clearwater, FI 33759
[redacted] Tampa 813 870 727 456 St Petersburg
[redacted) Tampa 813 871 727 892 St Patersburg
Tampg, Fi 33607 Tampa 813 873
Tampa 813 B74
Tampa 813 877




US LEC of Florida

Tampa LATA
CUSTOMER PHYSICAL| HOME RATE | HOME | HOME | FX FX FX RATE
LOCATION CENTER NPA | NXX | NPA | NXX CENTER
tedacted New Port Richey 727 842 813 949 Tampa
[redacted] New Port Richey 727 847 813 949 Tampa
Port Richey, Fi 34688 New Port Richey 727 849 727 461 Clearwater
New Port Richey 727 845 727 461 Clearwater
New Port Richey 727 569 727 461 Ciearwater
New Port Richey 727 848
New Port Richey 727 815
[redacted) Tampa 813 751 813 788 Zephyrhits
[redacted)] Tampa 813 862
Weslaey Chapel, Fi 33543
[redacted) Tampa 813 315 727 430 Clearwater
[redacted] Street Tampa 813 858 727 456 St Petersburg
Tampa, FI 33802 Tampa 813 - 749 B63 535 Bartow
Tampa 813 751 863 904 Lakeland
Tampa 813 7689 941 552 Satasota
813 305 Plant City




V [
Kimberly Caswell [

Vice President and General Counsal, Southeast m"m

Legal Departrmant

FLTCOOOT

201 North Frenklin Straat (33602)
Pogt Office Box 110

Tampa, Florida 33801-0110

Phone 813 483-2606
Fax 813 204-8870
kimberly.caswell @ venzon.com

September 20, 2002

Ms. Bianca S. Bayo, Director
Division of the Commission Clerk
and Administrative Services
Fiorida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Qak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 020412-TP
Petition for arbitration of unresolved issues in negotiation of intercennection
agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by US LEC of Florida inc.

Dear Ms. Bayo:

Please find enclosed for filing an original and one copy of Verizon Fiorida Inc.'s
Notices of Service of Responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s First Set of
Interrogatories, First Request for Production of Documents, and First Request for
Admissions in the above matter. This filing is made today based on Verizon’s
agreement with US LEC to extend both the due date for Verizon's discovery
responses to September 20 and the due date for rebuttal testimony to September 26.

Service has been made as indicated on the Certificate of Service. If there are any
qguestions regarding this matter, please contact me at 813-483-2617.

Sincerely, ‘ﬂ ééz/—/

_Kimberly Caswel!

KC:tas
Enclosures

XC: REGULATORY NO. _.QQQ_%MB(H . _Z.
COMPANY/

WITNESS. .. Y &) —
DATE: D —~




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re; Petition for arbitration of unresocived
issues in negotiation of interconnection

) Docket No. 020412-TP

)
agrgement with Verizon Florida Inc. by )

)

)

Filed: September 20, 2002
US LEC of Fiorida inc.

NOTICE OF SERVICE OF VERIZON FLORIDA INC.'S RESPONSES TC
US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.'S

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-34)

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a true and correct copy of Verizon Florida Inc.'s
Responses to US LEC of Fiorida Inc.'s First Set of Interrogatories, which was legally
propounded by US LEC on August 27, 2002, was sent via overnight delivery on September
19, 2002, to Kenneth A, Hoffman, Esq., Rutiedge, Ecenia, Pumell & Hoffman, P.A., 215
South Monroe Street, Suite 420, Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551 and Michae! L. Shor, Esq.,
Swidler Berlin Shereft Friedman, LLP, 3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300, Washington, DC
20007.

The original and one copy of this Notice were also sent via ovemnight delivery on
September 19, 2002 to the Director, Division of Commission Clerk and Administrative
Services, at the Commission. Further service on other parties of record is as set forth on

the Certificate of Service, appended hereto.



Respectfully submitted on September 20, 2002.

By:
imberly Caswall
Verizon Florida inc.

Past Office Box 110, FLTC0007
Tampa, Florida 33601

{813) 483-2617

Aaron M. Panner

Scott H. Angstreich

Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd & Evans, P.L.L.C.
1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 326-7900

Attomeys for Verizon Flarida Inc



BEFORE THE FL.ORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved issues
in negotiation of interconnection agresment with

) Docket No. 020412-TP

)
Verizon Florida Inc. by US LEC of Florida Inc. )

)

VERIZON FLORIDA, INC.'S RESPONSES
TO US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.'S FIRST SET OF

INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-34)

Verizon Florida Inc. ("Verizon"), by counsel and pursuant to the July 23, 2002,
Order Establishing Procedure, hereby files its responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s
{‘US LEC") First Set of Interrogatories, which was filed on August 27, 2002.

Subject to and without waiving any of the objections to US LEC’s discovery
requests that Verizon filed on September 6, 2002, Varizon responds to US LEC's
requeasts as follows:

Interrcgatory Prepared By Title
01 See abjections filad 8/6/02
02-03 Doneld E. Albert Director ~ Network Engineering
04-05 Peter J. D'Amlco Sr. Product Manager
06-07-08 See objections filed 9/6/02
09 Peatar J, D'Amice Sr. Product Manager
10 See objections filed 9/6/02
11 Peter J. D'Amico Sr. Product Manager
12--20 Panner/Angstreich Legal Counssel
21 Terry Haynes Sr. Staff Consultant - Regulatory
22 Gary Peaisert Mgr.-Financial Ping. & Analysis
23--25 Terry Haynes Sr. Staff Consultant - Begulatory
26
{a Mike Shachtman Sr. Product Manager
(b} Ann Guanella Mgr.-Prod Mgt/Prod Dev
{c) Ann Guanella Mgr.-Prod Mgt/Prod Dev
{d) Ann Guaneila Mgr.-Prod Mgt/Prod Dev
{e) Tarry Haynes Sr. Stafi Consultant - Regulatory
Tricia Mack FProduct Manager
1$3) Terry Haynes Sr. Staff Consultant - Regulatory
{9) Rebecca Siman Mgr.-Prod Mgt/Prod Dev
27 Mike Shachtrman Sr. Product Manager
28 Panner/Angstreich Legal Counsel
29--34 Terry Haynes Sr. Staff Consultant - Regulatory



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Rasponses 1o US LEC of Florida Inc.'s
First Set of Interrogatonies

Docket No. 020412-TP

Page 2

Issues One and Two

1 Please identify and explain the factors Verizon analyzes when determining how,
where, and when 1o request that an ALEC establish a new ALEC-Interconnection
Point (“ALEC-IP"} under Section 7.1.1.3 of Verizon’s VGRIP proposal.

Response:
Please see the objections to US LEC's discovery requests that Verizon filed on
September 6, 2002.

2. Please identify and explain the factors Verizon analyzes when determining whether
a trunk and/or dedicated transport is efficiently utilized when that trunk and/or
dedicated fransport is (a) betwsen two Verizon end offices; (b) between a Verizon
end office and a Verizon tandsm; (c) between a Verizon end office and a ALEC end
office; (d) between a Verizon tandem and a ALEC end office.

Response:

(a). (b), and (d): Verizon evaluates the utilization of final trunk groups based on the
ratio of “trunks required” to "trunks in service.” For a specific trunk group, “trunks
required” is the calculation of the number of trunks needed to provide service at the
engineering design level (either B.00S5 or B.01), based on the traffic demand {offered
load/usage) on the trunk group during the study period. “Trunks in service” is the
installed number of trunks in oparation during that pariod. Verizon uses this
utilization measurement to monitor and provide additional trunks for itseif and for
ALEC trunk groups that Verizon engineers,

Verizan will review final trunk groups to determine the need to take the following
actions: (1) disconnect trunks from underutilized trunk groups that have a utilization
ievel of less than 60 percent; (2) analyze trunk groups that reach a utilization level of
70 percent or greater to determine whether those trunk groups should be
augmented; and (3) augment trunk groups that reach a utilization level of 80 percent
or greater,

(a) and (c): For high-usage trunk groups, Verizon engineers these trunk groups
using an Economic Centum Call Second (“ECCS") (Hundred Call Second) equal to
five.

3. Please state the utilization level that Verizon beliaves is efficient from a network
planning perspective, and any utilization levels that Verizon has used or currently
uses in its Total Element Long Run incremental Cost studies, for sach of the trunks
and dedicated facility categories listed in the preceding Interrogatory.



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Responses to US LEC of Fiorida inc.’s
First Set of interragatorias

Docket No. 020412-TP

Page 3

Response:
Subject to and without waiving any of the objections to US LEC’s discovery requests

that Verizon filed on September 6, 2002, Verizon responds to US LEC's requests as
follows:

See response to Interrogatory No. 2.

4. Please explain how Verizon proposes to transmit correspondence to US LEC
regarding the amount and application of any “other costs (to the extent Verizon
purchases such transport from ... a third party)” that must be included in the
Verizon-proposed calculation in Section 7.1.1.1.1 and how Verizon plans to
document those costs to prove that it has actually incurred such costs in delivering
traffic to US LEC.

Response:
If and when this situation arises, Verizon will identify the "other costs" that Verizon

incurs when delivering its traffic to US LEC and provide them in writing to US LEC.
As appropriate, Verizon will provide a network diagram and/or the relevant portion of
the invoice that Verizon receives tfrom the third party when Verizon purchases
transport from that third party.

5. Using the rates in Appendix A of the proposed agreement, and assuming (a) that
US LEC maintains its IP at its switch—(located at V&H coordinates 08173/01147
[CLLI TAMQFLTADS1] in the Tampa (952) LATA—and assuming {b) that Verizon
originates (x) 100, (y) 1,000, or {2) 100,000 minutes of local traffic a month from
gach Verizon end office to US LEC in the LATA, please calcuiate the amount by
which Verizon proposes to reduce US LEC's reciprocal compensation rate under the
Verizon-proposed calculation defined in Section 7.1.1.1.1 of the Interconnection
Attachment. Please expiain each step in your calculation.

Response:
Under Section 7.1.1.1.1 of the Interconnection Attachment, and assuming no

tandem switching is performed and no other costs are incurred, the following
calculation is used:

For transport:
Dedicated # of miles between Verizon . ,
transport rate  x originating office and + nxeci ftzd'camd Uz per minute
per mile US LEC lecation = transpon

avarage minutes of use for a DS rate



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.'s
First Set of Interrogatories

Docket No. 020412-TP

Page 4

Using the applicable rates in the proposed agreement, the per minute transport rate

is:
($0.39 x [milas]) + $25.
A ae 320 78 . $0.000002 x miles + $0.000129

Assuming that the distance bstween the end office and the US LEC IP that is not
geographically relevant is 25 miles and that 100,000 minutes of use are originated in
the month, the credit would be $17.90.

{$0.000002 x 25} + $0.000129 = $0.000179 x 100000 minutes = $17.30

US LEC is capable of performing the calculations for the end offices in the Tampa
LATA, inasmuch as those calculations vary only with respect to the distance
between the end office and the US LEC switch in that LATA and the number of
minutes of traffic originated.

6. Please state whether Verizon and US LEC mutually agreed to the type of
interconnaction architecture (leased facilities) and financial arrangements underlying
that architecture that the parties initially established in the Tampa (952) LATA.
Please explain your answer.

Response:
Please see the objections to US LEC’s discovery requests that Verizon filed on
September 6, 2002.

7. Please state whether Verizon and US LEC mutually agreed to any subseguent
changes to the type of interconnection architecture and financial arrangements
underlying that architecture. Please explain your answer.

Response:
Please see the objections to US LEC’s discovery requests that Verizon filed on

September 8, 2002.

8. Please state whether Verizon would be willing to waive the foliowing charges if US
LEC would establish a collocated IP as required under option one of VGRIPs: (a)
termination charges for the leased facilities US LEC currently utilizes for
interconnection with Verizon in the Tampa (852) LATA; {b) any penalties for early
termination of the leased facility arrangement US LEC currently utilizes for
interconnection with Verizon in the Tampa (952) LATA; and (c) non-recurring



Verizon Florida inc.'s Responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.'s
First Set of Interrogatcries

Docket No. 020412-TP

Page 5

charges for the establishment of & collocation arrangement(s) as a US LEC-IP at the
required Verizon tandems in the Tampa (952) LATA.

Responsse:
Please see the objections to US LEC’s discovery requests that Verizon filed on
September 6, 2002.

9. Please identify and explain the financial, technical, or other reasons why US LEC
could not meet its VGRIP obligation by establishing its IP through a means other
than coliocation (e.g., entrance facility, mid-span meet, etc).

Response:

Verizon would be willing to consider VGRIP language that would include other
interconnection altematives and would review a VGRIP proposal from US LEC that
includes multiple interconnection options. However, US LEC has made it clear that,
regardiess of the permitted means of interconnection, it will not accept Verizon's
VGRIP proposal.

10. Please explain why Verizon is willing to bear the financial obligation of transporting
traffic originated by its customers to a “central” point (Verizon's tandem) if US LEC
establishes a collocation arrangement at its [P at Verizon's tandems but Verizon is
not willing to bear the financial obligation of transporting traffic originated by its
customers to a “central” point (Verizon’s tandem) if US LEC utilizes its current
method of interconnection to Verizon’s tandems.

Response:
Please see ths objections to US LEC's discovery requests that Verizon filed on
Septamber 8, 2002,

11.Please state whether Verizon believes the charges identified in Verizon-proposed
Section 7.1.1.1.1 of the Interconnection Attachment comply with a Total Element
Long Run Incremental Cost methodology adopted by the Federal Communications
Commission and/or the Commission. If the answer is yes, please provide a detailed
explanation of your reasoning. If the individual charges in Section 7.1.1.1.1 were not
specifically approved by the Florida PSC, please describe in detail how they were
develcped.

Response:
Subject to and without waiving any of the objections to US LEC's discovery requests

that Verizon filed on September 6, 2002, Verizon responds to US LEC's requests as
follows:



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s
First Set of Interrogatories

Docket No. 020412-TP
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The charges identified in Section 7.1.1.1.1 are based on the unbundled network
element rates for DS-1 transport and tandem switching included in the parties'
proposed agreement. Those rates are not subject to dispute here. In addition, the
parties’ proposed agreement provides that the agreed-upon rates will “be replaced
on a prospective basis by such . . . rates . . . as may be approved by the
Commission.” US LEC Petition App. B, at 119 n.1, This Commission is currently
nearing the end of a proceeding (Docket No. 980649B-TP) in which it is establishing
unbundled network element rates for Verizon using the Total Element Long-Run
Incremental Cost {“TELRIC”) methodology that the FCC has interpreted section
252(d) to require. The parties’ agreement provides that, if this Commission's
decision is appealed, the rates in the agreement shall be those “as may be ordered
at the conclusion of such appeal.” /d.

12.Please state whether Verizon believes the charges identified in Verizon-proposed
Section 7.1.1.1.1 of the Interconnection Attachment comply with the pricing
standards of section 252(d) of the Act. If the answer is yes, please provide a
detailed explanation of your reasoning.

Response:
See response to Interrogatory No. 11



Verizon Florida Inc.'s Responses to US LEC of Florida inc.'s
First Set of Interrogatories

Docket No. 020412-TP
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Issues Three and Four

18.Does Verizon consider a “chatling” to be a “vocal discussion program open to the
public?”

Hesponse:
To the extent that US LEC means by “chatline” a “vocal discussion program open to

the public,” the answer to interrogatory No. 13 is yes. To the extent US LEC means

something else, Verizon cannot respond because US LEC has not provided a
definition of “chatline.”

14.Does Verizon consider any service in which the calling party is not billed any
charges in addition to its local exchange service charge a Voice Information
Service? If so, please provide examples of the types of such services.

Response:

Under the proposed agreement, “Voice information Service means a service that
provides [i] recorded voice announcement information or {ii] a vocal discussion
program open to the public.” Thus, a service providing movie listing information, for
example, would constitute a Voice Information Service under the definition in the
proposed agreement, whether or not a separate charge for the information was
imposed.

15.Doas Verizon have the capability to distinguish Voice Information Service traffic from
other local traffic?

Response:
Verizon has the capability of distinguishing Voice Information Service traffic that is

dialed using distinct NXX codes, such as 876 and 900 numbers, Vetizon
distinguishes the traffic on the basis of the dialed number; this process has been in
place for many years and is accurate. Verizon does not ¢rdinarily distinguish Voice
Information Service traffic that is not dialed using dedicated NXX codes,

16.1f your response to the preceding Interrogatory is affirmative, please state the
process by which you distinguish such trafiic, state how long that process has been
in place, where it has been utilized, the volume of traffic covered, and identity all
studies you have undertaken to determine the accuracy of the process.

Response:
See response to Interrogatory No. 15.
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17. Have you ever billed or received reciprocal compensation for calls received from
ALECs for termination to your customers who offer Voice Information Sarvices?
Please explain your answer.

Response:

if Voice Information Service traffic that is diated using distinct NXX codes, inciuding
978 and 900 numbers, is delivered to Verizon over a separate trunk group, it is
Verizon’'s policy not to bill reciprocal compensation on such traffic. If Voice
Information Service traffic is not delivered to Verizon over a separate trunk group,
Verizon would not routinely distinguish such traffic from local traffic for reciprocal
compensation billing purposes.
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issue Five

18.Do you contend that “receiving” traffic is different than “terminating” traffic for the
purposes of assessing reciprocal compensation? Please provide the factual and
Isgal basis for your contention.

Response:

“Receiving traffic” is a broader term than “terminating traffic." it includes traffic, such
as Intemet-bound traffic, that the receiving carrier does not terminate but instead
passes on to another party for onward transmission. For example, with respect to
an Intemet-bound call from a Verizon customer through an Internet service provider
("ISP”) served by US LEC, US LEC would receive the call but would not terminate it.
The factual and legal basis for this conclusion are set forth in Mark L. Evans &
Aaron M. Panner, “Analysis of Issues on Remand in ISP Reciprocal Compensation
Procesding,” attached to the Comments of the United States Telecom Association in
CC Docket No. 96-98 (FCC filed July 21, 2000),

available at

hitp:Hgulifoss2 fce.goviprodiectsiretrieve.cgi?native_or_pdf=pdfiid_document=56511457918

and in the Declaration of Charles Jackson, attached to Comments of Verizon

Communications Inc. in CC Docket No. 96-98 (FCC filed July 21, 2000), available at
http:/gulifoss2.fecc.gov/prod/ectsiretrieve.cgi?native_or_pdf=pdf&id_document=6511358995

In the case of Internet-bound traffic originated by a Verizon customer through an
ISP served by US LEC, US LEC would receive the traffic; Verizon would not know
who the terminating carrier would be in such a circumstance.

19. Do you contend that traffic can be “received” but not terminated? Please provide
the factual and legal basis for your contention.

Response:
See response to interrogatory No. 18.

20. Do you contend that there is a difference between a “receiving” party and a
“terminating” party with respect to a particular call? Please expiain your answer. [f
answered in the affirmative, please provide an example of such traffic and identify
both the receiving and terminating carriers.

Response:
See response to Interrogatory No. 18.
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Issue Slx

21.Please explain how you rate each of the following types of traffic originated by or

terminated to your FX customers, and provide all documentation supporting your
answer:

(a) A call placed by a Verizon end user to a Verizon FX customer where the NXX
code of the dialed number (FX customer) and the NXX code of the calling party's
number are assigned to the same local calling area, but the FX customer is not
physically located within that local calling area.

(b) A call placed by a Verizon FX customer to a Verizon end user where the NXX
code of the dialed number and the NXX code of the calling party’s number (FX
customer) are assigned to the same local calling area, but the FX customer is
not physically located in that local calling area.

(c) A call placed by a Verizon end user to a Verizon FX customer where the NXX
code of the dialed number {(FX customer} is assigned to a local calling area
within the same local access transport area ("LLATA") as the calling party, but not
assigned to the same local calling area as ths calling party, and where the FX
custorner is physically located in the same local calling area as the calling party.

{d) A call placed by a Verizon FX customer to a Verizon end user where the NXX
code of the dialed number is assigned to a local calling area within the same
LATA, but not within the same local calling area, as the NXX code assigned to
the FX customer, and where the FX customer is physically iocated in the same
local calling area as the called party.

(e) A call carried by an interexchange carrier and terminated to a Verizon FX
customer.

Response:
{a) With Foreign Exchange (“FX") service, calls are rated between originating and

terminating customers based on the originating customer’s class of service to the
“foreign” switch. In this example, the call would appear “local” to the caller and
would be rated as such. The FX customer would pay charges as defined in
Section A9.1 of Verizon's Gensral Services Tariff.

(b} The FX customer would be billed $.0559 per originating minute of use and
applicable monthly recurring rates for the FX service as specified in Section A9.1
of Verizon's General Services Taritf.

(c) A call 1o an NXX associated with a non-local exchange would be billed as toll.
The example is largely academic, however, because, if the FX customer is
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located in the same local calling area as the caller, the FX customer would
ordinarily (aithough not required to) provide the calling party with a locally rated
number, not an FX number that would require the caller to incur toll charges.

{d) Itis our understanding that the example describes an intraLATA toll call.

Applicable charges would be based on the presubscribed intraLATA toll carrier's
rates.

(e) Calls are rated by the interexchange carrier to the FX customer's foreign switch

22.Please explain how you account (for separations or other regulatory purposes) for
each of the types of traffic identified in Interrogatory No. 21.

Response:
Calls are accounted for as local or toll based on how the call is rated.

23.Have you ever billed or received reciprocal compensation for calls received from
customers of ALECs or other LECs for termination to your FX customers located in
Florida? Please explain your answer.

Response:

If an ALEC customer originated a call to a Verizon FX customer with an assigned
NXX code associated with the same local calling area as the NXX code of the
originating ALEC customer, Verizon would ordinarily bill {and therefore also receive)
reciprocal compensation on such a call. Verizon has determined that in-bound FX
traffic constitutes approximately tive one-hundredths of one percent of in-bound
traffic received from ALECs. Verizon does not believe that reciprocal compensation
is due on such ftraffic.

24. Are there any circumstances in which Verizon has been billed and/or paid access
charges to the originating carrier for a call originated by another carrier and
terminating to a Verizon FX customer? If so, please describe ali circumstances
under which such an obligation arose.

Response:
See response to Interrogatory 21{e). If a carrier delivers traffic to a Verizon FX

number that is rated as an interLATA or intralLATA toll call, and the carrier's
customer originated the caill, the originating carrier would owe access charges under
Verizon's state and federal tarifis.
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25. Plea.se state whether.you offer any FX-Like Service; e.g., do you currently offer any
services or product_s to your customers, other than your FX service, under which a
customer can obtain a telephone number with an “NXX” associated with a local

calling area that is different from the local calling area in which the customer has a
physical presence?

Response:
No.

26.Please state whether you provide the following services in Florida: (a) “Intemet
Protocol Routing Service,” (b) “Single Number Service-Primary Rate interface,” (c)
Hub-PRI service, (d) SNS-PRI service, {e) “1-500” service, (f) Remote Call
Forwarding, (g) “Virtual Office Solutions,” or (h) the functional equivalents of (a)-(g).

Response:
(a) No.

(b) No.
(c) No.
(d) No.
{e) No.
(f) Yes.

{g) No. Virtual Office Solutions (VOS) was a markseting program but is no longer
being activaly managed, howsver, the individual products and services are still
available. A VOS solution was comprised of available Verizon tariffed and non-
tariffed services but consisted primarily of three products - Virtual Office Dial
Access (VODA), Virtual Office DSL, and Verizon Managed VPN Service Suite. If
a customer wanted Verizon to totally manage the remote access solution, the
package was called Managed VOS. VOS itself was not a tariffed service since it
was a marketing program. MVOS was not a tariffed service either. MVOS
remains available under a custom solution.

{(h) For response (f): Verizon offers a variety of call forwarding products which are
described in its General Services Tariff section A13. For response (g): A Verizon
Account team could still assemble the various tariffed and non-tariffed services
to bring a solution to a customer but it would not be managed by the former
Verizon VOS team. Any management services for these individual offers would
have to be developed through a custom bid process.
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97. Please state whether you provide in Florida any service, apart from 1-8YY service,

28.

29,

30.

by which an Intemet service provider can use a single number for ail of its
customers within a LATA to reach it to obtain internet access and not incur toll
charges.

Response:
No.

If the answer to any part of Interrogatory Nos. 25, 26 or 27 is yes, please state the
name of sach such seyvice, identify the tariff where the product is described, the
current effective and canceled tariff pages for each such service for the time period
coverad by these Discovery Requests, and state the number of customers in the
Tampa LATA who purchase each FX-like service.

Response:
Verizon objects to the request for tariff pages because such infermation is publicly

available. Verizon objects to the request for the number of custorners who purchase
Verizon’s service because such information is proprietary and competitively
sensitive. Subject to these objections, Remote Call Forwarding can be found in
Section A13 {(A13.25 and A13.25.2) of Verizon's General Services Tariff; other call
forwarding services can also be found in Section A13 of Verizon’s General Services
Tariff.

if the answer to any pan of Interrogatory Nos, 25, 26 or 27 is yes, have you ever
billed or received reciprocal compensation for calls received from customers of
ALECs or other LECs for termination to your customers who have purchased or
subscribed to the services identified in Interrogatory Nos. 25, 26 or 27? Please
explain your answer.

Response:

The only service that is listed in questions 25, 26 and 27 that is available in Florida
is call forwarding. If an ALEC customer originated a cali to the directory number
assigned to a Verizon customer that has subscribed to Verizon's call forwarding
service, then as long as the calling {(ALEC) and called (Verizon) NPA-NXX codes are
in the same focal calling area, Verizon would ordinarily bill {(and therefore receive)
reciprocal compensation on such a call, even if the call were forwarded to a location
outside of the local calling area in which the call originated. Verizon believes that
the amount of such traffic is negligible as a percentage of ALEC originated traffic;
Verizon does not believe that such calls are subject to reciprocal compensation.

Please state whether your costs of originating locally diated calls from your
customers to US LEC customers having line numbers assigned to the same NPA-
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31,

NXX code vary depending on the physical location of those custormers. Plsase
explain your answer.

Response:

Verizon’s costs of delivering traffic depend on the location of the applicable ALEC
interconnection point and do not vary depending on the location of the ALEC
customer. As Verizon has explained in the testimony of Terry Haynes, ALECs' use
of virtual NXX codes may deprive Verizon of appropriate compensation for
originating and transporting interexchange traffic.

Has Verizon developed a process (automated or otherwise) by which it can separate
or identify traffic as FX or FX-Like Services traffic from all other locally dialed traffic
on a real-time (or other) basis? If yes, please provide a description of that process.

Response:
Please see Direct Testimony of Terry Haynes, page 24, line 13 through page 25,
line 17.

32.Would implementing a process to separate FX or FX-Like Services traffic from alt

other focally dialed traffic require Verizon, US LEC, and other LECs to implement a
new billing system to rate such fraffic for purposes of intercarrier compensation?

Response:

No, this would not require Verizon to implement a new billing system. Verizon
cannot respond to this Interrogatory with respect to any other carrier.

33.1f the answer to the preceding Interrogatory is yes, what does Verizon project the

cost of implementing such a billing system to be?

Response:
N/A

34, if the answaer to Interrogatory No. 32 is no, how does Verizon propose to remove FX

or FX-Like Services traffic from Verizon’s reciprocal compensation bills to US LEC?

Response: .
Please see Direct Testimony of Terry Haynes, page 24, line 13 through page 25,

line 17,
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved } Docket No. 020412-TP
issues in negotiation of interconnection ) Filed: September 20, 2002
agreement with Verizon Florida Inc. by )

US LEC of Fiorida Inc. )

NOTICE OF SERVICE OF VERIZON FLORIDA INC.’S RESPONSE! TO
US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.’S
FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

(NOS. 1-10)

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a true and carrect copy of Verizon Florida Inc.'s
Responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s First Request for Production of Documnents, which
was legally propounded by US LEC on August 27, 2002, was seant via overnight delivery
on September 19, 2002, to Kenneth A. Hoftman, Esq., Rutledge, Ecenia, Purnell &
Hoffman, P.A., 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 420, Tallahassee, Fl. 32302-0551 and
Michae! L. Shor, Esq., Swidier Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP, 3000 K Street, NW, Suite
300, Washington, DC 20007,

The original and one copy of this Notice were alse sent via ovemight delivery on
September 19, 2002 to the Director, Division of Commission Clerk and Administrative
Services, at the Cornmission. Further service on other parties of record is as set forth on

the Certificate of Service, appended hereto.



Respectfully submitted on September 20, 2002

Kimberly Casweil
Verizon Florida Inc.

Post Office Box 110, FLTC0007
Tampa, Florida 33601

(813) 483-2617

Aaron M. Panner

Scott H. Angstreich

Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd & Evans, P.L.L.C.
1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

{202) 326-7300

Attorneys for Verizon Florida Inc.



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for arbitration of unresolved issues
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tn negotiation of interconnection agreement with }

)

)

Verizon Florida Inc. by US LEC of Florida inc.

VERIZON FLORIDA INC.'S RESPONSES TO

US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.'S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1-10}

Verizon Florida Inc. (*Verizon”}, by counsel and pursuant to the July 23, 2002,
Order Establishing Procedure, hereby files its responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s

{*US LEC") First Request for Production of Documents, which was filed on August 27,
2002.

Subject to and without waiving any of the objections to US LEC’s requests that
Verizon filed on September 6, 2002, Verizon responds to US LEC's raquests as foltows:

1 Please provide all cost studies and other documents in your possession, custody or
control relating to an analysis of Verizon's purported costs based upon a single
interconnection Peint (“IP") or Point of Interconnection (“POI") per LATA with an
ALEC,

Response:
Verizon does not possess any traffic studies, cost studies, or other documents
referenced in these requests.

2. Please provide all traffic studies, cost studies, network planning, and other
documents in your possession, custody or control relating to an analysis of Verizon's
purported costs of delivering Verizon's originating local traffic to US LEC’s IP at its
switch in the Tampa (852) LATA.

Response:
See response to raquest no. 1.

3 Please provide documentation supporting your calculation in Interrogatory No. 8.

Response: _ .. _
The rates used in the calculation are contained in the proposed interconnection

agreement, which was Attachment B to US LEC's petition for arbitration.
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4. Please provide all documentation supporting your response to Interrogatory No. 9.

Response:
N/A

5. Piease provide all documentation supporting your response to Interrogatory No. 11,

Response:

The charges described are contained in the proposed interconnection agreement,
which was Attachment B to US LEC’s petition for arbitration. Filings in Docket No.
990649B-TP are available on the Commission's web site.

6. Please provide ali documentation supporting your response to Interrogatory No. 12,

Response:
See response to request no, 5.

7. Please provide all documents and studies undertaken to determine the accuracy of
the process to distinguish traffic as explained in your response to Interrogatory No.
16.

Response:
Verizon is not aware of any documents or studies responsive to this request.

8. Please provide all documentation supporting your answer to interrogatory No. 22

Response: :
Verizon has been unable to identify any documents directly responsive to this

request.

9. Please provide copies of all product descriptions and marketing materials
associated with each service offering identified in your response to Interrogatory No.
28.

Response. _ . .
Verizon's marketing information for Cail Forwarding is publicly available on the

Internet at the following sites:
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Business:
http;/iwww22 verizon.comAoryourbysiness/caliinafeatures/califorwarding/default.asp
Reasldential:
hito:/Awww22 . veriZon. com urhoma/SAS/ am avoidmissed.

10.Please provide copies of all documents reviewed or relied upon in responding to
Request for Admissions Nos. 1-4 and Interrogatory Nos. 1-34 that have not already
been provided pursuant to Document Request Nos. 1.9,

Response;
Verizon has reviewed its federal and state tariffs in preparing the responses above.

Those tariffs are available on-line.



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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)
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Filed: September 20, 2002
US LEC of Flonida Inc.

NOTICE OF SERVICE OF VERIZON FLORIDA INC.'S RESPONSES TO
US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.'S

FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS (NOS. 1-4)
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a true and correct copy of Verizon Florida Inc.'s

Responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s First Request for Admissions, which was legally
propounded by US LEC on August 27, 2002, was sent via ovemight delivery on September
19, 2002, to Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq., Rutledge, Ecenia, Pumell & Hoffman, P.A., 215
South Monroe Street, Suite 420, Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551 and Michael L. Shor, Esq.,
Swidler Berlin Shareff Friedman, LLP, 3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300, Washington, DC
20007.

The coriginal and one copy of this Notice were also sent via ovemight delivery on
September 18, 2002 to the Director, Division of Commission Clerk and Administrative
Services, at the Commission. Further service on other parties of record is as sef forth on

the Certificate of Service, appendsd hereto,
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Washington, D.C. 20036
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Verizon Florida Inc. by US LEC of Florida inc. )
}

VERIZON FLORIDA INC.'S RESPONSES TO

US LEC OF FLORIDA INC.'S FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS
{NOS. 1- 4)

Verizon Florida Inc. (“Verizon™), by counss| and pursuant to the July 23, 2002,

Order Establishing Procedure, hereby files its responses to US LEC of Florida Inc.’s
(“US LEC”) First Request for Admissions, which was filed on August 27, 2002.

Subject to and without waiving any of the objsctions to US LEC's requests that

Verizon filed on September 6, 2002, Verizon responds to US LEC’s requests as follows:

1

Please admit that Verizon currently delivers its originated traffic to a single US LEC-
interconnection Point {“IP™) per LATA in the Tampa (952) LATA. If you do not so
admit, please explain the reasons for your denial.

Responge:

Verizon admits that it currently dslivers traffic originated by its end-user customers in
the Tampa LATA for delivery to US LEC customers in that LATA to a single physical
point, on US LEC’s network, in the Tampa LATA. Verizon denies that the parties’
current network architecture is relevant to the question whether federal law affords
US LEC the rights that it claims with regard to Issues 1 and 2.

Please admit that Verizon is currently financially responsible for the facilities used to
deliver its originated traffic to the single US LEC-IP in the Tampa {952) LATA. If you
do not so admit, please explain the reasons for your denial.

Response:
Verizon admits that it currently delivers the traffic identified in the response to

Request for Admission No. 1 to the point identified in that response, without charge
to US LEC. Verizon denies that the parties’ current network architecture is relevant
to the question whether federal law affords US LEC the rights that it claims with
regard to Issues 1 and 2.
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3. Please admit that US LEC currently bills, and Verizon currently pays, a non-distance
sensitive entrance facility charge for Verizon's use of the portion of the OC-48 facility
that is used to deliver Verizon's originating traffic from Verizon's tandem to US
LEC's switch. If you do not so admit, please explain the reasons for your denial.

Response:
Verizon avers that US LEC currently bills and Verizon currentiy pays a DS3 Facility

Termination, a DS3 Local Loop, and DS3 Mux charge(s) for a portion of the OC-48
facility that is used to deliver Verizon's originating traffic from Verizon’s tandem to
US LEC’s switch. Verizon is unable to admit or deny whether these charges
represent a “non-distance sensitive entrance facility charge." Verizon denies that
US LEC’s current billing to Verizon is relevant to the question whether federal law
affords US LEC the rights that it claims with regard to {ssues 1 and 2.

4, Please admit that Verizon-proposed Section 7.1.1.1 permits US LEC to meet its
VGRIP obligation by establishing an IP at a Verizon tandem through a third-party
coliocation site. If you do not so admit, please explain the reasons for your denial.

Response:
Verizon so admits and has already so informed US LEC during discussions between

the parties.
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JUDGE COCHERES:

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. By
now you know my name is Louils Cocheres and I am the
Administrative Law Judge assigned to hear the matter
of the Petition of US LEC of Pennsylvania,
Incorporated for arbitration with Verizon-
Pennsylvania, Incocrporated pursuant to Section 252 (b)
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 at Commission
Docket number A-310814F7000,

We're here today by tefephone generally.
We havelall of the major parties represented by a
multitude of counsel. &And I have here in the
conference room with me, as you already know, the
Chief Administrative Law Judge, Robert Christianson.

We're here today for ocur first
prehearing conference in this matter and we have --- I
have my own agenda to go through. But before we do
that, I need to introduce for the record and fcr the
benefit of the court reporter the various parties who
are here. And I will cautien you that since the court
reporter is unlikely to know vou by your voilce to
speak up and start with telling us your name sc that

she may properly record it. And I'm gecing to go

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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through what I think should be a list of attendees
here. I will try to separate you by parties.

Representing US LEC, I have Linda Smith
in Harrisburg. And with hexr are Mr. Rindler, Ms. Cohn
and Mr. Shor in Washington D.C. And representing
Verizon, I have Ms. Conover, Mr. Gay in Philadelphia
and Mr. Panner in Washington D.C. Is there anyone
whose name I omitted? Fine.

I'm going to assume that Mr. Gay is the
lead Counsel this morning for Verizon, unless somecne
can tell me differently, and Ms. Smith, are you going
to be lead Counsel this morrning for your attorneys?

ATTORNEY SMITH:

Your Honor, I believe Mr. Shor will be

doing the speaking on behalf of US LEC.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Thank you. 211 right, fine. Now, I want
you folks to know that I have reviewed the petition,
I've reviewed your prehearing memoranda and I have
received by e-mail this morning, two Petitions for

Admission pro hac vice on behalf of Verizon to admit

Mr. Panner and Mr., forgive me, Mr. Angstreich.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

It's Mr. Angstreich.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Sargent’s Court Repcrting Service, Inc.
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Mr. Angstreich, right, thank you. And I
assume that was Mr. Panner who responded?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

That's right, I'm sorry.

JUDGE COCHERES:

That's all right. Okay. Let's deal with
those first because they are the easiest ones to deal
with. If there.is no objection to the admission of
Mr. Panner and to Mr. Angstreich, those petitions are
granted. I subscribe to Judge Weismandel's theory of

pro hac vice, which is that Mr. Gay, who will remain

responsible generally for this case, although we
recognize that Mr. Panner and Mr. Angstreich will be
participating, perhaps even in a lead counsel fofmat,
for Verizon.

Now, I have looked and I appreciate the
cooperaticn that the parties have already shown, not
only at the list of issues but.my favorite topic is
the schedule, the hearing schedule, the purposed
litigation schedule that both of you have brought to
the table. And I don't recall seeing that you have
any major differences in your schedule. It will take
me a moment of paper shuffling to find both of them.

ATTORNEY SHQOR:

Your Honor, this 1s Michael Shor on

Sargent’'s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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behalf of US LEC. First, on the schedule, there's
only one item that US LEC included in its purpcsed
schedule that we had not discussed with Verizon and
that is simply a date by which parties should exchange
objections to Discovery if there are any, recognizing
that sometimes in these matters, there are some
guestions that arise and we thought it would be
appropriate just to enter and impose a --- since
we're going to do this somewhat expeditiously, a
deadline for filing objections and that would give the
parties time to resolve those in advance to Discovery
being due.

ATTORNEY GAY:

Your Honor, we don't have a problem with

that. I think the ---.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Just a moment, who's speaking?

ATTORNEY GAY:

This is Anthony Gay, Your Honor, 1
apolegize. -Where I'm from with that date, I think we
want to address the second 1ssue that I think Mr. Shor

is going to refer to.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Nc. Actually, the second issue ig 0S8

LEC, I believe 1t also filed moticns for pro hac wvice.

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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I think.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Is that Mr. Shor again?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Yes, I'm sorry. I know that we had
executed some items in connection with that. Linda, I

believe those were filed?

ATTORNEY SMITH:

Yes. Your Henor, those motions were
filed prior to the prehearing conference. They were
filed simultanecusly with the petition.

JUDGE CHRISTIANSON:

With the actual inch of paper, more or

less?

JUDGE COCHERES:

Just a moment, let me shuffle some papers
here and look in my file.

ATTORNEY SMITH:

It was filed at the same time as the
petition, but it was a separate document. It was not

included within.

JUDGE CHRISTIANSON:

I vaguely remember them, yes. Well,
we'll shuffle scome more papers. This is Bob
Christianson. Meanwhile, I just wanted to --- 1if we

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
{(814) 536-8908




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

12

20

21

22

23

24

25

11
can be off the record for a moment, if the Judge is
content with that.

OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

JUDGE COCHERES:

Let's go back on the record. I apologize
for the delay and I appreciate the help from my
colleague and my boss. I now have the motion for pro
hac wvice on behalf of Mr. Rindler, Ms. Cohn and Mr.
Shor, sponsored, of course, by Ms. Smith. And hearing
no cbjection, that motion is alsc granted and I
apologize that it took me so long to find it in such a
relatively small file.

A1l right. ©Now, we were talking about
schedules before I was reminded that there was more
than one motion cutstanding. And Mr. Shor had made
the point that US LEC had included an opportunity to
make objections and certainly, I don't have a problem
with that. Is there a Verizon response?

ATTORNEY GAY:

Your Honor, we have no problem with the

JUDGE COCHERES:

Is that Mr. Gav?

ATTORNEY GAY:

Yes. Correct, Your Honor, this is Mr.

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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Gay. And we have no problem with the June 12
objection date.

JUDGE_ COCHERES:

Fine. I had one item that I noticed was
missing from both of your proposed schedules and that
is a date for submitting final and best offers. Does
anyone have ény strong feelings on when that should be
plugged into the schedule?

Hearing none, it's been a while since
I've done one of these cases and ---.

ATTORNEY GAY:

Your Honor, this is Anthony Gay for
Verizon. You know, te¢ put out a proposal, we can have
that at the same time as the reply testimony.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

This is Michael Shor for US LEC. If 1
may be guided in this instance by my local Counsel as
to whether those are most appropriately filed prior to
the hearing or at some point therecafter.

ATTORNEY GAY:

I will profess having a senior moment
right now and I don't recall when that is typically
done 1n Pennsylvania.

ATTORNEY SMITH:

Well, I would think that you would need

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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to do it prior to the briefing, but any time that you
feel that it would be appropriate to do priocr to the
briefing would be ---.

JUDGE COQCHERES:

Ms. Conover, you're perhaps the most
experienced among us all. It's been a couple vears
since I did the next link arbitration. I remember
that we had a final and best offer on the table from
each side at that point and it occurs to me that it
would have tc come in before briefs and my only
gquestion is whether it's before or after hearing.

ATTORNEY CONOVER:

Your Honor, this is Ms. Conover.
Actually, it's been done both ways and I did just
check on the most recent arbitration, the Yanks
arbitration. It was actually done after the hearing,
really concurrently with the main brief. So if that's
acceptable to you, that might make the most sense.

ATTORNEY SHGOR.:

This is Michael Shor for US LEC. I think
it makes a great deal of sense to dc it after the
hearing. And 1if we do it at the same time,
concurrently with the filing of the briefing, 1 think
that would probably work ocut to everyocone's advantage.

JUDGE CHRISTIANGSON:

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
(814) 536-8808




10

11

12

13

14

15

1lée

17

18

1s

20

21

22

23

24

25

14

This is Christiahson. Just as a thought,
if a major break occurs in the case, it causes you to
tell the Judge about it, but to schedule it now, it
seems at the most sense after the hearing.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Yes, I'm inclined to agree about after
the hearing. My concern is that each party see the
final and best cffer before they doc the brief because
it gives the opportunity for each party toe include
whatever argument they want about the final and best
offer in their brief.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, Michael Shor for US LEC, In
that regard, we've suggested that the post hearing
brief should be filed two weeks on the receipt of
expedited transcript. Perhaps we could do the final
and best cffer one week after the receipt of the
transcript.

JUDGE COCHERES:

I like that idea. Is there anyone who

has a problem with that?

ATTORNEY GAY:

It's Anthony Gay for Verizon, Your Henor.
We don't have a precbklem with that. Once we reszolve

this issue, there 1s one other issue I'd like to

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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raise,

JUDGE COCHERES:

Well, I'm sure there's at least one. I
will put out a procedural order on this and I will
include the final and best offer as due one week after
the hearing -~- after receipt of the transcript and
incidentally, to the best of my knowledge, we're using
expedited transcripts, I think on a oﬁewday turnover.
S50 it shouldn't take too long to get it.

Okay. That was my mair concern about the
scheduling. I do note that the parties do not
entirely agree as to whether there should be two
rounds cof briefing or one. And Mr. Gay, you are the
preponent of two rounds of briefing, why don't I hear
from ycou first.

ATTORNEY GAY:

Yes, Your Honor. This 1s Anthony Gay.
It's our position that the post hearing briefs or the
reply briefs --- post hearing reply briefs, excuse me,
are necessary. Often, parties raise issues in their
main briefs, which reguire a response or a
clarification and that's why we think they're
necessary. And, you Kknow, it's my understanding that
there was a concern on Mr. Shor's part, and I haven't

spoken to him directly so I just want to put that out,

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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but it's my undérstanding that they were concerned
about new 1ssues being raised. That is not the

purpose of post hearing reply briefs and that's not

something we intend to do. The key thought is that
main brief --- and while I don't have as much
experience as Ms., Conover, I have experience knowing

that issues are raised in main briefs that often need
clarification for the benefit of both the
administrative law judge and the record,.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Mr, Shor, do you have any commentsg?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Yes, thank you, Your Hocnor. Us LEC's
feeling on this is that these are not new issues,
they're not new issues for Verizon, they're not new
issues for US LEC and frankly, they're not necessarily
new issues for the Commissionf And it does not
require the parties to ultimately go through four
rounds of briefings, two rounds of post hearing
briefing and then two rounds of briefing after a
proposed decision has been rendered to state our
positions. Verizon knows exactly what US LEC is going
to contend and what it's going to argue in the briefs,

If the parties feel, after they've looked

at the main briefs, that there 1s, in fact, something

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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that requires clarification, they can always ask for
leave to do that. But I think that since these are
not new i1ssues, the parties can stay, can include
everything in their main briefs that they need to
include.

The comment that we had made, if there
was a reply brief, is that we have unfortunately
sometimes been involved in situations where a party
does not in their main brief fully set forth the
factual and legal basis for their position and they
wait until their reply brief to do so, giving the
other party no real copportunity, in fact, to reply.

And that 1s really one cf the other
concerns, that we've seen that too many times. I'm
not going to accuse Mr. Gay or Ms. Conover of that,
but it has been something taat we've experienced and
we feel that if there's just one round of briefing,
you put everything you've got into that brief and
that's 1t.

JUDGE CHRISTIANSON:

Well, this is Bob Christianson again. I
can speak because Mr. Cocheres I go back to the old
rate case days. I think we called it sandbagging back
then or something like that.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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Yes, we did.

JUDGE CHRISTIANSON:

I just ran and got a rules of practice.
It doesn't cover that in the rules of practice, but
were very strong about what goes into the reply brief,
it had to relate to the main brief obviously.

ATTORNEY GAY:

Yeah, Your Honor -~--.

JUDGE COCHERES:

That's Mr. Gay.

ATTORNEY GAY:

Both Chief Judge Christianson and Judge
Cocheres, you know, 1it's not our practice to sandbag
and I think, you know, Mr. Shor and I came together a
while back, you may noct remember, but I think, you
know, I'm relatively comfortable that he won't sandbag
us, you know. I think he can be comfortable that I
won't sandbag him or we won't sandbag him.

But there are procedures to deal with
that and I think it's important to have the schedule
set up now because as you get farther down the road
and then you have to make some kind of motion Zor
leave to file reply briefs --- I mean, that's all

hypothetical.

ABgain, we Jjust think that reply briefs

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
(814) 536-8908




10

11

12

13

14

15

is

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

)
are traditionally accepted in arbitrations, they're
done in other proceedings before the PUC and, you know
--- Mr. Shor, he's referring to the fact that these
-—-—- he alluded teo the fact that this proceeding or
arbitration is being done in other jurisdictions, but
for Pennsylvania, I think we need to have some reply
brief so we can deal with the issues raised here.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Well, Mr. Gay, I think what I'm going to
do here 1s I'm just going to put this issue on a back
burner for a moment because there's another way I want
to come to it, somewhat more indirectly and I was
premature perhaps in raising it now.

There is an issue that I think is more
important than the problem of reply briefs and that is
as I reviewed the prehearing memoranda, there was an
interesting dicheotomy that I noticed and that is that
US LEC retained the flexibility in their memoranda to
indicate that there were disputed issues of material
fact and Verizon did not. They basically said, Your

Honeor, this case is all about law and policy.

And frankly, it was an issue that I had
highlighted when I read the petition for arbitration
because I'm having trouble seeing what facts are in

dispute. The way the issues are framed, it seems to
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me that the absolute vast majority c¢f them are issues
of law and policy. There may be one or two, and I
don't have a specific example on mine, there may be
one or two that might have some issues of fact in it,
but I ccouldn't tell. I was willing to give US LEC the
benefit of the doubt, but I think I need some more
clarity on the record right now.

I noticed that you both have idenzified
witnesses. Certainly if this is a problem that
involves law and policy, I probably don't need any
witnesses.

ATTORNEY GAY:

Well, Your Honor, I would need ---.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Who is this?

ATTORNEY GAY:

This is Anthony Gay, Your Honor. I would
--- first, I'd like to defer to Mr. Panner on this
because he's had direct discussions with Mr. Sheor, but
I do think this i1s something that is more of a law and
policy matter as opposed to a factual issue. You
know, I'll defer to Mr. Panner just because he's
probably had more close discussions with Mr. Shor.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Actually, I think I want to start with US

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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LEC. What issues did you see in the list that you
provided to me and was pretty much confirmed by

Verizon that were factual?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you, Your Honor. This is Michael
Shor feor US LEC. I think that if you look at issue
one, issue two and issue six right off the top of the
bat, those issues, probably more than any other, will
involve 1ssues of fact. Tc the extent that in issue
one and issue two, Verizon is contending that it
incurs costs in connection with the interconnection
framework that the parties agree on, then those ---
noct the rates, but the actual costs themselves as they
are applied in the specific situation would become an
issue of fact. To the extent that Verizon 1s arguing
that it is not obtaining the revenue that it believés
it might be entitled to under an issue --- under issue
six, then that would also ke an issue of fact.

I would agree with you that the cther
issues primarily are iésues of law and policy. There
may be some facts that would impact those, but they're
certainly not major. But those three issues jump out
at US LEC as ones where there could conceivably be
fact gquestions that would need to be taken into

consideration by the ALJ and the Commission in

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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reaching its determination.

JUDGE COCHERES:

As accepting your premise that issues
one, two and six are factual based, given the
opportunity to do Discovery and given the knowledge we
havé that Pennsylvania's not unigue here, we're not
inventing the wheel for US LEC and Verizon, it's my
understanding that you're litigating these issues on
the Verizon footprint, perhaps not in every state, but
in some of them at least. Do you think it would be

possible for the parties to stipulate to the factual

background here for these two --- three issues?
ATTORNEY SHOR:
This 1s Michael Shor. I mean, we've
indicated a willingness to try to do that, but it may

turn out after we've completed Discovery that that

just simply isn't possible.

ATTORNEY PANNEKR:

Your Honor, if I may, this 1s Aaron
Panner. In my experience with these proceedings, it
is true that often the facts are not disputed.. As you
know, probably better than I, you know, & lot of the
facts that are disputed don't come down to who did

what when, but come down more to issues of, you know,

what are the background facts in the industry and

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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concerning things like power costs incurred in the
network and so forth that are technical facts that an
expert can do a good job of bringing onto the record.
Often, there may not be a dispute about a material
fact and I think what we tried to reflect in our
issues 1s that there may not be.

For instance, there could be a dispute
about a material fact that would arise if a certain
claim were made about a network configuration or
number assignment practices and one of the parties
challenged that and that, you know, came into ---
became a material issue in the broceedings, then there
could actually be a dispute over who has done what,
you know, what are the facts on the ground.

But I think that it's consistent with the
idea that we may not have too many disputes about
material fact, the need for Discovery of facts we
think would be quite restricted, and yet nonetheless
find it useful to hear from an expert witness who
understands how things work in the network who could
help to explain it on the record of the proceeding.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Mr. Panner, do you agree with Mr. Shor's
evaluation that issues one, two and six are mostly

likely to be the fact-based issues?

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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ATTORNEY PANNER:

Well, I guess I tend not to agree that
there are a lot of --- as I say, as a kind of who has
done what, what are the actual facts in the world kind
of disputes that would lend themselves to discovery.

T do agree that those are the issues where the general
factual background and where expert testimony would
probably be most important and most useful toc the
Commission.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

This is Michael Shor for US LEC. I don't
——- if Verizon wants teo intrcoduce the testimony of an
expert, I'm sure they have the right to do that. I
don't necessarily see that as being the essential need
—-- T don't see that as being a real need for that.
The facts are what they are, the costs are what they
are. And I don't know that the Commission needs an
expert to analyze that, but that's their entitlement

and its their right to present their case as they

please.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I guess, Your Honor, let me correct
myself. I've been a little bit loose in referring to
them as experts. I guess 1 mean them as subject

matter experts, people who understand the way that the
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network is set up and works and the history of the way
that some of these compensation arrangements and
network architecture arrangements have beeéen
established. Those are facts that I --- I didn't mean
it in the sense of an outside expert who 1is decing, you
know --- who is testifying as an outside expert, but
fact witnesses who are subject matter experts, I
needed to clarify that. Thank you, Michael, for
pointing that out.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Thank you. Gentlemen, let me apprcach
this a little differently then. Tell me, Mr. Shor,
how many jurisdictions is US LEC seeking to arbitrate
with Verizon in right now?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

We will be --- the total number cf
jurisdictions that we will be litigating issues will
be seven. We have filed five petitions to date, there
are two more remaining to be filed.

JUDGE COCHERES.:

All right. Would you tell me the first
five then?

ATTORNEY SHOR;:

Pennsylvania, Maryland, North Carolina,

the District of Columbkia, Florida.
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JUDGE COCHERES:

All right. Now, in terms of the time
frame that's geoing on here, are any of those petitions
filed procedurally going ahead of this case?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Not at this moment, although that may
ultimately prove to be the case.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

And the other thing, Your Honor, that I
think they're pointing out is that in North Carolina,
they follow a somewhat different procedure in which
pre-filed testimony is filed at the time of the filing
of the pétition and the answer. And so the parties
have, in North Carolina, already filed some testimony

on these issues.

JUDGE COCHERES:

All right, What I was trying to get to
is again, in the interest of not reinventing the wheel
that if we're going to have hearings that you all may
have been over the ground sufficiently priocr to that
time in another jurisdiction that you could again
either stipulate to the facts or adopt wholesale
portions of the record from other proceedings into
this one.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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If I may, Your Honor, this is Michael
Shor for US LEC. We certainly have thought of that as
a possibility. It i1s somewhat complicated by the fact
that the Maryland and Pennsylvania arbitrations are
between US LEC and the former Bell Atlantic, whereas
the North Carcoline and Florida are ketween US LEC and
the former GTE.

So there are different network
configurations and frankly, they would be different
costs in each jurisdiction. Although I agree with you
that if it is possible to stipulate in portions of
records from other proceedings, then that would be in

the interest of the economy and we would try to do

that.

JUBGE COCHERES:

2nd where is the Maryland proceeding in
relationship to this one?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

We have a prehearing conference scheduled
for the end of May in that proceeding.

JUDGE COCHERES:

So are you trying to tell me that I'm out

here not only on the cutting edge, but the bleeding
edge?

ATTORNEY SHOR:
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You are out on the limk, Your Honor.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Well, thank you. All right. Then I'll
deal with it in that manner. Ckay. Let's go back to
the need for hearings then. Can I safely assume that
one day should do this?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Heonor, this is Mighael Shor for US
LEC. If this thing goes beyond one day, then we would
all need to be --- reconsider. I think one day would
be more than sufficient.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Good. Don't wish for more, it may come
true. All right. Do I have any problem out of the
Verizon camp on setting it for one day?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I think one day would make sense, Your

Honor,

JUDGE COCHERES:

And that was who?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I'm sorry, Raron Panner.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Okay. Thank you, Mr. Panner. All right.

Let's all look at our calendars. You all suggested

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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that we move the hearings into July, which fits nicely
with my schedule. You were only one week apart, as I
recall. No, I'm sorry. You were both in the week of
July 15th. Currently, the only day on my calendar 1in
the week of July 15th that is filled is July 153th. &So
you tell me, folks, when is a good day for all of you
to come to Harrisburg, Pennsylvania?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I think Wednesday or Thursday would be

the best two days.

JUDGE COCHERES:

And who was that?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I'm sorry. That was Michael Shor for US

LEC, Your Honor.

JUDGE COCHERES:

All right. And the Verizon camp?

ATTCORNEY GAY:

Your Honor, this is Anthony Gay. Either
one of those days work fine for me, so we Jjust would
need to know what works with Mr. Panner's schedule

actually.

JUDGE CQOCHERES:

Mr. Fanner?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Sargent’s Court Reporting Service, Inc.
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I guess I have a small preference for
Wednesday, but whatever's more convenient for everyone
is fine for me as well.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Well, Mr. Panner, your small preference
and mine coincide, so it will be July 17th. Does
anyone have a problem with that date? All right.
That will sort of be written in stone. For final and
best offers, that makes it the 2Z4th.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Well, with the ~-- exXcuse me, Your Honor.
This is Michael Shor for US LEC. Would the transcript
be ocut the 18th?

JUDGE COCHERES:

Tt would be my expectation that it would
be. Our court reporters are normally very good about
that sort of thing and bring multiple reporters to
hearings that may Jjustify a full day's transcript and
do it in shifts.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Would that then make the one week be the
25th instead of the 24th?

JUDGE CCOCHERES:

All right. I'll buy into that math. And

that will be final and best offers on the 25th, 211
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right.
ATTORNEY SMITH:

Your Honor, are you going to start the
hearing at 10:00 on Wednesday, the 17th or 9:007

JUDGE COCHERES:

I can accommodate the parties. I only
need to know that you folks want to start earlier.
Normally, hearings start at ten o'clock in the morning
in this building, but we do make exceptions regularly
for people who think they may need an earlier start
time. You tell me, 9:00 or 9:30 a better time for
you?

ATTORNEY SMITH:

As a lot of people will be traveling up
to Harrisburg, I don't know if we'll be coming in the
night before or the morning cf. Michael, do you have

any preference?

ATTORNEY 3HOR:

I think ten o'c_ock is fine.

JUDGE COCHERES:

All right. Verizon?

ATTORNEY GAY:

Anthony Gay for Verizon. I think 10:00
is fine also, taking intoc account the potential

traveling for those of us who are not Pennsylvanians.
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JUDGE COCHERES:

Okay. Fine, ten o'clock it will bpe. All
right.

JUDGE CHRISTIANSON:

The reply briefs?

JUDGE COCHERES:

Yes. I come from a background of --- I'm
going to move back to the subject of reply briefs.
Well, wait a minute. Let me structure the testimony
for you. We find it easier and a more structured
record if we retain the matrix of issues and their
numbers that have been proposed in the petition and I
want you to structure your testimony in the same way.

Let me tell you what the format that I
used for the prior arbitrations that I've been
invelved in and I think it was fairly successful and
it is a good outline form for the hearing as well as
your briefs. And that's simply I don't care how many
witnesses you're planning to bring, but we will hear
the testimony in the order of the i1ssues, not in the
order of the witnesses. So if witness number one
testifies on issues one, two, seven andxeight, that's
fine. I'll put them on the stand fcocr issues one and
two and when we get to issue number three, we'll just

switch te another witness.
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That creates a record that enables you
folks to write your briefs and for me to write my
decision in a fairly orderly fashion. It completes
each issue as a package and then moves on to the next
issue in line. So when you're structuring your
witnesses' testimony, that's the way I want to see it,
clear delineation between issues. B2And I appreciate
that there may be some overlap between issues, but I
want you to accommodate this format as much as you
can. Arnd the same would be true of briefs. Does
anybody have a problem with that or need to make a

comment?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, this is Michael Shor for US
LEC. Let me just interject at this moment. We
advised the Commission in cur prehesring memo that we

have settled two i1issues.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Right.

ATTORNEY SHOR;:

And to the extent that you would require
a motion for US LEC to withdraw those two issues from
the petition, I'd like to make that motion orally at
this time. What I understand you to be saying is that

even though those issues have been removed, we are not
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going to renumber the issues to eliminate them, we
will go issue six and issue eight and there just will
be no issue seven.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Right. We can just make a brief
reference on the record that it's settled.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Okay.

JUDGE COCHERES:

And I will accept your motion and it is

granted.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE CCCHERES:

And, vyou know, that way we keep ---
because let's face it, folks, you're going to be
litigating in multiple Jjurisdictions and you probably
are going to have similar witnesses on similar
subjects everywhere and it will keep your life in a
little more order, at least in Pennsylvania. Do I
hear any other comments on that subject? Good.

Hearing none, let's deal with the issue
of reply briefs. I will --- I'm going to accept the
suggestion of Verizon and permit reply briefs.

Verizon is correct and as the Chief Administrative Law
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Judge has already pointed out, we haye very strict
rules around here about what's to be contained in
reply briefs and sandbagging i1s of course not to be
permitted. I have no experience with the litigants in
front of me that isn't good and I always give the
litigants the benefit of the aoubt when I'm dealing
with them. I will deal most unkindly with the
litigant who puts something in their reply brief that
is not appropriate, including, and I've had this
happen in the past, modifications to final and best
offers,

So with that in mind, I think I'm almost
completed with my part of the agenda, except to ask
Mr. Panner and Mr. Gay how soon I can expect the

Verizon answer.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Your Honecr, the answer will be filied on
Tuesday, you know, the 25 days statutory deadline.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Is that Mr. Panner?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

That was Mr. Panner.

JUDGE COCHERES:

All right. Fine. I will look forward to

receiving that. Now, do you think that there is any
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need for, and I'm certainly not encouraging this, but

I want you to understand that it is available, for us

to meet informally either on or off the record between
now and the hearing date?

ATTORNEY GAY:

This 1s Mr. Gay for Verizon, Yocur Honor.
At the present time, I don't think so. I mean, if
something comes up, I'm sure we could work it out.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honecr, this is Michael Shor for US
LEC. I would hope that there will not be any
Discovery disputes, but at this point, that's the only
substantive item that I can think of that would
potentially require your attention. But we're not
there yet.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Ckay. I urge you not to have Discovery
disputes. Most judges don't like them, I fall into
that category of most judges: My format for handling
those, 1f I must, is to set some time frame up that's
convenient on short notice to the parties for a
conference call and to dispose of those things as
guickly and expeditiously as possible because
otherwise we're simply impeding the forward progress

of this case.
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The other thought that I had is that in

formulating your final and best offers, do you think
it would be appropriate or helpful for me to comment
after I have seen either your answer from Verizon or
all of your pre-filed testimony or after the hearing,
perhaps near the conclusion of the hearing, on the
parties' positions? In other words, do a very brief
evaluaticn without the benefit of briefs.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Your Honor, this i1s BAaron Panner. I
mean, for my part, I think it's always useful to know
what the issues are and what the key issues are. 1

think it will help guide our briefing and make it

more, you know, our presentation more useful. You
know, certainly late on the date of the hearing, if
you were to say, you know, this is kind of how I see

things, I think that we would --- certainly Verizon
would find that very useful.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, this is Michael Shor for US
LEC. I have to agree it's always helpful to get a
sense from the finder of fact how that entity is
viewing the parties' cases. I think it would help us
in preparing our final and best offer and may narrow

substantially the area that you need to deal with
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formally in a proposed decision.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Yes. How shall I put this? I'm of two
minds on that subject and I den't always bring it up.
I will tell you right now that if I decide to offer
those comments, and I probably will, that I don't
consider them binding. In other words, if I'm able to
produce movement and settlement of issues instead of
briefs, wonderful, but if I end up having briefs, it
may be that in reading your briefs, I may change my
mind on an issue and I want to make that perfectly
clear up front.

But ¢on the other hand, I think that
sometimes a view from the top, and I've done this in
cother cases, helps some parties occasicnally with a
reality check that they need to understand. And I
think I've written enocugh on telco issues that it
shouldn't be too hard to predict where some of my
viewpoints are going to come from.

But with that idea in mind, I will try,
you know, to be prepared to do that at the end of the
hearing on July 17th.

Now, I believe that completes my agenda.
Is there anyone else who has an issue that they need

to deal with? I'll start with the Petitioner.
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ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you, Your Honor, This is Michael
Shor for US LEC. I think that you have identified all
of the items that we had raised in our prehearing
memorandum and we are comfortable with where we are,
where we have wound up on these items.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Fine. For Verizon?

ATTORNEY GAY:

This is Anthony Gay, Youar Honor.

Presently, we're comfortable where things stand.

JUDGE CQOCHERES:
All right. I will --- off the record.
OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

JUDGE COCHERES:

At any rate, gentlemen and ladies, I try

to be accessible. This will be the highest priority

case on my case list, not withstanding that I actually

have another Verizon matter that will be tried the

preceding week. But I urge you that if you have some

need to talk to me to call my direct dial number,

which 1s (717) 787-9816. And if something arises, and
I'm certainly not encouraging it, but if something
arises that you think needs my immediate attenticn and

we need to set up a conference call, I'm confident
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that the Chief Administrative Law Judge will allow me
to move things around on my calendar to accommcdate
this case. It's our desire to get it done as
expeditiously as possible. Which brings me to the
question, does the Chief have any additional comments
for us?

JUDGE CHRISTIANSON:

No, I think you‘ve covered the ground. 1
think Yanks was the only one recently that's gone on
to the statutory limit, we might call it. We've
slipped a little bit, but I think it's good to
expedite these to the degree we can and I will move
things around as necessary to help out, at least
reasonably so. I don't give the Judge all of his
druthers, but we try to manage.

JUDGE COCHERES:

He's a goed guy to work for. Ladies and
gentlemen, I will alsc very shortly send out a test
e-mail message to all of you just to make sure that I
have correctly entered your e-mail addresses. Kindly
respond sc that when we need to use e-mail to contact
each other, that will work. As far as I'm concerned,
e-mail i1s fine as long as the hardcopy follows the
next day. Does anyone else have any comments or

guestions?
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ATTORNEY SHOR:

No, Your Honor, for US LEC.

JUDGE COCHERES:

And that was Mr. Panner?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

That was Mr. Shor.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Thank you, I'm sorry.

ATTORNEY GAY:

No, Your Honor, for Verizon and this is
Mr. Gay.

JUDGE COCHERES:

Thank you. Well, that being said, I
thank vou all for coming and the cooperation that

you've shown so far and looking forward to meeting you

all on July 17th.

* * * * +* * * *

HEARING CONCLUDED AT 10:58 A.M.

* * * * * * * Ed
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PROCEEDINGS

JUDGE LOUIS COCHERES:

Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen. As you're well aware by now, my name is
Louis Cocheres. And I'm an Administrative Law Judge
appointed to be the Arbitrator in the petition of
USLEC of Pennsylvania, Incorporated, for arbitration
with Verizon Pennsylvania, Incorporated, pursuant to
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, at
Commigsion Docket Number A-3108147000.

We're here today for what I
believe will be our initial and only hearing in this
matter. I do want to take a few moments to spread a
few minor procedural things on the record. 1 always
like to put on the record that I do, in fact, live in
an area that is served by major utilities and that I
have Verizon as my local exchange carrier. Currently
I have MCI as my long distance carrier. I may want to
rethink that. BAnd I have AT&T as a cell phone
garrier. I like to tell people that up front., If
anyone has a problem with it, they should speak up now
or forever hold their peace. Thank you.

As I indicated on the record at

our prehearing conference and in my prehearing order,

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.




1

10

11

12

13

14

15

lg

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

&
I want very much to have a fairly uniform and orderly

proceeding today in terms of issue presentation. I
had hoped that we would be able to retain exactly the
same numbering system that USLEC used in its numbering
of issues in it's petition. However, I was somewhat
chagrined to notice that that wasn't guite followed.
But I don't think that's irretrievable. But I do want
to go through this hearing issue by issue, hearing
from each party for each issue before we move on to

the next one. I do that for three reasons. One, it

- creates an orderly record; two, it means that your

briefs can follow the same format; and three, it means
my decision can follow the same format. &and when that
is all taken up as a unit to be reviewed by the
Commission, hopefully the orderly record and the
wigsdom of it all being so organized will be evident to
them.

Because the witnesses did net all
testify in numerical sequenhce in the sense some
witnesses covered some issues and some others, I will
swear all of the witnesses at the beginning of this
proceeding, because I expect that we are going to be
jumping back and forth somewhat between the
witnesses. And rather than interrupt the proceeding,

I'l1l just have everybedy stand and issue the cath that

SARGENT'S COURT REPCORTING SERVICE, INC.
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The other thing that I noticed,
and I already sent an e-mail notice to all of you was
that I reviewed the settlement agreement that you had
submitted --- USLEC had submitted with the arbitraticn
petition. &Bnd when I reviewed it, since it was the
only copy of the agreement that I had, these little
white tags indicate things that you indicated were
disputed issues. Now, I know you have, in fact,
settled many of these little white tags but T don't
know which cones, other than to know that your
testimony covered a limited number. So before we
leave the room today, and I will wait until after the
hearing probably, at least until after we hear from
the witnesses, I will go through these, as I've
highlighted them in my copy, and just touch base with
you to make sure that I have covered each and every
issue that needed to be disputed. and for those that
are no longer disputed, you have an cbligation to
furnish me with a copy of the language that you have
agreed tc because I'm supposed to review it. I didan't
review everything that's in this particular book. And
but I do need to know what's already settled.

Now, in terms of already settled,

the parties have advised me that at least one of the
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issues is currently settled that was on the table

today. And I've lost track right now off the top of
my head of which witpess that was, but one of the Bell
witnessé;: I believe it was issue number 11. Ms.
Fleming's issue has been completely settled, as I
understand it.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

That is correct, Your Heonor.

JUDGE :

Fine. I have no problem with
that. Again, that's just an example of settlement
language that I will need to see as part of this
proceedings. Are there any procedural issues use that
I need to.go cn before we move on hearing witnesses
testimony?

Hearing none, by my count I have
four witnesses, two from each side. If you folks
would please.stand and raise your right hands.
WITNESSES SWORN EN MASSE

JUDGE :

All right. Now, for the purposes
of the record, I'm just going to start on my left with
the lady wearing the green outfit and ask her to tell
me her name.

MS. MONTANO:
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Wanda G. Montano.

JUDGE :

And the gentleman next to her?

MR . HOFFMANN :

My name is Frank R. Hoffmann, Jr.

JUDGE ;

Moving around the table.

MR. HAYNES

Terry A. Haynes.

MR. D'AMICOC:

Pete D'Amico.

JUDGE :

Fine. B&all right.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I don't recall if during our
prehearing conference we had already addressed and
identified that we had settled issues seven and ten.

JUDGE :

Yas. 1 reviewed that transcript
this morning. Interestingly, you did tell me that you
had settled twe issues but I don't think it was
perfectly clear which ones they were. And T just
said, fine, which was no more illuminating on the
record than you were. So that would be issues seven

and ten in the USLEC.
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ATTORNEY SHOR:

And issue 11 as well.

JUDGE:

Okay. Sc we're now --- I do have
a real basic question and it stems from having
reviewed the agreement. The agreement that was
provided to me, and I can understand why there was no
effective date, because obviously it hasn't been
approved but also on page one there was no date for
the initial term, were you contemplating an one year,
two year, 16 month? How many car payments were you
expecting in this agreement? Did you have some term
in mind.

MR.. BHOFFMANN :

It's my understanding the term of
the agreement was to be two years.

JUDGE :

Mr. Hoffmann, thank you very.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I would have to get back to you,
Your Honor, on that question. &And I can check it in
the agreement language, but I don't know the answer.

JUDGE :

I didn't see anything in the

agreement, as I read through it over the last several

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.



140

11

12

13

14

15

18

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

11
days, to indicate that there was a particular time

frame that the parties have in mind.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I think because of the way that
it's done is it's pegged to a specific date that once
you get --- know what the effective date is, then you
know what the termination date is. But you're
correct, it doesn't say for a term of X years and
beyond ¥ date 1f it does not do that.

ATTORNEY SHCR:

And section two, term and
termination, page one, there is a date that needs to
be filled in there and I appreciate that you don't
have the effective date yet. But I assumed that you
had at least a given amount of time available.

JUDGE ;

All right. I have a procedural
guestion for the parties to tell me about, since it's
been awhile. Who goes first? The Petitioner?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

The Petitioner goes first.

JUDGE :

All right. Then as I recall you
have a choice between Ms. Montano and Mr. Hoffmann.

ATTORNEY SHOR:
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Your Henor, USLEC will put Mr.

Heffmann on the stand to address issues one and two
collectively. And Ms. Montano, after the Cross
Examination of Mr. Hoffmann, Ms. Montano will be
placed on the stand just for her testimony with
respect to those two issues as well.

JUDGE;

Yes. That leads to a question
that I had already written down and that's that the
parties seem to be treating one and two as a unit.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

That*s correct.

JUDGE :

Ali right. Fine then Mr. Shor
will you finish presenting Mr. Hoffmann.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

USLEC calls Frank R. Hoffmann.

JUDGE :

Mr. Hoffman, you've been
previously sworn.

FRANK HOFFMAN, PREVIQUSLY SWORN, CALLED TO TESTIFY
DIRECT EXAMINATION.

BY ATTCRNEY SHOR:

. Mr. Hoffmann, would you state your name and

business address for the record, please?
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- My name is Frank Hoffmann. I'm located at 6801

Morrison Boulevard in Charlotte, Nerth Carolina.

Q. By whom are you employed?

A. I'm employed by USLEC.

Q. and what is your title?

A, I'm senior interconnection manager.

Q. Did you cause to have prepared, I believe it was
21 pages of Direct testimony filed in this matter on

May 31, 20027

A Yes, I did.

Q- If I asked you those questions today, would your

answers be the same?

A. I would have one revision.
Q. What revision that is?
A. That is to change my relative to nine trunks to

nine T-1s.
Q. And what page is that on; dc vou know?
ATTORNEY PANNER:
Frank, I think it's on page 20.
A. Thank you. Yes, you're absolutely correct, line
nine, page 20, continuing onto ten. Nine trunks per
day it should be changed to nine T-1s per day.
BY ATTORNEY SHOR:
0. Other than that correcticn, do you have any other

changes, edits or corrections to your direct
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testimony?

A, No, I do not.

Q. Did you cause to have prepared seven pages ---
six pag;; of rebuttal testimony filed in this matcer
on July &, 2Q627

A, Yes, I did.

0. Do you have any changes, corrections or additions
te that testimony?

A. No, I don't.

Q. If I ask you those questions today, would your
answer be the samé?

A. Yes, I did.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, USLEC respectfully
moves the admission of the direct and rebuttal
testimony of Mr. Frank Hoffmann into the recerd,
subject to Cross Examine.

JUDGE :

It is the testimonies are
admitted, subject to Cross Examine, and in a timely
motion. Mr. Panner?

ATTCRENEY PANNER:

Thank you, Judge.

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Q. Good morning. I'd like to start by getting your

help in explaining te the Commission and Judge

Cocheres USLEC's position on issues cne and two.

And

I have here a schematic diagram of the Philadelphia

LATA, the Pennsylvania portion of it, which I'1ll just

label in a pen on the bottom VZ-1.

ATTORENEY PANNER:

If that is all right with you.

JUDGE :

That is fine, as long as you don't

have a VZ-1 as part of your presentation.
{(Exhibit VvZ-1 warked
for identification.)

BY ATTORNEY FPANNER:

Q. Now, in this diagram, I have a circled tcwards

the --- I have a large circle to represent the

Philadelphia LATA; do you see that?

A Yes.

Q. And I have a small circle at the top of the big

circle that's labeled the Allentown local calling

areas; do you see that?

A Yes, I do.

Q. And I also have a slightly larger circle down at

the bottom right. It's labeled Philadelphia local

calling area; do you see that?
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A, Yesg.

Q. And I have a box inside that's Philadelphia local

calling area, that's labeled the USLEC switch. Do you

see that?
A, Correct, yes.
Q. Now, is it accurate to say that the USLEC switch

is inside the Philadelphia local calling area?

a. I believe so.

Q. Was it your testimony that it was located ---
that your switch is located in Philadelphia local

calling area?

A. Could you direct me to that portion of the
testimony?
Q. I'1ll cover that later. But you'll take it

gubject to check that you at least believe that the

USLEC switch is inside the Philadelphia local calling

area?
A. Yes.
Q. Now, in this diagram, let's suppose that the

capital letters A, B, €, D represent customers. Are
you with me sc far?

A, Yes.

Q. Now, let's suppose that capital letter A is a
Verizen customer and that capital letter D is a USLEC

customer. First of all, is it accurate to say that
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Verizon would have an end office within the local

calling area serving that customer A7

A, I cannot respond to that. I will assume that we
did.
Q. Ckay . In fact, vou testified, did you not, that

Verizon's network uses a large number switches, each
serving a relatively small area?
A, Yes.
Q. S0 it's likely that there would be a switch
within the local calling area serving that customer?
2. It's possible, yes,
Q. If it were --- if it were not within the leocal
calling area, it weould be very cleose by?
A. That is also possible.
Q. Would you agree at that there are calling areas
in Pennsylvania where Verizon has end offices serving
customers.

ATTORNEY SHCR:

I'm going object only to the
extent that he's an USLEC witness. I don't know what
he knows about Verizon's network. So foundation.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Mr. Hoffmann, have you ever worked for Verizonv?
A, Yes, I have.
Q. Okay. Do you, in fact, know whether Verizon has
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any end offices in local calling areas in Philadelphia

LATA?

AL Not specifically what calling area or what switch
is located where, but simply by the fact that you have
switches in the LATA and you have local calling areas
in the LATA. I must assume that your switches are in
local calling areas. Whether you have a switch in
every local calling area, I do not know.

Q. Falr enough. It's at least possible then that
there would be.a would be a switch in that Allentown,
local Allentown éalling area. Do you agree with that?
A. Yes.

Q. Now, if Verizon customer A --- well, let me ask
one further gquestion before I posze my hypothetical.

Is it also correct that USLEC does not have a switch
in the allentown local calling area?

A We do net.

Q. In fact, you have only the one switch in the
Philadelphia LATA, which is, subject to check, inside
the Philadelphia local calling area?

B. That is correct.

Q- Now, so there would be some sort of a long line
or loop or some kind of a transport facility that, if
you have a customer inside the local calling area in

Allentown, there would be scme kind of long facility
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connecting your customer to that switch?

A. We would have a facility that weould connect our
customer with our switch, vyes.

Q. Now, suppose that a Verizon customer A were to
call that USLEC's customer D inside the Allentown
local calling area, first of all, A and D could be

guite c¢lose together; is that correct?

A, Yes.

Q. Okay. They could be next docr neighbors?

A, Correct.

Q. Okay. And if that Verizon cusctomer A placed a

call to the USLEC customer D, is it correct that
somehow that call would have to be transported from
the Verizon originating end office to the USLEC
switch?

A, Yes. I believe Verizon would transport that call
to the point of interface at Verizon's access tandem
and then hand that call off to USLEC switch for
termination to ocur cusgstomer D within the Allentown
local calling area.

Q. okay - So just to clarify that, you say Verizon
would transport the call to its local access tandem
and your testimony was what?

A, Noe. I'm sorry. You missunderstood. I stated

that Verizon would route that call to the point of
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interface, which USLEC has established that's your

access tandem, not your local tan number.
Q. Thank you for that clarification. Se it's your

testimony that USLEC's point --- when you say point of

interface, what do you mean?

A. I mean the physical point where our networks
interconnect.
Q. And it's your testimony that that physical point

is the USLEC in the Verizon access tandem?

A. Both Verizon accesgs tandem within the
Philadelphia liné, yes.

Q. Now, the call would then have to be transported
from the access tandem to the Philadelphia local
calling area; is that c¢orrect, to USLEC switch?

A, It is my understanding that Verizon's access
tandem is located within the Philadelphia local

calling area, as I'm one mile away from the market

tandem.
Q. Okay. Do you know if the market tandem is
serving --- would be serving the call --- that

Allentown local calling area call?

A. No, I do not.

Q. You've testified that the point of interface
between the networks is at the Verizon access tandem?

A Right.
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Q. Is it, therefore, your testimeony that the traffic

from the access tandem is transported over USLEC's
network from the access tandem teo the USLEC switch?

A, I'm sorry. Could you repeat that again?

Q. Wag it your testimony that the traffic is
transported over USLEC's network to USLEC switch?

A. Initially in the Philadelphia LATA, USLEC
purchased an 0C-12 fiber ring, which was used to
transport both parties' traffic between our IPs from
my switch to your network and, cconversely, from your
network through the port to my IP. USLEC outgrew the
capacity on that OC-12 and abandoned that facility and
purchased an 0C-48 from Verizon. It is my
understanding Verizomn currently uses the abandoned
OC-12 to terminate its traffic to USLEC.

Q. Okay. Let me clarify. When you say it uses the
akandoned 0C-12 to terminate the traffic to USLEC, you
mean to deliver it to USLEC's switch?

A. Correct.

o. And that 0C-12 is Verizon's facility or USLEC's

facility?
A. That facility is Verizon.
Q. Ckay. S0 in fact, Verizon is transporting its

originating over Verizon's network to USLEC switch; is

that correct?
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A. Yes Verizon is using a facility which USLEC paid

non-recurring charges to have installed and paid the
monthly recurring charges for a 12-month pericd while

it was in our use.

Q. But you're not paying for that facility any
longer?

A, No, I den't believe.

Q. Now, does Verizon receive any compensation from

USLEC for transporting a call from Verizon caller 2 to

USLEC switch in the scenario I described?

A. I do not beiieve 80,

Q. 80 your answer is ne?

A Correct.

Q. In fact, in the scenario that we're talking about
here there would be no --- well, in the scenaric we're

talking about here, would Verizon receive any
additional compensation from its caller for
transporting the call to the USLEC switch in
Philadelphia?

A. I do not know. That would depend on the calling
plan that caller A has purchased from Verizon.

Q. S0 you don't know? Well, let me go back to

that. Why would it depend on the calling plan?

A. I'm not sure if caller A has a flat rated service

or a messadge rated service or some other type of
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plan. I'm not familiar with Verizen's calling plans

but I do know they we have several.

Q. Let me rephrase the question. Would Verizon
receive any additional compensation for the call from
caller A to caller D because Verizon has transferred
the call to another carrier's network --- and
transported the call to another carrier's network or
would the charge be the same, as if the caller were
served by Verizon itself?

A. I'm sorry. I'm at a loass. I do not know what
Verizon charges-éﬁstomer A, if you have a policy of
charging something if it's intranetwork versus handing
it off to another carrier.

0. Okay. Now, in your view, in the scenario that I
just described where caller A places a call to caller
I, would USLEC be entitled to a payment of reciprocal

compensation for terminating that call D as an end

user?
i Yes.
Q. S0 you would actually regquire Verizon to pay you

despite the fact that Verizon is kearing all of the
cost to transport that call to the USLEC switch; is
that correct?

A. Yes, that is my understanding of what federal

rules require.
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Q. Okay. Are you a lawyer?

B No, sir.

Q. Okay. Now, let's suppose that instead of this
set that USLEC's switch were in Allentown --- or not
USLEC, but CLEC has a switch in Allentown, a single
switch. Are vou with me so far?

A, Yes.

Q. Okay. And suppose that most of the calls that
are made between the twc networks are originated and
terminated to numbers associated with the Philadelphia
local calling areas. Are you with me?

A Yes.

Q. And suppose further that --- so that would mean
that there would be a very large volume of traffic
that Verizon would have to transpert all the way up to
Allentown without any compensation from USLEC; is that
correct?

A. I can't comment as to the velume. But yes, vyou
would have to transport traffic between those two
areas.

Q. In my hypothetical, if it is a large veolume of
traffic, Verizon would be responsible for transporting
all of that traffic; is that correct?

A. If the traffic were one way, yes, but if the

traffic traveled in both directions, I believe that
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both carriers would be carrying the calls a similar

distances.

Q.

USLEC's customer D,

call;

and if it were Verizon's customer A calling

it would be Verizon carrying the

correct? I guess I shouldn't have used those

letters because I'm no longer referring to the

diagram, but it's a hypothetical. But if

it were

Verizon's customer calling USLEC's customer, Verizon

would be responsible for the transport to USLEC's

switch bearing the cost in your view?

AL

I'm gorry. What local calling area would ke

originating the call?

Q.

terminated to a number in Philadelphia,

with

If the call originated in Philadelphia and were

the Philadelphia local calling area,

associated

is it vyour

position that Verizon would bear the cost of

transporting that call all the way up to Allentown?

A.

question.

area,

I'm sorry. I must have missunderstocd your

loacal calling area for Philadelphia,

I thought you just stated that the call

customer A,

made a call to another Philadelphia number, which I

would assume would be in the Philadelphia local

calling ---

Allentown here.

Q.

I'm confused with your reference :to

I'm still working on the hypothetical where USLEC
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that right?

AL Yes, it is my understanding that it is the

incumbent LEC's responsibility to transport that call

that coriginates on their network ---
Q. And indeed ---7

A. --- to the CLEC switch in Allentown.

Q. And under the contract language that you have

proposed, are you familiar with the contract terms

that you preoposed?

A, Yas.

0. You have been involved with the negotiations; is

that right?

A, Yesg, I have.

Q. 2And under the language that you've proposed,

a

CLEC could put its switch anywhere at all within the

Philadelphia LATA; is that correct?

A Yeg.

Q. and no matter where the CLEC chose to put its

switch, Verizon would be responsible for bearing the

cost of transporting its originating locally rating

traffic to that switch without compensation; is that

your positien?

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE,

INC,



10

11

12

13

14

15

lg

17

1B

1%

20

21

22

23

24

25

27
A Yes. As our current arrangements dictate,

Verizon is charged a non-distance sensitive entrance

facility, which is flat rated.

. I'm not --~,
A, To go from your tandem to my switch.
Q. Just to be clear, I'm discussing now USLEC's

current proposal?

A Yes.

0. Your proposed language?

A Yes.,

Q. And that would permit any CLEC, because Zt's

correct that any CLEC would be able to adopt the terms

of the agreement that is adopted through this
proceeding; is that correct?

A, It's my understanding that that is Verizon's
obligation. But it's alsc my understanding that I'm
here today to arbitrate an agreement between Verizon

and USLEC only.

Q. I understand. But thank you for that. I'm going

to introduce a gsecond little diagram which T will
label VZ-2.

{(Exhibit VZ-2 marked

for identification.)

ATTCORNEY PANNER:

And I'm sorry for not having these
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pre-labeled. But since I wasn't sure of the order of

the witnesses ---.

BY ATTORNEY FPANNER:

0. I have here a schematic of a local calling area
that I've labeled the Allentown local calling area.
And are you familiar, as a general matter with
Verizon's network architecturer

A. On a high level, vyes.

Q. Okay. And in fact, you testified as to what
Verizon's network architecture is; haven't vou?

A. Yes. I've explained that the access network is
somewhat of a hub and spoke type architecture, whereaé
the local network is a spider web, each point
connected to every other peoint, as I understand
Verizon.

Q- What I've represented here is A, B and ¢ are
Verizon custcmers. Do you understand that?

A Yes.

Q. End D is that USLEC or CLEC customer in this
diagram. Do you understand the diagram generally?
A. Yes,

Q. Now, I'd like to walk through with you the
functions that would be performed if caller A, Verizon
customer A called Verizon customer B and both were

served out of the same end offices I've represented in
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this diagram. Can you tell me what functien Verizon

would perform --- let me back up.

Do you agree that Verizon would switch that call
within its end office to deliver it from customer A& to
customer B?

A, That is possible, yes.

Q. What is the other possibility?

A. Again, not being an expert on Verizon routing, I
would assume you ceould possibly, given some sort of
traffic congestion you might experience, send that
call to another office and back.

Q. Do you know whether typically a call that was
rather from --- routed from one customer to another
customer off the same end office would typically be
switched within the end office.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I'm just going to object to the
extent it's continuing to call for speculaticn by this
witness on the functions of Verizon's switches.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I'm sure if he doesn't know, he'll
inform the Court he doesn't know. He's testified to
Verizon's network architecture and how that
architecture is set up. If he doesn't know, he'll say

he doesn't know.
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JUDGE :

Objection overruled.
A. I do not know if you would typically or always
switch that ¢all within the office.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
0. Wwell, would you agree with me that it is at least
possible that it would typically or, indeed, always be
switched within the end office?
A. It is a possibility that it would be, ves.
Q. And then suppose that Verizon customer A would
call verizon customer €, which is being in this

diagram served out of different end offices. Are you

with me?
A. Yes.
Q. And is it possible that when Verizon customer A

calls customer C, that there would be originating
switching out of that end office or to customer A; is
that possible?

A, Yes.

Q. 2And then it would be transported over the trunk
between the end officer and customer A and the end
cffice serving customer C. Is that possible that it
would be transported over a trunk between those two
end offices?

A. Yes, it appears so.

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

1le

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

31
Q. You testified that Verizon has a spider web

network. Does that mean that in many cases there
would be a direct trunk between end offices over which
calls are transported between the two end offices?
A. Yes.
Q. And then Verizon would perform terminating
switching in that end office to deliver the call to
customer C?
A. Yes.
Q. Is it also possible in some circumstances that
congestion over that trunk would cause the call to
overflow flow through Verizon's tandem?
A, Yes, I believe it 1is possible. If you're
experiencing congestion between the end cffices which
customers A and C work out of, that you would possibly
route that call to, I believe, a local network.
Q. And, in fact, you testified that Verizon's lecal
network is comprised of multiple end office
connections between each and every end office and may
alsoc cause one or more local tandems used to control
traffic connection; correct?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

On what page?
a. FPage five, lines 1% through 21.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Q. Would you agree that I've represented that your

testimony there in the schematic here in this diagram?
A, Yes.

Q. No;: do you know whether --- let me go back to
VvZ-1, 1f you would, Mr. Hoffmann.

Now, just to review, if there is a call from
Verizon customer A to Verizon customer D, is it
correct that Verizon would be responsible, first of
all for coriginating --- doing originating switching
out of end office A?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Excuse me. Do you mean USLEC
customer D?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Yes, I'm sorry. Letf me start
again since I misspoke.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. If Verizon customer A were to call USLEC customer
D, i1s it correct that Verizon would perform
originating switching out of end office serving
customer A?
A, Yes, 1f that was the switch where customer &
received dial tone, I would agree.
Q. And then Verizon would perform transport between

that end office A to USLEC's switch possibly through
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one or even more tandem switches; is that correct?

A. Correct.

Q. Ckay. And then assuming that D is an end user
customer, USLEC would perform terminating switching;
is that correct?

A Yes.

Q. And USLEC would be compensated for that
terminating switching through reciprocal compensation;
is that correct?

A Yes.

Q. Sc to the exﬁent that Verizon didn't have to do
the terminating switching anymore, it would be paying
USLEC to perform that function; is that correct?

A, Yes.

Q. Now, do you know whether the Pennsylvania
Commission has performed cost studies to determine the
cost of performing various functions that you have
described?

A No, I'm not aware of the Pennsylvania Utility
Commission performing cost studies.

Q- Okay. Are you familiar with --- in general with
the fact that public utility commissions, state public
utility commissions have held proceedings in which
they have determined the cost of performing the

various network functions that we've been talking
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about?

A, No. It is my understanding that the Commissicn
reviews cost studies submitted by Verizon relative to
Verizon's cogsts.

Q. Do you agree --- let me try to repeat the
question hecause I don't think you quite answered it.
Do you agree that state public utility commissions
have pfoceedings in which they determine the costs
associated with the varicus network functions that you
and I have been talking about?

A I am familiéf with proceedings where the
Commission will set rates, but not that they
necessarily establish costs.

Q. Ckay. But you would agree that the Commissions
have established rates based on pricing standards in
the 1996 Act and FCC regulations?

A. Yes, it is my understanding that the Commission
approves Verizon rates subject to those orders and
rules and regulaticns.

Q. Okay. So it would be correct then that cone
could using those Commission established rates
determine the difference in costs to Verjizon of
delivering a call from, say, caller A to caller B in
the example on VZ-2 and the cost te Verizon of

transporting a call from Verizon customer A to USLEC
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switch in Philadelphia; is that correct?

A Yes, I would assume that one could use the rates
and underlying costs to compare those types of
scenarios. But it is my understanding Verizon is
responsible to transport the traffic that originates

on the network tc the point of interface selected by

the ---.

Q. When you say they're respohsible, that is a legal
conclusion?

A. I did not intend it to be.

Q. What did you.mean by it?

A. I mean that it is my understanding that Verizon

must bear the costs associated with that traffic that

is originated on their network.

Q. Again, is that a legal conclusion?
. I do not intend it to be.
Q. Okay . Is it possible that USLEC cculd

compensate Verizon, say to Verizon, we'd actually be
happy to pay those costs and we'll compensate you? Is
that theoretically possible?

A, Yes, negotiations allow for parties to agree to
waive certain rules that are forwarded to them under
the Act. BSo yes, to the extent that Verizon were to
offer me something that I would feel would be worth my

paying for traffic, which I do not feel that I'm
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cbligated, then I might consider that.

0. Mr. Hoffmann, I just want to try to clarify for
the record, when you say that Verizon must bear costs
or is obligated to bear costs, is that a legal
conclusion or is it something else?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Asked and answered.

'ATTbRNEY PANNER :

I don't believe he's responded
directly to my guestion. He said that he did not
intend it to be. I've asked him for clarification. I
don't think that he satisfactory responded to the
guestion.

JUDGE :

Mr. Panner, even 1f it is a legal
conclusion, it's not binding on me or the Commission.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE :

That certainly scunds like his
understanding of what your company's obligations are.
it doesn't have to be mine.

ATTCRNEY DPANNER:

Right. Thank you, Your Honor, I

guess what I wanted to clarify is he's testified to or
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--- he said that he's testifying to certain network

and engineering considerations. I wanted te make
clear there is no engineering or technical reason that
Verizon must bear this cost that this is an allocation
of responsibility.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Can I cbject to his speech on the
record here? We've got gquestions and answers.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Mr. Shor, you had an objection

JUDGE :

Let me make this easy. When I'm
having a discussion on the record with counsel, that
ig either side, we'll have a discussion, he wasn't
asking the witness a guestion. He was talking to me
and you're certainly welcome to chime in with your
gide. Mr. Panner, you didn't ask him that guestion,
whether it was a technical engineering reason that
there was an obligation there. You seem to be focused
on legal issue. I want you to resolve that and move
on.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Ckay.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Is there any technical offer engineering reason

why Verizon must bear that obligation?

A

Q.

A,

acgcess tandem.

I would say vyes.

Can you tell me what it is?

USLEC has chosen its point of interface at the

is USLEC's cholice, and not Verizon's.

Q.

and it is my understanding that that

Mr. Hoffmann, in the testimony we've used two

terms, points of interconnection and interconnection

point.
interface.
A.
interconnection.

Q.

By point of interface, I mean point of

And your testimony now is that the point of

You're now using a different term, point of

Can you explain what you mean by that?

I use those terms interchangeably.

interconnecticn between the parties and Philadelphia

is at the Verizon access tandem?

A.

Q.

find that it's your testimony and the testimony of Ms.

Yes.

Okay . I believe that --- well, I think you'll

Montano in this proceeding that the point of

interconnection is the USLEC switch.

with that subject to check?

A.

Would you agree

If you could direct me to it, I would like te

check now.

Q.

Well, I guess I'll --- well, this is actually ---
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there's a reference to --- I believe, there are

clearer references elsewhere. Ms. Mcntano's testimony
hasn't been admitted yet. It may be clearer in

her's. But in your testimony on page ten at lines 18
te 192, it says it makes reference to Verizon's
proposing to move USLEC's IP from its switch to a
co-location arrangement. That suggested that it's the
current IP is USLEC's switch. Would you agree?

JUDGE :

Which testimony are you in?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

This is in Mr. Hcocffman's testimony
on page ten.

JUDGE :

Is it in rebuttal or direct.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

His direct. I can read the
sentence. I may have confused the matter by
paraphrasing.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. It says, this 76-day deadline is well bevyond the
30-day transition period Verizon proposing for moving
USLEC's IP from its switch ta a co-location
arrangement, that's at lines 17 to 19.

A. Yez, USLEC's IP is at its switch. I'm sorry, I
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thought you had asked me about the point of

interconnection.
Q. So are you saying that the part of point of
interconnection and interconnection point are
different under the current agreement?
A. For traffic delivered from Verizon to USLEC, I
would answer yes.
Q; In fact, you testified that Verizon delivers
traffic to USLEC switch over Verizon's facilities?
A, In Philadelphia, yes. In Pittsburgh, Verizon
continues to use the 0C-12, as we have not vet
outgrown that facility. We purchased an OC-12 fiber
ring from Verizon. And then Verizon leases transport
back from USLEC to carrier traffic to ocur IP.
Q. Now --- but then you said that we ---.
ATTORNEY PANNER:

Can I have the Reporter read

something back? Would that be all right?

JUDGE :

¥es, if she can find it.

ATTORNEY FPANNER:

If you ceould go back to where I
agsked the guesticn, is there any technical or
engineering reason why Verizon should bear that cost,

if you could read back his answer to that gquestion.
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OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

COURT REPCRTER READS BACK PREVIQUS QUESTIONS AND
ANSWERS

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. And you've testified that although it's Verizon's
responsible to --- although you've chosen --- let's
take the Pittsburgh LATA for a moment, you've
testified that, although it's Verizon's responsibility
to transport the traffic to Verizon access tandem on
the point of interface, that nonetheless, Verizon
bears the financial responsibility for carrying it
even further from the access tandem to USLEC's switch;
is that correct?

A. No. It's my understanding in Verizon terms is
that it is responsible to transport your originated
traffic to USLEC's IP. The point of interconnection

is simply the point at which the networks are

interconnected.
Q. Is it your testimony that USLEC is bearing the
cost of trans --- under current arrangements, is it

your testimony that USLEC is bearing the cost of
transporting traffic from Verizon's access tandem to
USLEC's switch, that USLEC is bearing that cost?
A. No. I would say that that cost is bearing borne

by Verizon over facilities that Verizon leases from
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USLEC.

Q. Okay. But you have testified that Verizon is
carrying the traffic to the interconnection point at
the access --- excuse me, that Verizon is transporting
the traffic to the point of interconnection at the
access tandem; is that correct?

A, Yes, the traffic is transported to that point.
Q. But it bears the cost for transporting it, not
only teo the access tandem, but even further to the
USLEC switch; is that correct?

A, Yes.

Q. Is there a technical or engineering reason why
Verizon should bear that cest?

A. It is my understanding that Verizon's definitiocn
of the IP is the financial point, at which Verizen
must bring their traffic, just as USLEC must bring

their traffic to your IPs.

Q. In your wview, that is a technical or engineering
reason?

A. I'm sorry. ©Could you re-ask the guestion?

Q. I've asked you about technical or engineering
reasons?

A, Yes.

Q. and then I'11 drop this. I've asked you about

technical or engineering reasens why Verizon should
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bear this cost. And vou've stated that under the

terms of the agreement, Verizon has to bear the cost;
is that correct?

A Correct.

Q. Ckay. Are there any other technical or
engineering reasons?

A. Not that I can think of.

Q. You've testified that under the terms of the
agreement proposed by Verizon that Verizon is trying
to dictate the physical manner in which USLEC
establishes its chosen IP; is that your testimony?

A. Yes.

Q. Is it cerrect that under Verizon's proposed
contract language that, USLEC may chose any
technically feasible point of interconnection?

a. Yes, that is my understanding.

Q. S0, in fact, USLEC may chose whatever physical
point interconnection it wishes to under the terms
proposed by Verizon?

A, Yes.

Q. You've also testified that not only that Verizon
is trying to dictate the physical point, but alsc the
manner in which USLEC testified it interconnects; is
that your testimony?

A. Yeag.
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Q. Okay. Is it correct that under the terms

proposed by Verizon that USLEC may select from several
different interconnection methods?
A, Yes.

Q. Including, for example, co-location or using an

entrance facility or a mid-stand meet, those different

methods?
A. Yes.
Q. Are you aware of any different methods that USLEC

might want to use?
A, No, I'm not.
Q. Okay . You testified in your direct testimony
that under Verizon proposal USLEC would be required
--- could be reguired to establish co-location
arrangements within 30 days of a Verizon's reguest.
Is that your testimony?
A Yes.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I have here, and I don't know,
Your Honor, i1f you want this marked. 1It's in the
records already. It's a portion of the
interconnection as marked up by USLEC and submitted
with their petition. I could mark it as a separate
exhibit if that would ke more convenient for the

record.
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JUDGE :

I think what you're trying to tell
me is that the interconnection agreement, the proposed
one was attached to the USLEC position?

ATTOFNEY PANNER:

That's correct.

JUDGE :

And what you have igs an excerpt
from it?

LTTORNEY PANNER:

That's correct.

JUDGE :

Well, we use the word record
somewhat generically around here. If you're talking
about the evidentiary proceeding that you're
participating in now, it is not part »f the recocrd.
So I think it would be a good idea for vyou to make
that an exhibit. We can incorporate the document,
which probably based on the gquesticns that I have
about its content will ultimately be done. But at
least in this proceeding thus far, go ahead and make
it Vz-3.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you, Your Honor.

{Exhibit vZ-3 marked
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for identificaticn.).

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Do you recognize this exhibit, Mr. Hoffmann?

A. Yes.

Q. Can you tell me what it is?

A. It appears to be the interconnection attachment

from the interconnection agreement that Verizon and
USLEC are currently negotiating.

Q. Can you turn with me to the page that has page
number 3 on it?

A, Yes.

Q. And when you say that Verizon could require USLEC
to establish a co-location arrangement within 30 days
of Verizon's request, are you referring to section
7.1.1.3 of Verizon's proposed language, much of which
has strike-throughs on it in this copy?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, I'm going to read freom this, and tell me if
I've read accurately. It says USLEC may maintain
existing CLEC IPs, except that Verizon may request in
writing teo transition such to USLEC IPs to the USLEC
IP described in subsection 7.1.1.1 and 7.1.1.2 above.
Have I read that sentence accurately?

A. Yas, you have.

Q. Then it says, upon such regquest, the parties
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ghall negotiate mutually satisfactory arrangements for

the transition to CLEC IPs that conform to subsections

7.1.1.1 and 7.1.1.2 above. Have I read that
accurately?

A, Yes, you have.

Q. And then it says, if the parties have not reached

agreement on such arrangements within 30 days, then
some conseguences follow, which I can go over in a
minute. Have I read those portions of those proposed
findings accurately?

A. Yes. |

Q. Sc what is it under this agreement that the
parties need to do within 30 days before other
conseguences are triggered?

- Reach agreement.

Q- Ckay. Reach agreement. And if they de not
reach agreement, there are two options here. A,
either party may pursue available dispute resolutions
mechanisms initials --- excuse me, [WO conseguences
that follow. A, either party may pursue available
dispute resolution mechanisms. Is that accurately
read?

n. Yes.

Q. and B, USLEC shall bill and Verizon shall pay

only the lesser of the negotiated intercarrier
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compensation rate or the end office reciprocal

compensation rate for the relevant traffic, less
Verizon's transport rate, tandem switching rate to the
extent that traffic is tandem switched and other costs
to the extent that Verizeon purchased such transport
from USLEC or a third party from Verizon's originating
ends office to the USLEC IP; is that correct?

A, Yes.

Q.- Did you see any language in there that, in your
opinion, reguires USLEC to establish a co-location
arrangement within 30 days?

A. Subsection B, because it is my understanding and
experience in negotiating with Verizonm that, number
one, I will more than likely not be able to reach an
agreement with you in 30 days. And number two, absent
an agreement within 30 days Verizon will begin
offsetting the reciprocal compensation rate that
Verizon pays USLEC in the absence of a co-located
point of interconnection.

Q. So your testimony is that the parties would be
unlikely to agree and so the consequences outlined
here, the dispute resolution mechanisms could be
invoked and the transport ocffset would kick in? That
would be likely to occur?

A Yes.
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Q. So USLEC would have to bear some of the transport

costs from Verizon's end cffice to the USLEC switch:
is that your testimony®

A, ¥es. It's my understanding that I would bear all
of the costs from the end office to my IP.

Q. So there is nothing in this agreement that
compels you to establish a co-location arrangement
within 30 days; is that right?

A. Not if I'm willing to accept a lower compensation
rate than has been agreed to in the interconnection
agreement; correct.

Q. Okay . And just to follow up on that a bit, in
your testimony --- in your testimony, you've testified
that there were a number of problems that might result
if USLEC were to change its current interconnecticn
architecture; is that correct?

A, Yes.

Q. And is it also right that those consequences
would only ensue if USLEC chose to change its current
interconnection architecture; correct?

AL Correct.

Q. Bnd in fact, USLEC could maintain its current
interconnection architecture under the agreement as
propesed by Verizon; is that correct?

A, Yes, if we were willing to transport Verizon's
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1 traffic from the originating end office, which my

2 understanding is not our cbligation.

3 0. When you say transport the traffic, you mean ---
4 what do“;ou mean by that?

5 A. Compensate Verizon.

& Q. Okay. In your testimony on page 12 at line 26,
7 25 to 28, you've testified that under the Verizon

g proposal, if USLEC does not establish a co-located IP
9 --- this results in USLEC paying for all, emphasized,
10 of Verizon's transport costs within the local calling
11 areas, the words.within the local calling area are in
12 italics. Can you explain why you emphasized those

13 words?

14 A&. Because I think it's important to note that

15 Verizon 1s asking me to carry their traffic outside of
16 the local calling area.

17 Q. Can you --- Verizon --- what you'wve emphasized is
18 that you would bear USLEC would bear Verizon transport
19 calls within the local calling area. And you'wve just
20 stated that that's because you think it's important to
21 emphasize that we're asking you to bear the costs of
22 transporting it outside the local calling area?
23 AL I'm sorry. I must have misspoke. I wanted to

24 emphasize that not only are we responsible or being

25 asked by Verizen to carry out traffic ocutside the
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local calling area, we're also being asked to carry

the traffic within the local calling area.

Q. Okay. Now, if we can go back to Exhibit Verizon

One, and this is admittedly a schematic, but when
you're talking about transport within the local
calling area, you're talking about the portion of the
line between the end coffice and the edge of the
circle; is that correct?

A. Yes, within that darkly shaded circle that you
have indicated is the Allentown local calling area.

Q. And would you, in a c¢all from Allentown --- you
may not be familiar enough with the local calling
areas, but would you be willing to stipulate to the
fact that the mileage of transport within the local
calling area is a very small fraction of the total
transport mileage inveolved in transporting a call from
the Allentown end office to the USLEC switch?

A. I do not know that.

Q. This is a map that, unfortunately, is not so easy
to read but we'll work on it together. Do you see the
this ig a map of the Philadelphia and Delaware
exchanges. Do you know what an exchange is?

A. No. Can you define it for me?

0. Sure. I believe an exchange is another way of

referring to a local calling aresa.
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A. Okay. I thought they were multiple exchanges

within a multiple calling area.

JUDGE :

You have to speak louder. You're
a very soft-spoken but I can't hear you at all when
you face away from me and the Court Reporter is having
difficulty as well.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I'm sorry about the setup, Your
Honor, that I've made the witmess --- it's due to the
setup, I'm sorry about that.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. You're quite correct. A leocal calling area might
include many exchanges. For the purposes of the
hearing, I'wve pointed toc Allentown, which is located
towards the --- it's certainly in the northern

quarter, the northern eighth of the LATA; is that

correct?
A. Yes, 1t appears to be,.
Q. Okay. And Philadelphia is the located down in

this portion, Delaware, so it's down in the lower
right hand portion of the Philadelphia portion of the
LATHE; ig that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Ckay. And would you agree with me that one
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could easily calculate the portion of the transport

that was within the local calling area versus the
portion of the transport that was cutside the local
calling area?

A, Yes.

Q. And would you be willing te pay for the transport

from the edge of the local calling area to USLEC

switch?
A. No.
Q. Okay. So, in fact, ycu're not willing to pay

any transpert at.all; is that correct?

A. USLEC is willing to pay for the transport that
federal rules and regulations obligate me to pay. And
it is my understanding that it is not my responsible
to pay for Verizen's criginated traffic until it gets
to my IP.

Q. I'd like to direct you to vour éirect testimony,
page 16. BAnd in that portion of the testimony, vou
guote from an FCC notice of proposed rule making; is

that correct?

A. Are you referring to the top of page 1§62
Q. Yes.
AL Yes. I believe that actually begins on the

previous page, but I agree.

Q. Now, in the last sentence of the FCC report that

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.




10

11

12

13

i4

15

1o

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

54
--- or notice that you've guoted there, it says, is

the efficiency concern limited to those instances in
which traffic between two networks is unbalanced
and/cr transport is required beyond a certain
distance. Did I read that correctly?

A. Yes, you have.

Q. Do you believe that effect says concerns are
limited to those instances where traffic between two
networks is unbalanced and/or transport is required
beyond certain distances?

A. I think those are at least two of the factors.
Q. Okay. What sort of a traffic imbalance would be
required before you would have efficiency concerns?
A Given the absence of federal regulations, I'm not
aware that there is a traffic balance issue which
would trigger USLEC's responsible to move from the
current points that they are today.

Q. Well, I'm not asking you about what federal
regulations require. You've made it a point that you
say yvou've testified, that a single IP does not
automatically expenses; is that your testimony?

A, Correct.

Q. But it is your testimony that it may be
expensive; is that correct?

A, Yes, 1t's possible.
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Q. and cne of the factors that would affected is

whether there was a traffic imbalance; is that
correct?

A Yes., That, I assume, could bhe oune of the factors
that, as stated here, the FCC is considering.

Q. And has USLEC made a proposal that would limit
Verizon's cbkligations based on the traffic remaining
imbalance or uncertain imbalance?

A. Yes. I believe that during negotiations we tried
to contain or alleviate Verizon's concerns that USLEC
would locate its IP. I think the term was used B0
miles away.

Q. That actually geces to my next guestion, which is
if the interconnection point were at great distance
from the location from traffic being originated, that
alsc might be inefficlent; is that right?

A Yes, that is possible.

Q. Sco given that --- so you agree that there might
be situations where traffic imbalance and/or distance
that traffic had to be carried would cause a CLEC
selection of point of interconnection to be
inefficient?

A. Yes, along with other things such as technology
employed, facilities availability.

0. You've testified that it is less expensive for
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Verizon te transport traffic to your chosen point of

interconnection than it ig for USLEC to perform that
function itself; is that correct?

A. Coﬁi& you direct me to my testimony, please?

Q. Sure. On page 20, lines 19 through 21, it says
if the volume of traffic originated from and/or
terminated to an additicnal Verizon tandem or end
office is low, it is more efficient for such traffic
to be carried on Verizon's network capacity.

A. Yes, that is my testimony. I was confused when

you used the term less expensive.

o. Okay. Why is that significant?

A The significance is that if the traffic volume is

low, it would be more efficient possibly for Verizon
to combine that with other traffic on a2 common
transport facility, as opposzed to placing it on a
dedicated facility, which would be underutilized.
Q. And under VGRIPS (phonetic}, would Verizcn
perform the function that you've suggested would be
more efficient for Verizon to perform?

A. I'm sorry. Under what scenario with VGRIPS.
0. Well, under Verizon proposal, would Verizon be
willing to perform the fuhction of carrying the
traffic to the point of interconnecticon?

A. No, I do not believe Verizon is willing to carry
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the traffic to the peoint of interconnection, unless it

is established via co-location. I believe you're only
willing to carry the traffic today if you're
compensated by USLEC.

Q. But Verizon would be willing to perform the

function if it were compensated?

A. That is my understanding, ves.

Q. Now, from the polint of view of efficiency, does
it matter --- would the arrangement be more efficient
if --- first of all, what do you wmean by efficiency?
A, By efficiency, I would mean that a facility is

being used at least at its minimum capacity. In other
words, I believe we have language contained in the
interconnection agreement which states that D5-1
utilization should not fall below 60 percent.

Q. and do.you agree that under Verizon proposal or

USLEC's propesal, that that efficiency could be

gained?
A. If traffic volumes were low, yes.
Q. So in fact, the efficiency of carrying that

traffic over Verizon time and transport doesn't
actually say anything about who should ideally bear
that cost from an engineering standpoint; is that
correct?

A. No, from an efficiency standpoint, no. But it is
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my understanding that it is not USLEC's obligation.

Q. So just to clarify, from an efficiency
standpoint, it the doesn't matter who bears the cost.
Verizon is equally consistent with efficiency, in your
view, or at least as consistent with efficiency as

USLEC's proposal?

A, Again, I believe that would depend on traffic
volumes.

Q. How would it depend on traffic volumes?

A, It would depend on traffic veolumes going to and

from that end office.

Q. Can you explain what you mean?

A. Under your VGRIPS proposal, if I were to
establish an end cffice co-location arrangement,
Verizon regquests the abjility that that be turned into
USLEC's IP, and that USLEC would then bear the
responsibility of transporting that traffic. Verizon
could be origimating minimum traffic from that office.
Q. But to be clear, USLEC refused to perform that

function or declined te perform that functieon; is that

right?
A. Yes.
Q. And then it would bear --- it would have to

compensate Verizon on an a use basis for that

transport; is that right?
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A. Under Verizon's current proposal, yes.

0. And if it was a minimal amount of traffic, that
compensation would be minimal; is that correct?

a, The dellar figure would probably be minimal. But
the percentage of offset to the recip {phonetic) comp
rate would be the same, whether there was one minute
or a million.

Q. Correct. But if it's a percentage of a minimal
amount, would that --- okay. Just to, again,
clarify, your point is that the offset would be the
same as a percentége. But if it was a minimal amount
of traffic, the dollar figure at stake would be
minimal; is that cerrect?

A. The dollar figure, ves, could be small.

Q. Okay. You've also testified that if Verizon
cannot demonstrate the costs that it incurs in
transperting traffic to USLEC's point of
intercennection, that it should not be able to
recover; is that correct?

AL I do net believe those are my exact words. But
it is my understanding or belief that it is Verizon's
responsible to prove 1f a form of interconnection is
expensive.

Q. And in your testimony, I'll direct you to your

testimony at page 16, there is a paragraph that be
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begins line 16.

about it.

ATTORNEY SHOR:
What page?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Page 16 of the testimony,

beginning at line 15,

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q.

60

I'm going to ask you scome gquestions

You've offered three reasons why Verizon's costs

may be minimal. It says, it may have facilities

already available.

originating traffic.

A.

Q.

Yes.

Is that your testimony?

Is that what --- to carry the

It's alsc correct that Verizon may not have

facilities available; is that correct?

A.

Q.

Yes.

And you have some experience with rate setting,

is that cerrect, in your background?

A

Q.

Many years ago, yes.

and was it your experience that when a new

service was offered over an existing facility,

was cffered for free?

AL

Q.

A.

Local services.

What was your experience in rate setting?

that it

My experience was in access-based services.
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Q. So i1if an access service was provided over an

existing service, was it provided for free?

A, If by free you mean below costs, T do not believe
50.

Q. By free I mean free of costs.

A, I do not believe so, no. I do not believe that a

service would be offered for free where Verizon
incurred the costs.

Q. So Verizon could incur a costs, even if there was
an existing facility; is that your testimony?

A. Yes, that's possible.

Q. And you also testified that there may be only a
deminimous traffic volume exchange for that local
calling area; is that your correct?

A. Yes.

Q. It's true that there may be a very large traffic
area; is that not correct?

A. Yeg, that is possible.

Q. And it's also true that if there were deminimeous
traffic volume, the amount cf compensation which USLEC
would be reguired to pay for transport under Verizon's
proposal would be very deminimous; is that correct?

A, Yes. But USLEC's position on this, as I've
stated is not related to whether the costs is

deminimous or rather large, that USLEC was not

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.




[

10

11

1z

13

14

15

le

17

18

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

62
believe it is our okligation to compensate Verizon for

transporting that traffic.
0. Ckay . So in fact, even if Verizon bore

extremely high cost, you would require --- you would

say that Verizon would have to bear that cost?

A, It is my understanding that that is Federal
regulations.
Q. Also to clese the loop, you also say that the

distance between the local calling and the CLEC IP may

be minimum?

4. Tes.

Q. But it may not; is that correct?

Al Yes.

Q. And in fact, you could chose any location under

your proposal within LATA; is that correct?

A Yes, I can.

Q. Aand that cost may be very high; is that correct?
A. No.

Q. Why not?

A. Because as we currently do today, and as USLEC

has proposed, the distance would be mitigated by the
fact that USLEC charges no more than a non-distance
flat rated entrance facility. So that charge would be
the same if I was five miles or 80 miles.

Q. But wouldn't Verizon bear the cost of
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transporting the traffic over that 80 miles?

A, t would not be a mileage sensitive cost.

Q. Is that your testimony, that USLEC would not
charge mileage sensitive costs for a facility used to
transport traffic from any peint 80 miles away to the

USLEC switch, is that correct, if it were a USLEC

facility?
A. From the point of interface to USLEC's IP, ves.
Q. But you'wve testified the point of interface is

the access tandem; correct?
A, Yes. I'm sorry. But you had mentioned any
facility. I didn't want to answer based on something
else that Verizon might purchase from USLEC, other
than an interconnection facility.
Q. I'm just trying to clarify. You've testified
that Verizon's cost depended, in part, upen the local
calling area and the USLEC IP?
A, Yes. I've testified that that might be one of
the factors, yes.
Q. And so wouldn't you agree that that suggests a
rate 1f that would add costs?
A. In conjunction with the other factors, vyes, I
would agree.

ATTORNEY FANNER:

I have no further guestions at
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this time, Mr. Hoffmann. Thank you.

A. Thank you.

JUDGE :

Let's go off the record for a
moment.,
OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

JULDGE :

Mr. Shorv?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Yes, thamnk you, ¥Your Honor.
REDIRECT EXAMINATiON
BY ATTORNEY SHOR:
Q. Just a few questions, Mr. Heffmann. Do vou
recall Mr. Panner asking you initially with reference
to VZ Exhibit OCne, that USLEC would be connected to
its customer D in the Allentown calling area by some
sort of facility? Do you recall that?
A. Yes.
. How would, in fact, USLEC be connected to its
customer, and let's assume from the Allentown calling
area?
A. USLEC would use an & combination of the 0C-438
that USLEC purchases from Verizon out of their
intrastate access tariff, in conjunction with a DS-1

or DS-3 facility. More than likely purchase the FCC
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tariff from the Verizon office withir the Allentown

local calling area.

Q. hnd wﬁo would be responsible for the financial
costs of those facilities?

A, USLEC.

c. And now, just let me see if you understand this.
Mr. Panner has drawn a diagram which he states
represents the Allentown calling area. Do you see
that? It's VZ-1 and also in VZ-2°7

- Yes.

Q. And he's identify two boxes in this diagram in

the Allentown calling area, which you have represented

are end offices serving Allentown. Do you see those?
A. Yas.
Q. Do you know for a fact how many end offices serve

the Allenteown local calling office?

A, No, I de not.

Q. It could be one?

A. Yes, that's possible.

Q. And do you recall Mr. Panner asiking you some

questicons about the transport of the call when Verizon
customer A and Allentown called USLEC customer D
located in Allentown; do you recall that?

A. No.

Q. And he asked you to explain how the call would go
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from the Allentown calling area to USLEC switch; isg

that right?

A, Yes.

Q. And he discussed the transport that Verizon would
incur in carrying that call to the USLEC switch; is
that right?

A, Yes.

Q. How did USLEC get the call to its customer, call
customer D in Allentown?

A, USLEC transports that call over the fagilities
that we lease froﬁ Verizon and third parties from
USLEC switch to caller D in the Allentown local
calling area.

Q. And who bears the cost of transporting the call
to caller D7

AL USLEC.

Q. Let's reverse the situation for a minute, 1f vyou
let's have USLEC caller D in aAllentown call Verizon
caller A in Allentown. How does USLEC get the call
from caller D to Verizon?

A. USLEC would carry that call from caller D in the
Allentown local calling area over the DS-1 or DS-3
loop, which USLEC purchases from Verizon and would
then place that on the facility, either fiber ring or

transport that we may purchase from a third party to
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USLEC switch. And they transport that to Verizon's

IP.

Q. Which is where, as you understand it?

A, In the Philadelphia local calling area.

Q. At 1ts tandem?

A. Yes.

Q. S0 as I understand it, the call goes --- USLEC

carries the call from USLEC customer D to its switch,
which we agree is somewhere in Philadelphia, and then
take it is to Verizon's IP and its access channel; is
that right?

b, Yes.

Q. Who pays the transports cost for USLEC's

transpert of that call?

A USLEC.

Q. Boes Verizon pay USLEC for transporting that
calle

A. They pay reciprocal compensaticn to terminate the
call.

Q. They pay reciprocal ---7

A. I'm sorry. I got the directions confused no,

USLEC pays for that. We pay for the facility that
carries the call from caller D to USLEC's switch over
to Verizon's IP, and then we pay Verizon reciprocal

compensation to terminate that call.

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.




10

11

iz

13

14

15

16

17

ig

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

68
Q. So not only do you incur the transport cost of

taking the call from Allentown to Philadelphia and
handing it to Verizon's access tandem, you alsoc have
to pay ﬁgfizon the terminating function?z

A, Correct.

Q. and do you have any idea in Pennsylvania whether
the traffic between USLEC and Verizon is balanced?

A. It's my understanding that the traffic is roughly
in balance.

Q. So roughly the same number of calls are going

from USLEC to Verizon as are coming from Verizon to

USLEC?
A, That is my understanding.
Q. S0 roughly the transport costs that Verizon

incurs are roughly the same as the transport costs
that USLEC incurs?

A, That would be correct.

Q. Now, I think Mr. Panner also'used the same
example but kind of reversed it and had customers in
Philadelphia and a switch in Allentown. I think that
was a hypothetical that was used. Would there be any
difference in the way the call is transpcrted in that
scenario, if a USLEC customer in Philadelphia is
calling a Verizon customer in Philadelphia with the

switch in Allentown?
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n. My understanding, it would ke the reverse of the

situation you just discussed.
Q. And again, USLEC would bear the cost of

transporting the call from its customers to Verizon's

Ip?
A, Correct.
Q. And would pay Verizon termination function for

taking the calls to its customer?

4, Yes, we would.

Q. Now, at several times there was some discussions
about a point of intercennection, which I think may
have also been referred to as a point of interface,
and an interconnection point. What is your
understanding of the point of interconnection? What
is de?

a. The peint of interconnection, as I understand it,
is the physical peint at which networks interconnect.
Q. and what --- and just so 1 understand, your use
to the phrase point of interface means the same thing?
A. Yes.

Q. And what do you understand the phrase
interconnection point toc mean?

A. The interconnection point is the point on the
respective parties' networks wherein financial

responsibility to terminate the call begins. And that
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has always been Verizon's access tandems for

termination of numbers or their end office for numbers
that subtandem end office and, conversely, USLEC'g IP
has been USLEC's switch.

Q. 80 as you understand the traffic that USLEC

originares, where does it hand that traffic off to

Verizon?
- We hand that ¢ff to Verizon at Verizeon's IP.
Q. And USLEC is regponsible for taking the traffic

to Verizon's IP; is that correct?

A. Correct.

Q. And how many different locaticns has USLEC
established points of intercennection or IPs with
Verizon for delivery of its traffic?

A In Pennsylwvania, I believe that number would be
four.

Q- And where are they?

A. In the Philadeiphia LATA, that would be the
market access tandem and the Fort Washington access
tandem. And in Pittsburgh that would be the downtown
access tandem and the Oakland access tandem.

Q. Now, I believe Mr. Panner was discussing with you
some of the factors in determining the costs of
transporting traffic from the lacal boundary to the

switch; do you recall that?
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A. Yes.
Q. And he discussed with you traffic volume?
A, Yes.

Q. And balance?

A, I believe so.

Q. Traffic balance. What other factors enter into
the eguation of determining the costs of transporting
traffic?

L. The other factors, as I believe I've testified,
are facilities availability, the engineering type of
the facility, traffic volumes, distance. There's is a
number of factors involved.

Q. Would any of those fadtors alcone be the
determining facteor?

B. No, I do not believe so0.

Q. And in any different situation, it could be a

combination of those factors that would impact the

costs?
A. Yes, that would be posesible.
Q. And those factors are alse in play in the concept

of efficiency; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q. Do any cone of those factors alone determine
whether a particular method or particular route is

effective or not?
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A, No, T do not believe so.

Q. and so again, it's a combination of factorsg?

Al Yes.

Q. Now, you've talked and Mr. Panner asked you some

guestions about methods of interconnection. Do you
recall that?

A Yes.

Q. And he suggested that USLEC had the ability to
choose several different methods of interconnection.
Do you recall that?

A. Yes.

Q. And do you recall what those methods of
interconnection are?

A, Yes, I believe so. I believe the three options
available are to purchase an entrance type facility
from Verizon, to purchase facilities from a third
party or to co-locate.

Q. Now, Verizon also has a proposal that was either
Known as GRIPS or VGRIPE. Are you familiar with that?
A, GRIFS, yes.

Q. And under GRIPZ, what does that mean?

A. The GRIPS proposal, as I understand it, requires
USLEC to establish an IP in every local calling area.
Q. And VGRIPS, what does that mean?

b, Virtual geographically relative interconnection
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peints requires USLEC to establish its point of

interface, via ceo-location and allow Verizon to
declare any end office co-location which USLEC
establishes to alsc be declared as an IP.

Q. And if USLEC declines to co-locate, what other

option is availablev

[ ————————

A, If we decline to relocate, there really is no
option for USLEC. We are forced at that point to

compensate Verizon for traffic they originate from
their end coffice to USLEC's IP.

Q. Does USLEC co-logation as a method of

interconnection?

A. No, we don't.

Q. Why is that?

A. Basically, it's not part of our business plan.
Q. Are there any economic reasons?

A, Yes. Co-location is extremely expensive.

Q. And so since USLEC does not now co-locate in

Pennsylvania under VGRIPS, USLEC would have to
establish expensive co-location sites at any number of

points selected by Verizon?

A. Yes.

Q. Alternatively, if USLEC declines, then what would
happen?

A Under the current proposal, USLEC would have to
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compensate Verizon for its originated traffic from

their coriginating end office to USLEC's IP.
Q. So if we go back to the scenario in VZ-1 where
Verizon ;hstomer A is calling USLEC customer D and
Verizon is carrying the traffic to USLEC's IP at its
switch, currently Verizon pays for that transport; is
that correct?
A Yes.
C. And under VGRIPS, is it your testimony that USLEC
would now have to bear that cost?
A, Yes.
Q. So that in addition to paying for the transport
cost when its customer D calls Verizon customer A,
which you already bear; is that right?
A Yes.
Q. You would also have to bear the cost of Verizon
transport when its customer calls USLEC's customer; is
that correct?
A, Yes.
C. 8o USLEC, in essence, would be bearing the entire
cost of transporting Verizon's traffiec and USLEC's
traffic; 1s that correct?
A Yes.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I have no further gquestions.
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JUDGE :

Any Redirect?
ATTORNEY PANNER:
Just a little bit. Sorry.
JUDGE :
No need to apologize. You have
the right.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. You've testified that traffic between the two

networks is roughly in balance; is that right?

A. Yes.
Q. What do you mean by that?
A. Roughly in balance, it's my understanding that

current traffic is approximately two to three to one
in the State of Pennsylvania. &And faor a network
that's been out for basically about three years,
that's about as close to balance as you can get at

this peoint.

Q. So you're saying that USLEC receives two to three

times as much traffic as it originates?

A Correct.

Q. Do you know if USLEC actually serves any
customers in Allentown?

A. I do not know. You would have teo look to the
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Allentown?
A. Yes.
Q. Have you testified that you have virtual NXX

arrangements in Pennsylvania?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Objection. That's not this

witness.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Have you reviewed USLEC's discove respenses and
ry

have you reviewed the testimony of Ms. Montano?

I

know those are two questicns. But you can answer

both, if you can,?

A, Yes, I have.

Q. Are you familiar, either of your own knowledge or

from documents in this case, that USLEC provides a

virtual FX service in Pennsylvania?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Object to the extent that this
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goes beyond the scope ¢f Redirect.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I don't think it goes beyond the
scope of Redirect. He was asking about the cost that
would be incurred in transporting traffic to
Allentown. It is important to establish whether that
is a hypothetical or whether costs are incurred.

JUDGE :

I'il allow it.

A. I'm sorry, repeat ﬁhe question.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. The question is, do you offer wvirtual FX service
in Pennsylvania? Do you provide virtual FX service in
Pennsylvania?

A, USLEC provides foreign exchange service. We do
not have a service called virtual NXX. But, yes, we
provide foreign exchange service in the State of
Pennsylvania.

Q. S0 in fact, the fact that you have numbers in
Allentown does not mean necessarily that you have any
custemers in Allentown; is that correct.

ATTCRNEY SHOR:

Objection, mischaracterizes his
testimony.

ATTORNEY PANNER:
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1 I asked him if it is correct.

2 ATTORNEY SHOR:

3 He testified that he does.

4 ATTORNEY PANNER:

5 I asked him if it is correct, the
6 fact that vou --- ckay. I'1l1 allow the Judge to rule

7 on the objection before I talk om.
8 JUDGE :
2 Thank you. Would there be a

10 problem with him answering that guestion.

11 ~ ATTORNEY SHOR:

12 Go ahead.

13 JUDGE :

14 He asked if it's correct. It

15 geemsg to me there are two possible answers. One, it

16 1is correct or, two, it is not correct.

17 ATTORNEY SHOR:

18 Fine.

19 JUDGE :

20 Okay .

21 A. I have reviewed the discovery responses and Wanda

22 Montano's testimony. And the manor in which the
23 information that was provided to me for the discovery
24 responses indicate that that NXS in Allentown is being

25 used to provide service to customers in Allentown. My
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recollection is that the six foreign exchange

custeomersg that USLEC has in Pennsylvania, none of them
are in that rate center.

Q. You've said that none of the customer are in the
rate center. But that doesn't mean that some of those

customers might not have been assigned Allentown

numbers?

A, I do not know.

Q. Are you familiar with USLEC's rate structure in
Pennsylvania?

pAN No, I'm not.

Q. Ckay. Does USLEC --- are you familiar with ---

I'll ask you a question. If you know the answer
cbvicusly you'll answer. If you don't know, you don't
know you don't.

Is USLEC free to charge more to provide service
to customers in Allentown than it is --- than it
charges to customers who are located in Philadelphia?
A. I do not know.

Q. Is USLEC complaint with VGRIPS in --- does USLEC
have arrangements with other incumbert local exchange
carriers in other states that comply with your
understanding of Verizon's VGRIPS proposal?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Cbjection as to relevance. It
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goes beyond the scope of Redirect.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I'1l withdraw the question.
BY ATTOéﬁ%Y PANNER :
Q. In your understanding of VGRIPS, would a third
party co-location satisfy the requirement for
co-location?
A. Yes.
Q. Can you explain what a third party co-loccation
arrangement is?
A. A third part? co-location, as I understand it
from the aspect of complying with VGRIPS is where
USLEC uses a third party's co-location arrangement and
transport to transport our traffic from our IP to the
point of interface with Verizon and, conversely,
Verizon hands off their traffic at that point of
interface via a facility provided by that third party
co-locator.
Q- So USLEC would comply with VGRIPS without
establishing any co-location arrangement in
Pennsylvania; isn't that correct?
a. We would have to establish arrangements with
third-party co-leocators, which is completely different
from the interconnection architecture I've established

over the last three years with Verizon.
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ATTORENEY PANNER:

I have no further guestions.

JUDGE :

Are we finished with this
witness? Mr. Shor? Let's go off the record for a
moment .
OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I think I just have one two follow

ups to the Recross.

RECROSS EXAMINATION

BY ATTORNEY SHCR:

Q0. You recall Mr. Panner asking you about the
assignment and usage of NXX codes?

Al Yes.

Q. and he asked you whether the NXX assignment to
Allentown was being utilized by customers physically
located in Allentown?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, USLEC provided Verizonm with a list of NXX
codes that it utilizes throughout Pernnsylvania. Do
you recall that?

A. Yes.

Q. To your knowledge, does USLEC have customers

physically located in the local calling areas where
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those rate centers are?

A. Yes.
Q. Each and every one of them?
A. Yes.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I have no further questions.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

No further gquestions.

JUDGE :

Fine. The witness is excused.
Thank you for coming, sir.

A. Thank you.

JUDGE :

I can't see any point in starting
the next witness before going to lunch. And my
assumption ig that we will come back from lunch and do
Mrs. Mentano's testimony on issues one and two only
before we switch over tc the Verizon side.

Recognizing that she does go beyond one and two, I
only find that interesting, but I do not want to build
the record differently. So if you could all be back
in your seats by about 1:30, that would probably work
very well.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

In terms of timing, how long de
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you intend to go today?

JUDGE:

Until we are finished.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you. I will be brief.
LUNCH BREAK TAKEN

JUDGE :

Good afternoon, ladies and
gentleman. I see we have Mrs. Montanc in the witness
seat. Mr. Shor?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Yes, USLEC calls Wanda Montano to
the behalf of USLEC.

WANDA MONTANC, PREVIQUSLY SWORN, CALLED TC TESTIFY

JUDGE :

Ms. Montano, I know you'wve already
taken the ocath as a witness. So it's up to you and
your counsel to proceed.

A. Thank ycu.

DIRECT EXAMINATICN

BY ATTORNEY SHOR:

Q. Ms. Montanc, would you please state your full
name and business address for the record?

A. Wanda G. Montano, 6801 Morrison Boulevard,

Charlotte, North Careclina, 28311.
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Q. By whom are you employed?

A. USLEC Corp.

Q. What ig your title?
A. Vice president, regulatory and industry affairs.
Q. Did you cause to be prepared 34 pages of direct

testimony that were filed this proceeding on May 31,
20027

A, Yeg, I did.

Q. Do you have any changes or corrections to that
testimony?
A, Yes. On page 21 at line four, the answer was

that we do not currently utilize service. And we have
done additicnal research to determine that, in fact,
we do have six customers in Pennsylvania that purchase
foreign exchange services from USLEC.

Q. Do you have any other changes or corrections to
your testimony?

A No, I do not.

Q. If I would ask you those questions today, your
answers be the same?

A. Yes, they would.

Q. And did you cause to have prepared 14 pages of
rebuttal pages that were filed in this proceeding on
July 9, 20027

AL Yes, T did.
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Q. Do you have any changes or corrections toc this
testimony?

4. No, I do not.

Q. If I were to ask you these questions today, would

your answers be the same?
A. Yes.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, on behalf of USLEC I
respectfully move the admission of the direct and
rebuttal testimony of Wanda G. Montano into the
record, subject to Crosgs Examine.

JUDGE:

USLEC statement 2.0 and 2.1 are
admitted, subject to Cross Examine and any timely
moticons. Mr. Panner?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you, Your Heonor. Before I
begin my cross examination, I'd like to clear up cne
matter. I'd like to move the admission of the
exhibits marked VZ-1l, vzZ-2 and VZ-3.

JUDGE:

They're admitted without
objection.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you, Your Honor.
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CROSS EXAMINATION

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Good morning, Ms. Montano.
B Hi.
Q. You testified in your testimony that under FCC

decisions, the default rule is the physical connection
of the party's network and the demarcation mark

indication of financial respensibility are at the same
point that's in your direct testimony at page 45, line

22 to page five, line one; is that correct?

A, Yes, it is.

Q. To be clear, that's a legal concluszion; is that
correct?

A Yes, it is.

Q. and also to be clear, did you understand Mr.

Hoffmann to testify that under the parties current
arrangement the point of physical demarcation and the
point of --- excuse me, the point of physical
connection and the demarcaticon of financial
responsibility is not the same?

A, I believe that's what Mr. Hoffmann said, but I'd
like to clarify that. USLEC's position is that for
traffic that Verizon terminates to USLEC, both the POI
and the IP are at our switch. Traffic in the opposite

direction, we deliver that traffic to you at your
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tandem. The term IP is something that Verizon has

created for the context of this agreement and does not
exist in any legal or regulatory documentation.

Q. okaf. That is fine. But it is certainly
pessible to talk about a different physical connection
from the demarcation of financial responsible, that is
certainly possible to talk about?

A, Certainly.

Q. In your testimony on page six, at lines five to
six, you say that the Act and the FCC recognize that
new entrances such as USLEC must be able to determine
the most efficient location for the exchange of

traffic. Is that your testimony?

A. Yes, 1t 1s.
Q. Is that a legal conclusion?
A, I would consider it both a legal and a business

conclusicon as well, because those are the rules that

are set in place under which we cperate.

Q- S0 it would be correct to say it's a legal
conclusion?
2. I answered it. I said it was both a legal and a

business conclusion.
Q. In what way is it a business conclusion and not a
legal conclusion?

A, Because the industry in which both of our
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companies operate is requlated by state utility

commissiens as well as it's FCC. And their decisions
are interpreted by the courts. Those becomes the
rules of the rcad for any company that chooses to
operate in this environment and offer services.
Therefore, it becomes the frame work for our business
plan.

Q. Is that framework a legal framework or is it
something else?

A, I consider it to be both.

Q. You say that USLEC must be able to determine the
most efficient location for the exchange of traffic.
What do you mean by the most efficient location?

A. The location at which point we will exchange
traffic with our partners, such as Verizon.

Q. What does the term most efficient location mean?
A, I think it is a technical description in terms of
what technically works.

Q. Can you be more specific? So any arrangement
that technically works 1is the most efficient?

A. Not necessarily.

0. How would you distinguish a more efficient freom a
less efficient technically pessihle arrangement?

A. I think we would lock at the network design of

what we are purchasing from Verizon and other vendors,
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the vendor which we are providing service to our

customers to determine, based on that, what works in

terms of the closest or point of interconnection to a

networl.

Q. The closest point of interconnection to what?

A. Your network.

Q. To our network?

A. To our partner's network.

Q. So I just want to --- you've tegtified --- you've

chosen the words that are the meost efficient
location.

A. Uh-huh (yes}.

Q. You're testifying that the most efficient
locatien is the location --- well, let me back up.
You'wve testified that Verizon has a ubiquitous network
in the Philadelphia LATA; didn't you?

A Yes, I have.

0. Just to c¢larify that, do you know if Verizon
provides services to all areas in the Philadelphia
LATA?

A It 1s my understanding that Verizon is the
incumbent LEC in that territory, ves.

Q. Subject to check, is it possible that there are
actually independents who also provide services?

A. Yes, I believe Commonwealth Telephone also
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provides service in that LATA as well.

Q. So it would actually be --- there are some
portions of the LATA where Verizon provides services?
Do you believe that that's correct?

A. Yes.

0. So when you say that a place is closer to Verizon
natwork, what do you mean?

A. Based on the services that we are purchasing from
Verizon in order to service our customers, which as
Mr. Hoffmann has described, is an 0C-48 ring, and we
purchase that out of your special access tariff from
the wholesale part of your business, then we will
interconnect with you at some point off of that ring
network. And so we look at that ring design and where
it goes. We typically run it through your tandem
offices so we can make sure that we have done an

efficient design of our network to efficiently

~exchange change traffic between the two companies.

Q. Soc for traffiec originated by Verizon, you would
pick up the traffic at various points on Verizon's
network where it was most efficient?

. It is not our responsible to pick up Verizon's
traffic, it is your responsibility to deliver traffic
to me at my point of interconnection.

Q. I'm not asking yocu about what our responsibility
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is. I'm asking about what the current arrangements

are. You testified that you would have a point of
interconnection in various places on Verizon's
network?

A. The points of interconnection that you're
describing are for the traffic that I originate that T
deliver to Verizon.

Q. And now I'm asking you about the traffic that
Verizon customers originate. How would you decide
what the most --- how would you decide what the most
efficient place is to pick up that traffic?

A. We determine what the IP is and we have selected
cur switch at the IP.

Q. And why is that the most efficient point?

A. Because we believe that that is our legal right
to make that decision.

Q. Okay. Do you deoubt that Verizeon --- strike
that.

You've testified that the requirement that USLEC
designate an end office co-location as an
interconnection point would reguire VISLEC to mirror
Verizon's architecture; is that your testimony?

A. Yes, it is.
Q. First of all, does USLEC have any co-location or

anything in the Philadelphia LATA?
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A, No, we don't.

Q. Now, if you were co-located in a particular end
office, would you by definition already have

facilities in place in that location?

A. I don't understand your question.

Q. Okay. What don't you understand?

. What you mean by facilities.

Q. Would you have some kind of facility, any kind of

eguipment in place at that co-locaticon rate?

A. Typically when a CLEC built the co-location cage
at a CO, there is some eguipment that they install
there.

Q. Okay. And would that equipment be connected to
your netwerk in some way by some kind of transport
facility?

A. If USLEC's business plan included co-location,
then, yes. But since cur business plan does not
include co-location, you know, it's a theoretical
guestion.

Q. Okay. BSo the dispute over segtion 7.1.1.3 is
purely theoretical®?

A. I couldn't consider that to be theoretical
because you're asking us to include language in the
interconnection agreement that would allow you to

force us to change the way that we do business by
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requiring us to co-locate.

Q. Under 7.1.1.3, under your understanding?

A. Would you give me a copy, please? I'm not going
o -

0. Certainly. This has been previously entered as

Verizon Exhibit Three. Excuse me, I may have confused
you because I referred to the wrong section. I'm glad
you brought the agreement in front --- so I can put
the agreement in front of us so we can correct the
record. I'm really referring te 7.1.1.2,, which is
the provision thaﬁ refers to a gituation where USLEC
had a co-location site.

A. Okay.

Q. And it says here that the beginning of the
section is at anytime that USLEC establishes the
co-location site at a Verizon end office. Have I read
that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. So this would only apply in a situation where
USLEC establishes an end office co-location
arrangements?

A, If you take it out of context, yes. If you leave
it in context to 7.1.1.3, our concern is that Verizon
could forece us to do this.

Q. Okay . Is that your concern is that Verizon

SARGENT'S COURT REPCRTING SERVICE, INC.




i0

11

12

13

14

1%

1l¢

i7

18

1s

20

21

22

23

24

25

94
could force you te do that, even if you didn't chose

to establish an end office co-location arrangement?
A, Absolutely.

Q. And that's your main concern?

A, I wouldn't characterize it as a main c<oncern.
It's one of our concerns.

Q. What are your other concerns?

A, There is the issue with the 30 days in terms of
negotiating things. &and if you look at the track
record we have with negotiating anything with Verizon,

it's nothing that can be done in 30 days. &nd

secondly, we have an existing architecture for which

we are paying you.special access retail rates. And
I'm sure that the wholesale side of your business
would not be pleased to leave that business. &and we
do not want to disrupt our network and ocur customers.
And again, the track record that we had with Verizon,
anytime we've tried tc re-groom our network or move
customers 1s that customers go out of service. You
guys do not do a very good job of moving customers
around for us.

Q. Agein, getting back to the language of 7.1.1.2,
it begins --- it says at any time that USLEC
establishes a co-location site at a Verizon end

office. 1Is that what that language says?
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A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Now, would this provision apply in any
circumstance, in your understanding, with this
provision 7.1.1.2 apply in any circumstance where
USLEC did not establish a co-location or site at a
Verizon end office?

A I believe my earlier answer was that if you take
that paragraph cut of context, no. But if you leave
it in connection to the agreement, yes.

Q. And can you explain to me how that paragraph
would apply in context?

A. If you read the next paragraph, the concern that
we have is that --- except that Verizon may request in
writing to transition such USLEC IPs. You can request
it in writing, I can say no. Then we go into dispute
resolution. And we continue to have this issue. I
have an existing network architecture. It works. It
is not breoken. Why do I need to charge?

Q. Okay. Just to be very clear, if I were to say
to you that provision 7.1.1.2 applies only in a
circumstance where USLEC establishes a co-location
site at a Verizon end office, either standing alone or
in context, would that eliminate your objections to
7.1.1.27

A, Based on the track record of six years that I've
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been dealing with Verizon, no, I have no level of

confidence.

Q. Thank you. But if I were to say that aside from
the fact that you might not take it as true, if it
were true, would you have any other gbjection to that
provision?

A. Well, our cbjection would be the language at the
end of the paragraph that says that Verizomn will pay
ug last year transport rate, tandem switching rate and
those issues. We would not agree to that rating
schedule.

Q. Do you have any --- and I apologize if this is
asked and answered. I want to make sure it's clear on
the record. But do you have any plans to establish an
end office co-location site during the term of this
agreement in Philadelphia or Pittsburgh LATA?

A. Not at this time.

Q. Okay - Do you agree that there are some
circumstances where an incumbent LEC may require a
separate point of demarcation or where it would be
appropriate for the state Commission to regquire a CLEC
to establish a pcint of financial do mark indication
different from the physical point of interconnecticon
in the LATA.

ATTCRNEY SHOR:
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Objection as to form. It's a

compound question.

ATTORNEY PANNEE:

I'll try to rephrase it.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Do you agree that there are circumstances where a
state commission could require a CLEC to establish a
point of financial demarcation, as you've referred to
it in your testimeony, different from the physical
peint of interconnection of the two networks?
A. I don't think it's my right to speculate on what
any state commission might or might not do. That's
within their purview, within the frame work of their
statute and their rules.
Q. Have you testified that there are circumstances
where it would be appropriate for a state commission
to establish a separate IP where CLEC requires an
extensive form of interconnection?
A. Is there something in my testimony that you would
like me to lock at?
Q. Well, it's on page two. There's a guestion and
answer that begins on lime 12. And then there was an
answer at line 16 to 187
AL Is this rebuttal or direct?

Q. I'm gorry. It's in yeour rebuttal. I apologize.
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A. Okay.

Q. Sc we're discussing the bottom cof page two. I've
referred you to the guestion and then the answer at
line 16 to 18. You testified that there are
circumstances where a state commission may reguire a

CLEC to establish a separate IP from it's point of

interconnection?
A. Yes.
Q. Did you sponsor a question in discovery

concerning the location, the NXX codes that USLEC has
in service in the Philadelphia LATA?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. Do you know if USLEC is able to charge more when
it serves a customer that is lccated further from its
switch for providing a local service?

A, USLEC iz a non-dominant carrier and, as such, has
no market power. We use market-based pricing and we
have teo charge our customers in accordance with what
the market will bear. I doubt they would let me
charge them more than you would charge them.

Q. I'1l ask it again. Do you charge your customers
more, depending on how far they are located from your
switch in the Philadelphia LATA?

A. We do market-base price. Assuming that Verizon,

and I am speaking solely from memory, that Verizon has
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zoned pricing, based on how far customers are in

density zones. If we are pricing against those
density zones then, yes, we may charge differently
based on these zones. It may alsoc be a function of
what Verizon charges us for the underlying facility.
However, I am not the marketing perscn for USLEC.

Q. Let me try to establish --- you've made a
statement about what Verizon charges. Are you
familiar with Verizon local exchange rates in
Pennsylvania?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Chjection. I believe that
migscharacterizes the witness' testimecny.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

You can --- if you'd like to read
back the answer, you can decide whether you want to
maintain the objection. I would say she that she did
talk about the Verizon charge to the customer.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

The last answer was what Verizon
charges her.

A, II general know about the tariffs. I am not an
expert on them.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Do you know if Verizon charges a greater rate for
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basic local service based on the customer's distance

from the end office serving the customer?
A. Nco, T do not.
Q. Do you know if Verizon can charge more when a
customer makes a call that is delivered to a USLEC
customer, Verizon has to route that call over a
distance USLEC switch?
A. I have no idea what your pricing policies are.
Q. S0 you don't know whether, in fact, Verizon has
any mechanism to recover the increased cost of
delivering a call to the USLEC switch?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Objection, assumes facts not in
evidence.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Mr. Hoffmann testified, did he not, that he
wanted to calculate the difference in costs between
delivering a call within the local calling area for
Verizon and the cost of transporting a call teo the
USLEC switch, less the termination compensation

payments that Verizon would have to make; did he not?

A, I believe so,
G. And it's at least thecoretically possible that
that amount might be --- that that might result in the

fact that it is more expensive for Verizon to

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.



1

10

11

12

13

14

1=

1ls

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

101
transport the traffic.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Objection. Speculation.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I think it's & legitimate
guestion. Could it be more expensiver

JUDGE :

I'1]l allow it. Overruled.

A. Anything is possible.

ATTCRNEY PANNER:

I'm going to mark this vZ-4. I
should note that it's a portion of USLEC's
Pennsylvania local tariff. I believe that file
tariffs are judicially noticeable. And this is a
porticen of the tariff omly. It's not the complete
tariff. And the tariff was --- so this is a portion
of the tariff, not the complete tariff.

(Exhibit VZ-4 marked

for identification.}

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. First of all, do you recognize this document?
A Yes, I do.

0. Can you tell me what it is?

A. It is the tariff that we had fil=d with the

Pennsgylvania Public Utility Commission.
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Q. Can you please turn to --- as I say, it's an

excerpt from the tariff but it sheould be in order.
Could you turn to section four, original page two?
You'll see that the section numbers in the original
page numbers are at the top right. &And this is
entitled section four, exchange access service; is
that correct?

A, Yes, it is.

Q. And it says 4.2 explanation of rate schedules; is
that correct?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. Now, is it correct that your rate schedule is
dependent on the distance of the customer's serving
wire center from the USLEC switch?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Heonor, I'd like to object at
this point to this document because Counsel has told
me that it's a portion of a tariff. Counsel has told
me what he thinks it is. But there are cbvicusly
pages that are missing here that this witness does not
have an opportunity to refer to, does not have an
opportunity to direct her attention to. And I think
that asking this witness to draw conclusions based cn
this document that he has preffered is inappropriate.

JUDGE :
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Mr. Panner, doc you have the whole

document present?

ATTCORNEY PANNER:

I do, although I'm afraid there
are pieces pulled out of it. I should note that this
is --- actually, this document is available on USLEC's
website.

JUDGE -

Well, we don't have this available
in this hearing room right now. Mr. Shor, the normal
remedy that we 1lmpose for this kind of objection is to
put the whole tariff in. I would prefer not te do
that just because, undoubtedly, it's just going to
clutter the record. But what I'm going to do is I'm
going to allow, based on Mr. Panner's representations
the guestioning to continue. During the ﬁreak, I will
rely on you and Mr. Panner to get tocether, to review
the entire document. And if you have some problem
with any portion of the document which is missing and
that i1s not part of the excerpt, yvou will certainly be
permitted during Redirect to introduce whatever you
think is necessary.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you.

ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Madam Court Reporter, could you

read back the last gquestion?
COURT REPORTER READS BACK PREVIQUS QUESTION
A. It appears from the tariff that it is.

ATTOENEY PANNER:

I have nothing further as to these
issues, I should say.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, just in light of your
request earlier regarding the procedure and the order
for witnesses, the testimony that we submitted from
Ms. Montano addressed all of her witnesses. 2nd we
felt it would be more appropriate just to submit it
all at once.

JUDGE :

Yes. BAnd I do understand that and
I appreciate that she addressed all of the issues that
were the forthcoming from your side of the fence, and
I have no problem with that. It's just a situation
where I'd like to hear Verizon's side of the story on
issues one and two next. I alsc appreciate that ---
did you say you finished Cross Examine.

ATTORNEY PANMNER:

Yes.

JUDGE :
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Fine. I think it would be

appropriate now to take a break, for you and Mr.
Panner to discuss that tariff, and if you have
Redirect-for Ms. Montano --- wait a minute. I'm sorry
before we go there, sometimes I have Juestions for
witnesses. 2And I do. Would you turn to page nine of
the testimony.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Direct?

JUDGE :

Direct. And I would like you teo
focus on lines 20 and 21. Do you see that?

A. Yes, sir.

JUDGE:

On lines 20 and 21 you are
suggesting that the Verizon proposal is inconsistent
with both FCC rules and Commission precedent. Do you
see that?

I, Yes,

JUDGE :

And when you speak of the
Commission, what commission are you talking about?

A. The Pennsylvania Commission.

JUDGE :

And when you speak of Commission

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.




10

11

12

13

14

15

1le

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

106
precedent, what precedent are you talking about?

A. It's my understanding that we relied upecn Sprint,
the focal and the third circuit decisions.
JUDGE :

Fine. Move on to page 29,

please.
A. I'm sorry?
JUDGE:
Page 29.
A Thank you.
JUDGE :

And this is more of a questicn in
lieu of resolving some confusion that I have. Because
you did net gquite number your issues the same way you
did in your petition. I lost track cf which isgsues
were settled and which weren't.

A. Ckay.

JUDGE :

On page 292, line 13 is that issue
which you have marked as issue number seven settled on
advice of counsel? The answer is yes.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Yes.

JUDGE :

Fine. , that's what I needed to
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B That's nect right.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

That's not right.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

It should be issue eight. It
should be issue eight subject to Mr.. Shor's agreement.
ATTORNEY SHOR:

That is correct.

JUDGE ;

Ckay. Sc it is issue number
eight because that's when I read it, I labeled it ---
I noticed it was labeled issue seven. I labeled it
eight and then I couldn't figure out whether it was
settled or not.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I'd like to tell you that it was
settled, but it wouldn't be in a way that was
favorable, I'm sure.

JUDGE :

Well, that's what I needed to
know. Is it settled? And the answer is no. And it
was issue eight. That's what I really needed to
know. Fine. Now, having finished that examination,

is there any continued Cross Examination.
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ATTORNEY PANNER:

No, Your Honor.

JULGE:

Fine. HNow, let's take that
break. &and I'll let you and Mr. Panner signal when
you're ready and Redirect can continue.

ATTCORNEY SHOR:

I'd just like to see what he has
for the whole tariff.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Sure.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

and ask only if the portions that
are missing are the portions that are included here in
Exhibit VZ-4 or whether there are other aspects or
portions of the tariff that are not here at all.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

The only portion of the tariff
that, I'm not sure it exists because it's not included
here, is on your website the table of contents
indicate that there is a section 11 which is maps.
And that was not on the website.

JUDGE :

Let's go off the record for this

discussion.
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OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

ATTORNEY SHOR:

USLEC is satisfied with the
portion of the tariff that is identified as VZ-4 and
we'll withdraw the cbjection. Witk that tariff, we

have a very short Redirect.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY ATTORNEY SHOR:

Q. Mz. Montano, do you recall a question from Mr.
Panner concerning the ability of a state commission to
accept a separation from the point of interconnection
or point of financial demarcation in a network?

A. Yes, I do.

Q. What do you understand to be the factors involved
in making that decision?
A. The preparation and submiasion of cost studies by
the incumbent.

Q. To your understanding, is there a standard that
must be met in order for that separation to be met?
A. There has to be a proof that there is a

difference in the cost structure.

Q. That it's the same, more or less?
A. It is more expensive.
Q. To your knowledge, have you seen any evidence in

this record from Verizon that USLEC's choice of
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interconnection is expensive?

b, No, I have not.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I have nothing further.

JUDGE :

Mr. Panner?

RECROSS EXAMINATICON

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Just cne thing, Ms. Montano, if I may. Your
statement as te what Verizon is required to show, is
that your understénding of what the legal reguirements
are?

A. Yes, it is.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I have nothing further.

JUDGE :

If there is nothing additional for
the witness, the witness is excused at this time with
the idea that she will be returning to the witness
gtand to testify on the remaining issues.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, with respect to issue
one and two, USLEC rests its case.

JUDGE:

Fine, thank you.
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ATTORNEY PANNER:

Your Homnor, if I could just clean
up one thing cn the record, I'll try not to do this
again, fTé like it move the admission of --- there
being no objecticn, I'd like to move the admission of
Exhibit VZ-4.

JUDGE:

It's admitted without objection.

JUDGE :

All right. Mr. Panner, do yocu
have a witness for me on issues one an two?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Verizon would like to call Mr.
Pete D'Amico on issues one and two, Your Honor.

PETE DT'AMICO, PREVIQUSLY SWORN, CALLED TO TESTIFY

JUDGE :

Mr. D'Amico, I would only remind
you that I administered the witness cath to you
earlier. You continue to be bound by that oath?

A. Ckay.

JUDGE :

Mr. Panner?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you

DIRECT EXAMINATION
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Q. Would you please state your name and business
address?
A. My name is Pete D'Amice. My business address is

417 Seventh Avenue, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Q. 2nd who employs you?
A. Verizon.

Q. And what is your title?

A. I'm a senior specialist in the interconnection

product management group.

Q. And did you'cause to be prepared 18 pages of

direct testimony that was filed in this matter on May

3lst, 20027

A. Yes.

Q. Do you have any corrections that you wish to make

to your testimony that was submitted on May 31st?

A. No.

Q. If these same questions were asked of you today,

would your answers be the same?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you also cause to be prepared ten pages of

rebuttal testimony?

A. Yes.
Q. And it was filed on July Sth, 20027
A. Correaect.
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Q. Do you have any correction to make to that
testimony?

A. No.

Q. If those same questions were asksd of you today,

would your answers be the same?
A Yes,

ATTORNEY PANNER:

We offer the direct and rebuttal
testimony of Pete D'Amico, subject to Cross.

JUDGE :

The direct and resuttal testimony
of Mr. D'Amico is admitted subjéct tec Cross
Examination and any timely motions. Mr. Shor?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Your Honor, the Crogs Examination
will be handled my colleague, Ms. Finn.

JUDGE :

All right. Thank you?

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Mr. D'Amico, as I understand your testimony, you
believe that Verizon's proposal complies with FCC
rules; is that correct?

A. Yes. I believe I mentioned that in my direct

testimony.
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Q. And so it would be fair to state that you are

genierally familiar with the FCC's rules?

AL Yes, high level, very high level.

Q. Now, would you agree with me that the FCC has
rules that an ILEC must offer the CLEC the opportunity

to interconnect at one technically feasible peint per

LATA?
AL Yes.
0. And in that regard, you have testified that

VGRIPS gives USLEC the right to chose a single

physical connection to Verizon network in each LATA;

correct?
A. Correct.
0. And so in this manner yvou think that VGERIPS

complies with the single technically feasible PCI per
LATA?

A. Yes, because VGRIPS actually addresses the
financial responsibility of the transport, when
Verizon delivers calls to the USLEC in this case
coutside of the local calling area.

Q. And to address the transport responsibility by
establishing separate points that you're calling the
interconnection peint or IP; correct?

A, Correct.

Q. And you testified that USLEC, under VGRIPS, has
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the option to chose its IP; is that correct?

A. There is language in the VGRIP preposal that
address where the USLEC IP is. BAnd depending on where
it is, there is also language that states whether or
not it's geographically relevant or rot. So in answer
Lo your guestion, yes, USLEC has options under
Verizon's VGRIP proposal that impact their
interconnection point.

Q. and as T understand it, the first such option as
defined by Verizon's VGRIPS proposal is that USLEC may
establish an IP via co-location at each Verizon tandem
where USLEC assigns numbers?

A. Yes, that's Verizon's proposal. BAnd the design
of that was to address a central paoint where the
parties could agree on the financial responsibility
for the exchange of the traffic.

Q. And would you agree --- I can't remember which
one testified, Mr. Hoffmann or Ms. Montanc talked
about the fact that Verizon has two access tandems in
both the Philadelphia and the Pittsburgh LATAs?

A. I would --- I'm not sure. I'm sure that there's
two in Pittsburgh, since that's where I'm from.
Philadelphia, I believe, that's the case as well.

Q. Okay. Let's take Pittsburgh, since you're

familiar with Pittsburgh. So you're saying that the
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physical IP after two Verizon tandems is a north

central location. Is that your testimony?
A. Yes.
Q. And you understand that today Verizon delivers

its traffic to an IP at USLEC's switch?

A. Yes. That is the way I understand.

Q. And that is one location within the LATA;
correct?

B. I believe it's in downtown Pittsburgh.

Q. S0 by central location, you're not saying to what
point?

A. No, when I say central location, in looking at

the LATA as a whole, there are numerous local calling
areas. And a CLEC is able to have NXX codes or
prefixes that have those rates assigned to them
throughout the LATA. 2And so what VGRIP is trying to
address is the situation where traffic would be coming
in from all points within the LATA, that we would be
billing or charging our end user a local haul. But
vet we would be hauling it as though it were a toll
call. BAnd so the tandems are central locations where
Verizon has facilities coming in and out of them that
in our proposal we are willing to transport outside
the calling area to that point.

Q. S¢ you're talking about central locations on
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Verizon?
A Yes.
Q. And as part of preparing --- in your testimony,

did youm;ver testify to the distance that USLEC switch
is from the Verizon tandems?

A. I don't think so. I may have heard or read
somewhere that it was fairly close. But I wasn't sure
if that was Philly or the Pittsburgh scenario.

Q. So you didn't actually go and lock at part of
that gtructure and determine what the distance is that
you're transporting traffic from the tandem to the
USLEC switch today?

A. Again, the issue isn't the distance from the
tandem. The issue 1s the distance from the
originating lecal calling area into the USLEC switch.
Q. But your tandem is a central location, according
to your testimony?

A. Our tandem is a central location, ves.

Q- And it's possible that USLEC switch can be
located within a mile of your central location?

&, gure. It could be further than that as well,

Q. And sc that's the first option. Can we call that
--- it's a co-locaticon tandem; correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Soc can we call that a physical IP?
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1 A, Sure.

2 Q. Ckay. I want to call it physical IP because we
3 also have this concept of a virtual IP. That's the

4 second opticn, the virtual IP?

5 A. Scmehow they've gotten numbered. But you know,
& we'll call them the second cption.

7T Q. Let's call it the physical 1P opticn versus the
8 wvirtual IP option and then I won't screw up the

2 numbers. How about that?

10 A, That's fine.

11 ©. So the physical IP option is a physical

12 connection between type of networks; correct?

13 A. Yes.

14 Q. Now, I believe Mr. Panner discussed with Mr.

15 Heoffmann USLEC has a number of methods of

16 interconnection it can choose from under this

17 contract?

18 A. Yas, I remember that.

1s Q. But you just testified that the physical IP has
20 to be co-locaticn; isn't that correct?

21 A. Again, that's part of the VGRIP proposal. OCne of
22 the arrangements that a CLEC could enter into under
23 this prcposal is to have a physical co-location

24 arrangément where Verizeon would drop off the charge,

25 yes.
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Q. But in order to establish a physical IP under

VGRIPS, USLEC cannot use an entrance facility?
A. I'm not sure what an entrance facility is, I
mean, I know what an entrance facility is, but it
means different things to different pecple. 8o could
you clarify what you mean by entrance facilitieg?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Was the contract vVerizon ---7

ATTORNEY PANNEE:

The interconnection is Verizon
Three.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Would you mind sharing that with
the witness?

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Could you please turn to page 527
A. I'm there.

Q. Section 2.1.3,

A Ckay -

Q. USLEC may use any of the following methods for

interconnection with Verizon. Do you see that?

A, Yes.

Q- And it lists three things there doesn't it?
A. No.

Q. Co-location facility established by USLEC?
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A. Correct.

Q. Co-location or entrance facility established by a
third party that is used by USLEC?

A, Correct.

Q. and the third option here is entrance facility

and transport cobtained by Verizon?

A. Okay.
Q. So those are the options I'm talking about.
A. Okay.
Q. So is it your testimony that USLEC can use

co-location to eéﬁablish the physical IPB?

A Use co-location, yes.

Q. And I understand from the discussion earlier that
USLEC can alsc use third party co-location to
establish in physical IP; correct?

A Yes,

Q. But this third option, this entrance facility
opticn, under the VGRIPS proposal, as you've written
it in the contract, USLEC may nct use this option to
establish physical 1IP?

A, Not the way that this proposal is drafted at this
point, correct.

Q. Ckay. Now, are you familiar with the FCC rules
that requires Verizon to offer CLEC any technically

able method of interconnection?
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A. Yeah, I've heard it.

Q. okay . So in defining the physical IP under
VGRIPS and limiting that physical IP to co-location,
isn't it true that Verizon was not complying with this
---7

B. No. Again, the IP deals with the financial
aspects of it. So either Verizon would physically
take the traffic to USLEC's switch or point of
interconnection and then you get into, well, how can
Verizon be compensated for the transport when it hauls
it cutside of a calling area. Aas far as your question
about, are there other ways that we could physically
meet at the tandem, I suppose there are, we haven't
drafted language that would address another physical
IP at the tandem, other than the co-location regimen.
Q. But you've drafted language that addresses

ancther method of interconnection in section 2.1.37

A. Yes.
Q. Another physical method of interczonnection?
A, Which address the point of interconnection, as

opposed to the VGRIP section which addregses the
financial aspect of the transport.

Q. Right, but didn't you also agree with me that the
physical IP is also a physical demarcation between the

networks? Isn't that what a POI is?
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A. A POI is a physical point where the networks

twist the wires. If you will.

Q. Okay. And is there a physical POI at a
co-location cage where the networks twist the wires?
A. Sure. If that is where, in that example, the POI
and the IP would be in the same location. You could
also have a situation where the POI, a pcint of
interﬁonnection, and the IP, the interconnecting peoint
are in two different locations.

Q. And did you hear USLEC's witness' testimony
earlier today thaﬁ they do not co-locate in Verizon in
the State of Pennsylvania today?

A. Yes, I did hear that.

Q. So would it be safe to say that the current
network architecture does not comply with the physical

IP option of the VGRIPS; isn't that correct?

A. Correct.

. Can you turn te page six of your testimony,
please?

A, Sure.

JUDGE :

I'm assuming the direct?
ATTORNEY FINN:

Direct, thank you.

BY ATTORNEY FINN:
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Q. Starting around line 12, you discuss your

interpretation of the Commission's ruling in the
Verizon/Sprint arbitration; right?

A Yes._

Q. Based on your testimony, isn't it your
understanding that the Sprint IPs do not actually have
to be at Verizon tandems?

A. Under the Sprint arbitration decision, no, they
do not have to be tandem.

0. Se in fact, if they're not at the tandems, the

Spring IPs could be at the Sprint ewitch; correcte?

B . Yes, based on this result.

Q. Move to the virtual IP opticen?

A. Ckay.

Q. The virtual IP option can only be established at

a Verizon end coffice; correct?

A. What would happen is when Verizon transports the
traffic from a local calling area to a distant point,
and the example that we like to use a lot, even though
we're in Harrisburg is from Allentown to Philadelphia
which is, I believe, 40 or 50 miles between the two.
S0 in that case, Verizon would be carrying that
traffic outside of a calling area to Philadelphia.

And then the compensation arrangement would kick in, I

guess.
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1 Q. Mr. D'Amico, I think I asked you if the virtual

2 IPF is only the Verizon end office. Is the virtual IP
3 at the Verizon end office?

4 B, Yes,

5 Q. It's not at the Verizeon tandem?
& A. No.
7 Q. Sc we could have a physical IP at the tandem but

8 we can't have a virtual IP at the tandem?
9 A. Yes.
10 JUDGE :
11 I'm sorry. What was the guestion

12 there? You can have a physical IP at the tandem but

13 not a ---7

14 ATTORNEY FINN:
15 Virtual IP.

16 JUDGE:

17 All right.

18 BY ATTORNEY FINﬁ:

13 Q. Can you turn to page ten of your testimony,
20 direct, please®

21 A. Okay.

22 Q. This was actually your Philadelphia/Allentown
23 example we're discussing here?

24 A. Here we go.

25 Q. So just walking through, you say here, if USLEC
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agrees to pick up traffic at vVerizon tandem, if it

locates case its POI there --- well, let's stop there
for a second. USLEC has a POI with Verizon tandem
today; correct?

A. Which LATA? 1In Philly?

Q. In Philly. We'll use Philly,

A, It's my understanding that the POI is at USLEC
switch. Verizon has built facilities all the way to
the USLEC switch in Philadelphia. Sc I would say that
the POI is at the USLEC switch.

Q. So that's the delivery of Verizon's originated
traffic to USLEC?

A. Yes.

Q. But USLEC alsoc has a POI at the Verizen tandem
for the delivery of USLEC's originated traffic to
Verizon?

A, Actually, I would say that the BOI in that
écenario is also the USLEC switch because USLEC is
purchasing or leasing facilitles from Verizon.

Q. So by leasing the facilities, USLEC doesn't
become the owner of thoge facilities for purposes of
network demarcation?

A. I'm not sure if you're getting into semantics on
that. I would still look at it as the POI is at the

switch, even though USLEC is paying for those
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facilities or leasizz those facilities, those are

still Verizon --- part of Verizon's network.

Q. Okay. Turning back to your testimony here on
the bottom of page ten?

A. Okay.

Q. If USLEC agrees to pick up traffic at Verizon

tandems, by pick up here, do you mean financially

pickup?

A. . Can you help me with the line number?

Q- I'm seorry, line 20.

n. Okay. Yes.

Q. Now, starting the very last sentence, line 23.
A Okay.

Q. If USLEC chose to place its POIs in places that

were not at the VGRIP location, Verizon would deliver
its traffic to USLEC's chosen POI location, but would
recover the additional transport and other costs for

delivering the traffic to that location. I read that

correctly?

A. Yes, that was good.

Q. I'd like to focus on additional transport?

A Okay.

Q. So on the prior page, you said if USLEC agrees to

pick up financially traffic at Verizon tandems but now

you're saying if they don't agree to pick them up at
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the tandems, you're going to move the financial

demarcation point and recover your additional
transport costs?

A, Yeah. Again, it's part of the compromise
proposal. Under the one scenarioc, Verizon is hauling
traffic outside eof local calling area. But it's
willing to do that to meet at a central location, in
particular the location arrangement at the tandem. If
that doesn't cccur, then Verizen is still hauling
traffic from the coriginating point to the POI that is
outside of the local calling area. And so the
language then talks about, well, how can Verizon be
compensated as far as costs? And that's where you get
into that financial piece of it.

Q. But so you're willing to haul the traffic to the
tandem, the central location only if USLEC is
co-located there?

A. That is the proposal, yes.

Q. And if they refuse co-location, if they want to
use an entrance facility as their physical method of
interconnection, you are not willing to haul the
traffic to the tandem?

A. Again, that option hasn't been, I guess, kicked
arpund very much. It may have come up in a lot of

talks. But at this peoint, this is our proposal.
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Q. Okay. Understood. Under the physical IP,

you've stated that you'll be paying for a portion of
transport outside of the local calling area; correct?
A Yes.

0. Under the virtual IP, I think vou've also stated
that USLEC would be paying for a portion of the
transport inside the local calling area; correct?

A. Right. Right now, the language states that that
measurement, if you will, for the transport recovery

is based on the than the originating end office.

Q. Okay. S0 can we turn back to page ten?

A. Sure.

Q. And leock at the sentence that be begins on line
137

A. Okay.

Q. And can you just read that sentence, please, into

the record?

A, It starts if the CLEC elects not to?
[ Yes.
A. If the CLEC elects not to establish a POI at the

VGRIP locations, then Verizon will deliver its traffic
to another CLEC designated location and the CLEC will
be financially responsible for the transport outside
of the local calling area.

Q. So those last couple of words ocutside the local
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calling area, that's not exactly correct; is it?

A. No. Well, I quess you're trying to break that
apart to say that that's implied with only outside of
the loc%iqcalling area?

Q. Yes.

A. I think what I meant there was the measurement as

defined in our proposal which would be between the

criginating end cffice and the and the USLEC point of

interconnection.
Q. I'm sorry. Can you say that again?
9 If you read this in the purest sense, vou may be

inclined to think that it is from the border, the
boundary the USLEC point of interconnection. And I
apolegize if that is what misleading. But in reality,
the proposal in the langquage is from the originating
end coffice, which may or may not be at the edge of

that local calling area.

Q. Right, okay. I just wanted to clarify that.
Thank you.

A Okay .

. And we talked about the central location earlier?
A, Yes.

Q. So you were asking for the cpportunity under

VGRIPS to kind of aggregate Verizon traffic and pick a

central location on the Verizon network. And at that
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Verizen network you'll deliver the traffic; correct?

A. Yes.

0. And am I correct in stating that under VGRIPS,
USLEC is not permitted to pick a central locaticn on
USLEC's network to aggregate traffic and ask Verizon
te pick it up there?

A. Could you run that question by me? I got my ---.
Q. Under VGRIPS, if the USLEC customers are
originating the call, is USLEC permitted to ask
Verizon to come to a central location on USLEC's

network to pick up USLEC's traffic?

A So you're talking about traffic in the other
direction.

Q. Correct.

A. Actually, VGRIP address the delivery of Verizon's

traffic to a CLEC. So I kind of put that in a little
box, 1f you will. However, in the other direction,
Verizon has established its tandems and its end
cffices to serve that call party as its
interconnection point throughout the LATA.

Q. So USLEC has to both pick up Verizon traffic on
Verizon's network and deliver USLEC traffic to Verizon
network; is that correct?

A, Well, they have to deliver it to Verizon's IP,

yes, that is correct. USLEC doesn't have to pick up
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the traffic. Again, Verizon would deliver it but then

you get intoc the financial aspect of it.
Q. 8o financially, they have to pick it up?
R, Tes.

Q. They have to pickup the tab?

2. There is some financial obligation under certain
arrangements.
Q. And the Verizon IPs where USLEC delivers its

traffic, they are at the Verizon tandems?

A. For traffic that is tandem routed, if you will.
There is two ways that traffic can be delivered on
Verizon's network. One is if it goes to the tandem,
Verizen will then take it from the tandem and deliver
to the end office that subtandems that tandem. Just
maybe to give a high level, in case people aren't
familiar with tandems. Think of a tandem as a hub or
the middle of the spoke and then the middle of the
wheel. And all of these spokes go ocut with end
offices around thew?

A So that would be one option where the traffic
could get delivered to the tandem. The second opticn
would be a direct end office trunk to that Verizon end
office that serves the subscribers from that end
office.

Q. S¢ in that case --- in a direct trunking
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environment, the Verizon IPs would be that end office

serving those calling parties?

A, Yes.

Q. Okay. And today, is it your understanding that
USLEC bears financial responsibility for delivering
its eoriginating traffic to the Verizen IP, whether it
be located at the tandem or the end cffice?

A. Yes. That's the arrangement. BAnd then they are
charged the appropriate reciprocal compensation rate
based on tandem or end office route.

Q. And it is aléc your understanding that USLEC
bears that responsibility even if it's call originates
--- if it switches in another local calling area?

A. Yes. What happens is USLEC decides --- first
they decide where they want their switch to be and
then they also decide where they want to deliver the
traffic and how they want to deliver the traffic to
Verizon.

Q. And today under the parties' current arrangement,
Verizon delivers its originating traffic to USLEC's
switch; correct?

A, I believe that is the case in Philadelphia. I'm
not sure about the Pittsburgh, based on what Mr.
Hoffmann said this morning. I know there are plans to

install a direct facility into --- or there may be
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plans to install a direct facility into the USLEC

switch or we may be riding the USLEC facility, in
which case I believe we may be getting billed for some
transport charges.

Q. S¢ maybe just to put it more simply, right now
Verizon is financially responsible for delivering its
originating traffic to USLEC'S switch?

A, Yeah, because the current agreement doesn't
really have any framework around where the USLEC IP
is, designated as their switch.

Q. Aand today, Verizon bears that responsibility
whether or not the switch is in the local calling area
where the Verizon call originated?

A, Yeah, that's why we're here. That's been going
on, not only with USLEC, but with other CLECs. A&and
we're bringing it up as an issue and a concern and
we're trylng to come up with proposals such as VGRIP
that can address how Verizon can recover its costs.
C. And as I understand your testimony, the basis,
the reason why you think you have the right to move
the IP is that a single point per LATA is expensive?
A. It is expensive in situations where Verizon is
hauling traffic from local calling areas cutside of
that location, yes.

Q. 50 your definition of expensive is as socon as it
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leaves the local calling area?

A. I guess my definition of expensive is Verizon
hauling traffic outside of the local calling area to a
distant point of interconnecticn into the CLEC
establishes as their interconnection point and vyet
we're charging our end users a local call. 8Sc there
is kind of a disconnect there. It looks like it's one
thing but in reality it's being called 50 or 60 miles
away.

Q. Where in your testimony can I find an explanation
of what costs your local rates cover?

A, I don't think I get inteo that depth, mainly
because I'm not sure all of the ins and outs of how
the local exchange tariffs are derived. But I do know
that when Verizon customer A calls Verizon customer B
in the lccal calling area, the call originates or
terminates within that local calling area. When
Verizon customer A calls Verizon customer B in, you
know, Allentown to Philadelphia, then that wcould be an

inter-LATA call.

Q. It would be an inter-LATA toll call if they're

both Verizon customers?
A. Yes. Sure.
Q. Okay. But does the routing of the call, that

doesn't necessarily change the jurisdicticon of the
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call; deoes it?

A. Well, again I wasn't trying to change the
jurisdiction. I was just trying to point out that
Verizon ;; charging this call, as though it's a local
call, but hauling this call to a distant peint. Aand
that transport plece is a cost and Verizon is not
recovering that cost.
Q. But you have nothing in your testimony that savys
--- strike that.

Isn't there a difference between a local rate and
what 1t costs Verizon to provide tha:t local service?

B. I'm not sure I know the answer o that, because I

just don't know that much about local rates.

Q. Okay. But you submitted cost studies in this
Docket?
A, No, we haven't submitted any coast studies. What

we've tried to do is, in the situation where there is
transport, we've pointed to the union tariff, the
unbundied network element tariff in Pennsylvania. And
we've looked at the interoffice costs for interoffice
unbundled dedicated transport, I believe.

Q. But you don't have figures on the amount of
traffic that's exchanged between USLEC and Verizonm in
your estimate; do you?

A. No, I don't.
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Q. And vou don't have figures on the amount of that

traffic that's exchanged, that never leaves the local
calling area; do you?

A. Ne, no. The language that we've tried to put
together was designed to address the situation, both
for USLEC and other carriers into this particular
agreement. And if there isn't a problem, then there
isn't anything that's needed to be done. S¢ leoking
at specific, you know, minutes and other aspects,
we're looking at this more at a higher level.

0. But you'wve testified that you have an
interconnection area where you're hauling your traffic
outgide the local calling area to USLEC?
A, Correct.

Q. And you've testified that that's a problem?

Al Correct.

. But you haven't quantified that problem; is that
correct?

A. No, I have not.

Q. And Mr, D'Amice, in order for a form of

interconnection to be expensive, doesn't there have to
be a benchmark to which toc compare it to measure what
is expensive?

A. I'm not sure. I mean, I guess any point where

Verizon is incurring these costs cutside of the leocal
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calling area, that is a situation that we're trying to

address. There are some cases where the magnitude is
very high with other CLECs are cumulative with all
CLECs. And theres may be situations where it's
relatively low. So I'm not sure that I answered your
question. But that was the best job I can.

Q. Just to make sure I understand, it's your
testimony that as soon as it leaves the local calling
area, it's is an expensive cost that vou think Verizon
should be able to recover?

A Yes. And also, there is language that talks
about, you know, USLEC can keep its existing
interconnection points, however, Verizon can ask for
blah, bklah, blah. I understand USLEC saying, you
know, I'm not sure I trust you becauss as soon as we
sign this, you're going to ask for that. But I mean,
there could be situations where we look at the
existing IPs or the existing arrangements. &and it
stays the same. We've tried to draft this language so
that, here are some guidelines and then the operation
folks who look at the network workings can decide if
the problem is there and if they need to correct it.
Q. So Mr. D'Amico, if you know what the typical
Verizon leocal calling area distance is?

A. No. I would imagine it varies.
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Q. Okay . But whether the calling area is ten miles

wide or 50 miles wide, it’'s not expensive until it
crosses that boundary; is that correct?

A, There could be other reasons where it's expensive
within that local calling area. 1In éther words, it
s8till could be within this local calling area but you
know, there is a mountain and we have to go to the top
of the mountain or something odd. But looking
specifically at this scenario without any extreme
circumstances, VGRIP is designed to address that
expenge --- that.éxpensive arrangement when it's
hauled cutside of a calling area.

Q. Did you just say that it might be more expensive
te haul a local call inside of a local calling area
because of terrain or distance or scmething maybe that
it would be better to haul it long distance?

A. No. I think what I wanted teo say was, you can't
assume, just because the intercoﬁnection was within
the local calling area, that there couldn't be other
circumstances that would make it expensive as well.

Q. But Verizon is willing --- let me ask it this way
under FCC rules, do you think Verizon has zan
obligation to bear the costs of delivering the traffic
to a CLEC if that delivery point is within the local

calling area?
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A, I think you're asking me an interpretaticn of the

FCC rules. And I kind of like to stay away from
that. I mean, I'd like to --- it's my understanding
that would satisfy the FCC rules. But again, that's
me as a product manager as copposed to me as a fine
attorney.
Q. Understood. Well, if Verizon bearing the
transport cost within the local calling area, is
consistent with FCC rules? Is it your testimony that
Verizon can alsc refuse to bear those costs within the
local calling area?
A. No.
0. Actually, under the virtual IP opticon, aren't you
shifting calls within the local calling to USLEC or
are you refusing to ---7

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Asked and answered.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Okay . I'll withdraw.
BY ATTORNEY FINN:
Q. Mr. D'Amico, let's turn to rebuttal page eight,
please?
A, Okay.
Q. On this page at the bottom, you're citing to the

FCC Intercarrer Compensation rule making; correct?
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A, Like line 18, starting there?

Q. Right.

A. Yes, I mentioned this NPRM thing.
Q. So you've read the NPRM?

A. Not the whole thing.
Q. So you've read the NPRM?
2. Not the whole thing. But I've dabbled on parts
of it. It's been a while. I'm sure there's going to
be a ruling on it scon.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Your Honor, I'd like to introduce
USLEC Exhibit Number One.

JUDGE :

So marked.

(USLEC Exhibit One marked

for identification.)

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Mr. D'Amico, does this doccument look familiar?
A. Yeah.
Q. Does it lock like it's the NPRM that you cite on

page eight of your testimony?

A, Yeah.

Q. I should have mentioned, these are just
excerpts. Can you please turn to, I'm sorry,

paragraph 1147

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.



1

10

11

12

13

14

1=

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

25

141
A. Qkay.

Q. And you see about halfway through that paragraph
where it starts, assuming?
A, Uh—ﬁ;h {yes). Yes.
Q. Can you read from there to the end of the
paragraph, please?
A. Assuming that the ILEC receives reciprocal
compensation for transporting terminating traffic, how
precisely does the distant POI unfairly burden the
LEC? Is the efficiency concern limited to those
instances in which traffic between two networks is
unbalanced and/or where traffic is required beyond a
certain distance? We seek comment on these guestions
and any other issues related to the interplay between
our single POT rules and our reciprocal compensation
rules.
Q. Mr. D'amico, is it your understanding that these
questions in this paragraph are part of the FCC's
efforts to investigate allocation c¢f transport
respongible between.

ATTCRNEY PANNER:

I cbject. I think it goes beyond
the scope of his Direct.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Well, I think he's sitting this
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NPRM as supperts that Verizon can allocate the

transport under its ---.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I didn't understand your question
maybe.

JUDGE :

Let me simply overrule your
cbjection, okay.

ATTORNEY FINN:

I'm sorry. Can you read the
question back.
COURT REPCRTER READS BACK PREVIQOUS QUESTION.
BY ATTORNEY FINN:
Q. Between LEC, interconnect LEC.
b, It appears that they are asking for questions ---
they're asking for comments on some of these questions
and other issues related to this.
Q. So the FCC has asked about the distance, traffic
balance ---

A, Uh-huh (yes), vyes.

Q. --- and other issues; correct?
A. In this paragraph, yes.
Q. Okay. And yet you've testified that it's

Verizon's position that, as socn as it leaves the

local calling area, Verizon shouldn't have to pay,
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unless it agrees to pay if we establish a physical Ip:

A. Yes. Again, we're trying to address the
situation where Verizon is hauling traffic outside
local calling area, to a point of interjecticn where
the CLEC is determined.
Q. And sc the FCC appears to be examing a number of
factors to determine how to allocate transport
responsikility; correct?
A Yes, it locks like based on some of these
gquestions, sure.
Q. Soc in other Qords the FCC is not examining solely
the question of whether ILECs transporting the call
outside of the local calling area?
A. In this paragraph, I don‘'t see the match to that
specific question, although again they say any other
issues related tc the interplay.
Q. So presumably this is an issue that Verizon
raised before the FCC?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Ohjection.

JUDGE :

And the bagis is?

ATTOERNEY PANNER:

Foundation.

JUDGE :
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Thank youw.

ATTORNEY FINN:

The foundation is he said any
other issues that parties may want to raise before the
FCC.

JUDGE :

I didn't hear him testify at all
about what Verizon's position in front of the FCC was
going te be on this. So I'm going to agree with Mr.
Panner and sustain the objection.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Okay.

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Mr. D'Amico, are you aware what Verizon's
position on this NPRM is?

A. I don't know all of the --- I wasn't part of the
drafting for who cur response was to this NPRM or if
we're inveolved.

Q. Mr. D'Amico, would you expect Verizon to take
inconsistent positions before a State Public utility
Commission the FCC,

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Cbjection, argumentative.

ATTORNEY FINN:

I'm just asking what he thinks
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Verizon might do. I don't think it was

argumentative. I'm sorry.
JUDGE :
I don't think it's argumentative

either. Buf there isn't too far you can go in this

direction.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Understood.

JUDGE :

He can answer this if he knows the
answer.
A. I would think that would raige questions. But I

don't know how they set the policy, state versus
regulatory FCC issues.

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Okay. Thank you. I'll stop. Mr. D'Amico, are
you familiar with the FCC file reports?

A. Less than --- not very much, no.

0. Are you familiar with the concept that the rates
ILEC charge CLECs are subject to the '96 Act
standards?

A. Again, it seems like there's a lot of activity-
There has always been a lot of activity when I hear
the word tolerate. And I don't know what the latest

impact is on that. I believe I read somewhere, maybe
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in our discovery or something, or scmewhere else, that

when Verizon files its union rates in, I guess,
Pennsyvlvania and other states, I think it said they're
telecompliant. But again, I'm not really the expert
on that.

ATTORNEY FINN:

I'd like tc mark another exhibit,
USLEC Number Two.

(USLEC Exhibit Two marked

for identification.)

JUDGE :

So marked. Tell us what it is.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Well, this is an excerpt of the
FCC rules, 47 CFR.

JUDGE :

Let me make it perfectly clear
that I only want an excerpt of the rules. I don't
want all of them in the record.

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Mr. D'Amico, what I've handed you is an excerpt
of the Federal Communications Commissions Rules, which
are found in 47 CFR?

A. Ckay -

Q. are you familiar with these rules?
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AL Yeah. TIt's been awhile gince I've studied them

but, yes, I've seen these before.
Q. Okay. Can you turn to subpart F, pricing of

elements, please?

. What does that mean?
Q. I'm sorry. It's at the top of the page, it says
subpart F.

JUDGE ;

It's about the second or third

page back.

A. I got you.

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Okay. 51.501, scope A, can you read that,
please.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Your Honor, I'm going to object to
this line. I'm not aware of anything in Mr. D'Amico's
cestimony that addresses the application of --- if I'm
mistaken about that then I'll stand corrected, but I
doen't believe that he's testified to that application.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Well, I think he's testified to
costs. He talked about Verizon's costs and how
Verizon should be able to recover its transport

costs. And in order for Verizon te racover 1ts
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transport costs, I think they have to comply with FCC

rules in order to recover the costs. &And so I wanted
to explore whether or not Mr. D'Amico has adeguately
testified to costs in his testimony.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I don't understand how his
understanding of the FCC's telrate (phonetic) rules
would be relevant to that.

JUDGE :

Do you want to explain how you
think it's relevaﬁt.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Well, I think he's testified that
it costs Verizon more to transport the costs of local
calling air and they want to recover that.

JUDGE «

He certainly testified repeatedly
that they want reimbursed for that cost.

A. I mentioned it a couple of times.

ATTORNEY FINN:

And he's also testified that
additional transports cost more. I guess I'm locoking
for the cost basis and I'm trying to explcre it
through the FCC rules.

JUDGE :
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Did he provide a cost basis that

you were able to find in his testimony.
ATTORNEY FINN:
No, he did not.

JUDGE :

Well, if he didn't provide one,

then the issue is the legal cne; isn't it?

If he

provided no factual basis in your estimation as

Counsel for USLEC, then didn't he reduce the issue to

being a legal one, if at all?

BRTTORNEY FINN:

Ckay. I'll withdraw the

gquesticn. Thank you.
JUDGE :
Thank you.
B, Do I still need this?

BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Ne. Okay. Can we please turn to page two of

your rebuttal testimony?

A. Yes.

Q. Beginning on line sgix, are you with me?

A. I'm with you. Line six, page two.

Q. You state, if, as is the case with many state

LECs, these six customers are internet service

providers, then it is likely that they have been
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assigned numbers in all or nearly all of the NSX ccdes

that USLEC has cbtained; correct?

A. That's what it says, ves.

Q. Mr. D'Amico, what is the basis for that
statement?

A. Well, it's been my experience as a product

manager, that we have situations with CLECs that serve
ISP providers. And that what they do is there will be
40 or 50 NXS codes and then they'll have individual
numbers within those 40 or 50 codes. And folks will
dial inte the intermet and Verizon will transport that
traffic to that point of interconnecticn and then

they'll hand it off to the ISP that a lot of times is

very close to where that U.S. --- where that CLEC is
located.
Q. So as to USLEC, you do not have any facts to

suppert this statement?

L. No, that's why I started with if, a little woxrd.
Q. And are you aware that USLEC has submitted
supplemental discovery responses to Verizen verifying
that its six foreign exchange customers are not ISP?
A. Ask me that again.

Q. Are you aware that USLEC has submitted
supplemental discovery responses teo Verizon verifying

that USLEC's six foreign exchange customers are not
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I15Ps?

A. I think I heard that, but I didn't store it
because that gets more into the FX issue. The point
here I was trying to make was about the situation.
But subject to check, I would agree with that.

Q. Okay. But you were using this example to make a

polnt on issues one and two; correct?

A. Sure. Yeah.
Q. And now, this example is false as to USLEC?
A Again, assuming that that supplemental thing came

in, yes, at this time that would not be the case for
USLEC, however, that could change in the future, I
guess.

Q. Ckay. Let's see. The next senterice, moreover,
it is likely that these six customers are located at
cor only a very short distance from USLEC switches and
account for the vast majority of the tratfic that
Verizon sends to USLEC. Do you see that statement?
A, I see that.

Q. And again, that statement, because you're using
it is likely, that was not based on facts about
USLEC's netwerk?

A, Correct.

Q. And, in fact, are you aware that as part of those

gsupplemental discovery responses, USLEC has verified
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that none of its customers are collocated at the

switches in Pennsylvania?
A. Should I look at those responses or just say
subjectngb check? Yes.
Q. Okay .

JUDGE COCHERE:

Take your.time.
A, Thank you.
BY ATTORNEY FINN:
. So if that is the case then this statement with
respect to USLEc'is false?
A At this time, yes.
Q. All right. Let's tﬁrn to page six of your
rebuttal, please.
A. Okay.
Q. Line 12.
A, Line 12.
Q. Thug, it i1s clear that under USLEC's proposal
Verizon would, and this is in queotes, incur specific
costs for which it is not already compensated by the
services it provides its customers that originate its

traffic, closed quotes.

A. Yeas.
Q. What is the basis for this statement?
A. The basis being an example or basis being how
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many situations do I know of that this is occurring

in?

Q. Well, you're talking about specific costs here?
A Right. I think what I'm saying is that --- ang
it gets back teo that --- it's a local call, we're

getting local rates from our end user and the piece
that's going outside is the piece that T'm addressing.
Q. But you have haven't addressed --- you haven't
put a déllar figure on the records?

A. No. Gosh, no.

Q- and also --- I'm sorry if we discussed this
earlier, but we discussed the relationship between

your customers rates and Verizon's costs. And you're

not clear what that relaticnship is?

2. Right.
ATTORNEY FINN:
Just a moment, Your Honor. I'm
S0rry.
JUDGE :
Certainly.
SHORT BREAK TAKEN
BY ATTORNEY FINN:
Q. Mr. D'Amico, on pages nine and ten of your

rebuttal testimony you say TSR Wireless ordexr?

A. Yes, but can I go back just to c¢lear up the
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record for a second on that previous question you just

asked me?

Q. I think that's your Counsel's job on Redirect.
A. Ckay. All right. Page ten?

Q. Page nine and ten, you said the TSR Wireless

order; correct?

A. Okay -
Q. Are you generally familiar with that order?
A. Again, they all start to bleed together after a

while, but, yes.

Q. Sc it's your testimony that in TSE the FCC held
that the recip comp rules apply to traffic exchange
between LEC and paging carriers?

A. Yeah, this particular cone addressed TSR Wireless,
which is, I believe, a pager carrier, or was. It
probably still is.

Q. And you state that the FCC did not address the
issue of whether CLEC wust be financially responsible,
but TSR is about a paging carrier, not a CLEC; right?
A. Right.

Q. And do you know if TSR addressed the issue of
when a paging carrier must be financially responsible?
A I can't recall the whole aspects of it.

Q. Do you know if the FCC's rules, reciprocal

compensation rules apply to both CLEC and to paging
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carriers?

A, Yes, but I believe they may have kind of carved
them out a little differently with something about
MTA.

Q. Right. Are you aware that in a LEC, the paging
carrier scenario, that MTA is the equivalent of a
local calling area?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Chjiection, calls for a legal
conclusion to which he hasn't testified.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Well, he tegtified about some
differences and that difference being the MTA and so
I'm trying to clarify the difference.

JUDGE :

¥You did open the door. Objectiocn
overruled.

A. Again, I know there is the term MTA in the MTC
order and it applies to wireless. As far as all of
the nuances about that and why the MTC stated what
they stated, I'm not sure?

ATTORNEY FINN:

Can we have a moment?

JUDGE :

Certainly.
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QOFF RECORD DISCUSSION

BY ATTORNEY FINN:
Q. I'm sorry to jump arocund here. Can we go back to
page eight of your Direct testimony?
A. As soon as I find it. Yes, page eight. Okay.
Q. Beginning at line four, vou stated that under
USLEC's suggested approach Verizon would be reguired
to carry the call many miles through multiple switches
on its way to USLEC's PQOI; correct?
A. Yes.
Q. And the reason Verizon has to carry the call
through multiple switches because that is how Verizon
designed ité network; correct?
A. Actually when I say multiple switches, it could
either mean switched, physically switched through the
switch or is passing through that wire center. But,
ves, based on Verizen's network, that's the way it
would be run.
Q. And USLEC had neothing to do with Verizon's
network design; correct?
A, Correct.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Okay. I'm done with Cross. Thank
you.

JUDGE :
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All right. Are you sure you're

done now?

ATTORNEY FINN:

Nothing further, Your Honor.

JUDGE:

Thank you. I think Verizon should
have a couple minutes to discuss ite witness. And I
need one or two minutes off the reccrd with Ms. Finn
and Ms. Smith.

OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

JUDGE :

Go back on the rscord. Before I
let you do that, I actually have a question, if I can
find it. Mr. D'Bmico, would you turn to page two of
yvour rebuttal testimony, please.

A. Ckay.

JUDGE =

Looking at the bettom cf the page,
your guestion beginning on line 16 and your answer
beginning on line 19, do you need a minute to take a
look at that?

A. Hold on a second.
JUDGE :
I'll take that to be a vyes.

A. Yes. ©Okay. I'm ready.
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JUDGE :

If I understand your point for
that question and answer, it is to emphasize that
USLEC isuaanding traffic to Verizon at more than one
PCI; is that right?

AL Yes.

JUDGE :

However, it is accepting Verizon
originated traffic only at its switch in each LATA; is
that right? |
A. Yes.

JUDGE :

And my guestion for you then is
sort of almost a double negative, but do I understand
you correctly that you are not suggesting that it is
net technically feasible for USLEC to receive Verizon
originated traffic at those particular POIs?

A, Correct, it is technically feasible.

JUDGE :

Fine. That's all I needed to
know. Thank you. Now, Counselor.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY_ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Mr. D'Amico, you'll recall that Ms. Finn asked

you 1f a USLEC customer in Allentown called a Verizon
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town customer in Allentown, who would bear the cost of

transporting that call from Allentown to the Verizon
PCI connection?

A. Yes, I recall that.

Q. And you testified, d4id yeou not, that USLEC, if
the USLEC customer originated the call, would carry
the call to the Verizon tandem or the Verizon end
offices, as the case may be?

A, Correct.

Q. Now, if a call is going from a USLEC customer in
Allentown to a Verizon customer in Allentown, how far
is that c¢all going end to end?

A. What's happening is because USLEC has decided to
locate their switch in Philadelphia, even though the
parties may be across the street, USLEC has to carry
that call to their switch in Philadelphia and then
carry it back. So it's really --- you know, the
reagon that situation is occurring is because of the
location of where USLEC has put.its switch.

Q. So it's really the location of USLEC's switch
that has caused those costs?

A Yes.

Q. 2nd did you understand Ms. Montano to testify
this morning that if USLEC has higher costs for

serving a customer far from its switch, that it's free
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to charge more for that service?

A. Yes, I do remember that was the tariff thing.
And my listening to that was that it sounds like if a
USLEC customer --- you know, the distance that it's
located from the USLEC switch impacts what they pay.
Q. And in the case of a Verizon customer, does
Verizon receive greater compensation for carrying that
call or if it has to go all the way to ---.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Cbhbjection.

JUDGE:

Let him finish the question.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Sorry.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

A little bird tells me what the
okjection is going to be.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Let me start the question over again.
A, Y¥eah. Start over.
Q. Can Verizon charge more for a call that must be

transported to the USLEC switch than it does if the
call is carried and delivered entirely on Verizon's
network within the local calling area?

ATTORNEY FINN:
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Objection.

JUDGE :

Now, what's the ground?

ATTORNEY FINN:

Leading.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Actually, Your Honor, I don't
think it was leading. I posed a hypothetical question
and I asked him whether there would be an additional
charge posed. It's an open-ended guestion. He can
answer yes or no. I understand how it's leading. I
didn't suggest facts that are not in evidence or
anything else.

JUDGE :

I agree. Objection overruled.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. I'll =ay it again.
A. No, I got it.
JUDGE :
Please don't.
A. I was just trying to figure out 1f I should say
something or not. I usually write cne on my left hand
and one on my right. Again, although I'm not a local
exchange tariff whiz, I believe the way it works is if

a Verizon customer calls a Verizon customer in that
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local calling area, you know, that's the rate.

If the Verizon customer calls a USLEC customer,
because the rates that are associated with USLEC NSX
is Allentown, then the same rates would apply.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. If Verizon agrees to a particular term with
USLEC, as an interconnection product manager, are you
familiar with whether other CLECs EOuld adopt those
same terms?

A. Yes. Without getting into all of the rules of
what they call MFNing, they are opting into a
contract, other carriers are able to opt inte or take
advantage of those same terms or conditions is my
understanding.

Q. And in your experience as a product manager in
Pennsylvania, are there CLECs who serve mostly or many
ISP custcomers?

A. Yes.

Q. And then I want to also, just to clarify
something that Ms. Finn was asking you about and my
Co-Counsel helpfully handed to me and then I promptly
turned away from it, on page two of your rebuttal
testimony, ckay, at line six, are you asserting there
that USLEC does, in fact, have six customers who are

internet service providers?
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A, No. Again, the word if creates a hypothetical

and, you know, it also addresses, where I say that is
the case --- that is the case with many other LECs,
that this situation based on my experience occurs and
if it isn't occurring today with Picker (phonetic)
CLEC, it could occur tomorrow just because of the way
the contract language is written. It kind of opens up
a loophole, if you will, or maybe encourages that type
of activity.
Q. And also ancother CLEC could opt inte that
agreement, 1is that your understanding?
A Yes, correct.
Q. Ckay. And just to clarify alss, when you say,
morecover, it is likely that these six customers are
located at USLEC switches, were you speaking there as
& factual assertion or as a hypothetical?
A, That was tied to the first spot of the if. It
was just a continuation.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I have nothing further, Your
Honor .

ATTORNEY FINN:

Can I have a moment, please?

JUDGE :

Certainly.
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ATTORNEY FINN:

I think I have just one or two
questicns, Your Honor.
JUDGE :

I normally den't impose limits.

ATTORNEY FINN:

Understood.
RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY ATTORNEY FINN:
Q. Mr. D'Amico, you and Mr. Panner were just talking

about Verizon's rates and what Verizon can charge its
customers; correct?
A, Yes.
Q. And I think vou were talking about whether or not
Verizon could vary that rate based on the distance it
has to carry the traffic? Did I understand that
correctly?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I object on the basis it
mischaracterizes prior testimeony.

JUDGE :

I disagree. The objection is
cverruled.
A. Do you want to ask that again or do you want me

to say something?
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BY ATTORNEY FINN:

Q. Do you remember what the gquestion was or do you
want it read back?

A. Would you read it back?

COURT REPORTER READS BACK PREVIOUS QUESTICN

A. Wnat we were discussing was two scenarios, one
Verizon's sgituation and that's governed by our local
exchange tariff, and Verizon to USLEC situation and
that too is governed by Verizen's local exchange
tariff. So I think the point that I was trying to
make was that I'm not sure of what the rates are and
how they're developed and all of that, but they would
treat that call the same way as far as billing the end
user, the Verizeon end user.

Q. Ckay. So are you familiar with Verizon's rate
structure, local calling rate structurs?

A No, other than to the billing system when it
bills that end user, 1t looks at the --- that that
call to Allentown looks like a call to Allentown. I
guess it doesn't know that it's going to a USLEC,

wherever it's going to.

0. Are you familiar with Verizon's extended area
service?
A, No.

ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Objection.

ATTORNEY FINN:

I'm done. Thank you. Nothing
further. I'm sorry, just a moment. Your Honor, I
think since Mr. Panner asked about the locaticn of
USLEC customers and whether or ncot they were ISPs,
we'd like to intreduce as an exhibit to get it iato
the record the supplemental discovery response that we
talked abcut earlier.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I object, Your Honor, we haven't
--- well, they haven't laid a foundation for it.
They --- there is nothing in there --- I mean, there
has been no --- there has been no foundation for this
response and it hasn't been properly introduced by a
witness.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Can I respond te that?

ATTCRNEY PANNER:

They've had control of the
information from the beginning. They could have put
it in their testimony from beginning.

JUDGE :

Now do you have & response?

ATTORNEY SHOR:
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Can I please respond?

JUDGE :

Yes,

ATTORNEY SHOR:

The parties had various discovery
disputes that we attempted to resolwve and we
ultimately didn't resclve that.

JUDGE -

Yes, and I appreciate that.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

2nd we did it in a way that
provided more information for both of us. There have
been guestions that Mr. D'Amico has been asked and
answered by both USX Counsel and hi= Counsel
concerning virtual and foreign exchange customers, the
location of theose customers and the types of customers
and that was followed up on Redirect. And in Recross
we are simply introducing as an exhibit marking and
showing, 1f he wants to say he's never seen it or
whatever and we have to deal with it separately, we'll
deal with it separately. But I think an appropriate
foundation has been laid.

JUDGHE :

Well, you may be right that an

appropriate foundation has been laid, but more
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importantly than that, you already have the

informqtion of record in this proceeding, because
during Cross Examination by Ms. Finp, Mr. D'Amico
accepted subject to check all of her representations
about the contents of the supplemental discovery,
therefore, it is on the record. I don't see that
Verizen could have any grounds for disputing it unless
they are about to examine that supplemental discovery
and say, no, it deesn't say that. I somehow am
inclined to believe that Ms. Finn had ne reason to
misrepresent her own discovery to the opposite side.

So with that in mind, I find that
it is immaterial that you've offered that particular
exhibit and it's not necessary to put it in the
record. Is there anything else for this witness?

ATTORNEY FINN:

Nothing further.

JUDGE :

Fine. This witness having
testified only on lssues one and two is excused.

ATTORNEY FANNER:

Your Honor, is it all right if Mr.
D'Amico now leaves and goes toe the airport?

JUDGE :

Yas, certainly.
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OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

ATTCORNEY SHCR:

Your Honor, as a matter of
cleanup, you had asked earlier regarding the numbering
in Ms. Montano's testimony and I double checked and I
think the item on page 31 that is identified as issue
eight should now be remarked as issue nine.

JUDGE :

And that's in her Direct

testimony?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Yes. I think if's 31 at the
bottom or it may be --- depending on how it got marked
ig the issue --- the identification of the issue at

the very bottom.

JUDGE :

Yes, I had already marked it issue
number nine.

ATTORNEY SHCR:

Are you ready fcr the next
witness?

JUDGE :

No, actually we have cne more bit
of old business with Ms. Finn.

ATTORNEY FINN:
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Yes. I can't find the one I wrote

on, but I think I just found another one, so we'll
write on it again.
_ JUDGE :

And now that you've written on it
would you like to move it into evidence?

ATTORNEY FINN:

Yes, Your Honor. USLEC would like
to move USLEC Exhibit One into evidence.

JUDGE :

Rdmitted without objection. 1Is
USLEC Exhibit Number Two identified and withdrawn?

ATTORNEY FINN:

Yes, USLEC Exhibit Number Two is
identified and withdrawn.

JUDGE:

Fine. All right. Now, I believe
we are back to Ms. Montano, who by virtue of her prior
appearance continues to be under ocath and is now
responsible for the remainder and numerical order of
the issues that are left in this proceeding. And
Mr. Shor, I find it hard to be believe you would need
to do much introduction, but whatever you think is
necessary.

ATTORNEY SHOR:
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Ms. Montano is available for Cross

Examination on issues three, four, five, six, eight
and nine.

JUDGE :

Yes. &And I quite agree. Mr.
Panner.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you.
WANDA MONTANO, PREVIOUSLY SWORN, RECALLED TO TESTIFY
RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Ms. Montano, on issues three and four, you'wve
testified that Voice Information Services traffic ---
and this is your Direct testimony, on page --- T
apologize. On page 12, line 22 and then going over to
page 13, line one, yvou've testified that Voice
Information Services traffic, as defined in the
agreement, gquote, cannot be characterized as
interstate or intrastate exchange access, information
access or exchange services for exchange access or

information access, is that your testimony?

A Yes, it is.

Q. Is that a legal conclusion?

A, It is my understanding of the issue.
Q- Iz it a legal conclusion?
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A I think the legal conclusicns are for the Judge

to draw, not for me.
Q. Is it a legal conclusion?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Asked and answered.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I disagree. It hasn't been
answered.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. It's a simple yes or no. Is it a legal
conclusion or is it not a legal conclusion?

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Asked and answered.

JUDGE :

I'm at the point in the day where
I don't particularly care. If it's a legal
conclusion, I'll deal with it any way I want. If it's
not a legal conclusion, 1711 regard it as factual
text.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. I'll pass on now to issue five. Ms. Montano, do
you know what it means for USLEC to receive traffic
from Verizon's network?
A. Are you talking about the testimeny that begins

on page 167
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Q. I'm simply asking the guestion, do you know what

it means for USLEC to receive traffic from Verizon's
network?

A. Based on the definition that you guys have
proposed in the interconnection agreement?

Q. If I say toc you that USLEC has received traffic
from Verizon'S network, do you know what I mean?

A. No, because we don't use that word., We use

originating and terminating.

Q. So your testimeony is that you do not know what 1t
means?
A4. Not in terms of an industry standard term, in

terms of how traffic flows.

Q. Ckay. I'd like to go on to issue six. Does
USLEC --- first of all, can you describe for me what a
traditional FX service is?

A. My understanding of foreign exchange service is
that a customer has a location in one calling area and
would like for customers of their business in a
calling area to be able to make a local call to them
rather than a toll call.

Q. bnd do you know how Verizon provisions a
traditional FX service?

A. No, I do not.

Q. Ckay. Now, does USLEC cffer FX service?
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A Yeg, we do.

Q. Now, would you agree that it's possible to
provision FX service by offering switching service cut
of an end office and then provisioning a dedicated
line from that end office to a customer locatieon in a
different local exchange? Would that be possible?

A. Can you break that into smaller pieces?

0. Sure.. In a traditional ~--- have you read the

testimony of Mr. Haynes?

A, Yes, I have.
Q. In that testimony, I believe he describes a
traditional FX service as one in whiech --- and I'l1l

try to break it down for you, one in which a customer
purchases service in a foreign end office and then
purchases transport from that end office to the
customer location in a different exchange. Do you

understand that?

A Yes, I do.

Q. Okay. Does USLEC offer FX service in this
fashion?

A. Yes, we do.

Q. So you offer service in a fashion where you have
--- you have a customer who is located in --- okay.

Let me break that down. When you offer FX service, is

your switch --- do you require --- is your switch

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

leg

17

18

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

175
always in the exchange area associated with the Nxx

code assigned to the customer?

A. No, it is neot.

Q. Bo it might well be true that the switch is quite
distant from the local exchange area associated with
the assigned NXX code; is that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And, in fact, you would offer FX service,
cffering NXX codes associated with any NXX code in the
LATA where you have assigned numbersg out of one switch
in the LATA; is this correct?

A, That's correct.

Q. Now, compared to offering --- if you offer FX

service, do yvou impose an additional charge?

A. Yes, we do.
Q. Do you know how much that charge is?
A. I believe it's 51,000 a month, plus %500

non-referring charge, plus hunting fees. There are
antilog trunk fees ag well, I believe of $12 a month.
Q. Okay. Now, what additional costs do you have
when you're --- I'll withdraw that guestion.

I'm gocing to go to the board here and I'll try to

OFF EECOED DISCUSSION

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Q. I'm going to draw a schematic here. I'm going to

call this exchange area A. And I'm going to call this
exchange area B. &And we're going to have a customer
here, we{ll call him customer X. I'm going to have a
customer here, we'll call her customer Y. Now, can
vou tell me is the call from X to ¥ a local call?

A. That would depend on what Verizon's tariff says
is the calling area between A and B.

Q. But as I've described this, this is outside the
exchange area for the subscriber X. So it's in a
different exchange area, no EAS, nothing fancy. It's
just there is a local exchange area here, a local
exchange area here, a call connect, a call ¥, is that
a local call?

R, Could you define exchange area for me because
we've talked about local calling areas and serving
wire centers, that's a term that I don't understand.
Q. Okay. A local exchange area is an area in which

calls between customer stations are considered local

A, Okay.
Q. --- where the gtaticns are located within the
exchange area. Is the call from X to ¥ --- and I

believe that's paraphrasing the way that's defined in

the tariff subject to check. But is a call from X to
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Y a local call?

A. As you've defined it, yes.
Q. X is in exchange area A®°

A Uh-huh (yes).

Q. Y is in exchange area B, a different exchange
area?

A Yes.

. Is & call from X to ¥ a local call?

A. ¥ don't believe so.

Q. Okay. So the answer is no?

A. That's correct.

Q. Okay. Well, what if the NPA/NXX of the X
customer and the Y customer are, in fact, associated
with the same local calling area? Ia other werds, you
could have a customer here, Y, right, who has an NPA,

an assigned NPA/NXX associated with the lecal calling

area A, ---

B Ckay .

Q. --- would it still be an interexchanged call?

4. No, that would be a foreign exchange call.

Q. It can be a local call®

A. It would be a local call because the customer has

purchased foreign exchange.
Q. 80 in your view that would be defined as a local

call?
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A, Yes.

Q. Would the reciprocal compensation apply to that
call?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. In fact, so X --- let me just clarify one

thing. Even if USLEC's switch is here and Verizon is
the one transperting the traffic all the way to here,
not only in your view is Verizon not entitled to any
compensation for this transport, Verizon must pay
USLEC to deliver that call to Y; is that correct?

A. I believe that that pricing structure would apply
regardless of whether your company is offering the
foreign exchange or mine. The traffic flows in both
directions, so, yes.

Q. Okay. So the answer is, yes, we would have to
pay you in that circumstance?

. Yes. And you would have to pay me in the
opposite direction.

Q. Okay. That's fine.

A, I'm sorry. Let me correct that. I would have to
pay you in the opposite direction.

Q. That's fine. That's what you think we're
entitled to?

A. That is the way the networks work today and that

is the way the rules are today.
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Q. Okay. And you're charging an extra, you said I

think it was, 500 ticks and $1,000 a month or 1,000
ticks, $500 a month, tb deliver the call from this
cusctomer ¥ for this FX service; is that correct?

k. The charges that we apply to the customer have to
do with the facility that the customer purchases from
ug to get from one calling area to the other.

Q. But, in fact, the customer in my example is
located right next to your switch, isn't he, or she?
Y ig she. BSo Y is located right next teo your switch
in my example; isn't she?

A Yes.

Q. And yet you're charging her extra to provide this

FX service; is that correct?

A That's the nature of the service, ves.
Q. Thank you. Now, let me ask you one more
guestion. You've testified, have you not, --- let me

ask you one further guestion. You've testified, have
you nobt, that the NPA/NXXs of these two customers is
the same, that it's a local call but it's reciprocal
compensation; is that correct?

A. I'm sorry. Could you restate that?

Q. You've testified that --- and I didn't really say
that exactly right, so thanks. If the NPA/NXXs of the

two customers are associated with the same local
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calling area, that it's a local call but it's

reciprocal compensation, is that your testimony?

A Yes, it is.

C. Now, suppose that I told you that customer Y was
located in Scuth Carclina and customer X was loccated
in Penmsylvania, would your conclusicn change that
it's a local call?

Al Yes, my conclusion would change, but USLEC
wouldn't offer that service to its subscribers,

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Your Honor, I'd like to mark
Exhibit vZ-5.

JUDGE:

So marked.

(Exhibit VZ-5 marked

for identification.)

JUDGE :

What is it?

ATTORNEY PANNER:

It is a printout of a page from
the USLEC website describing the long distance and
toll free services that USLEC offers.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Do you have one more?

ATTORNEY PANNER:
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Sure.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you.
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Okay. Can you turn te page twoe and go down to
the third bolded heading. And I'm going to read
that. It says, local toll free trademark service, is
that correct, is that the heading?
A Yes.
Q. It says local toll free service allows your
customers in another city to make a local call to you,
is that correctly read?
A, Yes.
Q. And it says USLEC's local toll free service lets
you establish local phone number across the USLEC

footprint, is that what it says?

A, Yes.
Q. What is the USLEC footprint?
A I did not write this so I have no idea who the

author is or what was meant. I can speculate that in
--- when we, within the company talk about footprint,
it's the 14 states that we provide service in.

Q. Then it says this unique inbound calling service
allows anyone to place a, quote, free, end quote,

local call to you from anywhere within USLEC's
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territory with you picking up the charges at a lower

cost; 1s that correct?
A. Yes.
B ATTORNEY PANNER:
I have no further gquesticns.
ATTORNEY SHOR:
Just a minute.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY ATTORNEY SHOR:
Q. Just a couple of guestions on Redirect,
Ms. Montanc. In the diagram that was drawn,
Mr. Panner was asking you about the charges that USLEC
assesses on to its FX customers for service; do you
recall that? |
A. Yes.
Q. And he proposited (phonetic) to you the situation
where the FX customer is located, I think he put it,
near the USLEC switch; do you recall that?
A, Yes, sir.
Q. Do you know whether any of USLEC's FX customers

in Pennsylvania are located near the USLEC switch?

A. Yes, I believe they are.

Q. What's that distance?

A. I believe it is less than five miles.

Q. And are there others that are located at greater
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distances?

A. Yes, there are.

Q. What are those distances?

L. I think there is one at 12 miles.

Q. And do you have any recollection what the average

distance is?

A, No, I don't, but I believe it's in the discovery
that we szsubmitted.

Q. And with respect to the information from the
website that you were just asked about, do you know
how that service is provisioned?

. T believe it is provisioned as an enhancement to

our tell free service, inbound B00 service.

Q. So that it could, in fact, be a corellary to the

800 service that USLEC also offers?
A Yes.
Q. Are you aware of any customers in the
Pennsylvania area who utilize thisg service to permit
customers to call them ocutside of the State of
Pennsylvania?
A, No, I'm not.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

I have nothing further.

ATTORNEY PANNER :

Just one thing.
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RECROSS EXAMINATICN

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. You said it's a corollary to your 800 service?

A, Uh-huh (yes).

Q. But the switch would nonetheless recognize it ---
Verizon's switch would nonetheless route it and rate
it as a local call; is that correct?

A, From the ---,

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Qbjection, calls for speculation
by the witness as.to how Verizon's switch would read
it. She says she is guessing as to how it's
provisioned.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Your Honor, she has testified
extensively about how in the industry calls are rated
and routed.

JUDGE :

Ms. Montano, try to answer the
gquestion to the best of your ability.

a. Yes, sir. My speculaticn on how we provide this
service ig that the customer would have an 800 number
or an 8XX number. Your switch would see that, it

would do the appropriate dip into the impact database

and determine whether or not that call would get
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routed either to the customer's interexchange pick or

would get routed to us over USLEC Net, which is our
long distance service.

BY ATTORNEY PANMER:

Q. When you hear the phrase local phone numbers, do
you think that that phrasge includes 800 numbers?

A It could.

Q. Okay. And would you have to pay access charges
on such calls?

. It depends on how it's routed. If this
particular customer --- because we also have a long
distance product, if they were pic'd, P-I-C apostrophe
D, they pic'd us to be their long distance service,
then we would carry that traffic on our network
because we have a backbone network that connects our
switches and deliver it to the customer on the other
end, in which case no access charges would apply
because I would be the sole carrier of the call.

If the customer is pic'd to Verizon for a long
distance service or AT&T or anyone else, then, yes,
access charges would apply.

COURT REPORTER READS BACK FPREVIQUS ANSWER
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Just to clean up the record. Do you know if

USLEC pic'd an interexchange carrier for a Verizon
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local customer if USLEC has to pay access charges on

long distance traffic that that customer originates?

A. Let me see if

I'm not sure I understand it.

I can restate your guestion because

Are you asking whether

a Verizon lccal customer could pick USLEC as their

long distance carrier?

Q. Okay. Well,

A. The answer is
BY ATTORNEY PANNER:
Q. Okay. &and if

have to pay access

calls made by that
A. Yes.
Q. Ckay. So, in

access charges are

that's part of it.

JUDGE :

That's the first part.
yes.

that were the case, would USLEC
charges to Verizon on long distance
customer?

fact, access charges --- whether

due doesn't depend on whether USLEC

is pic'd by XC or not?

A. It depends on

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE,
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No.

INC.



10

11

12

13

14

15

le

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

187
JUDGE :

The witness is excused and thank
you for coming.

OFF RECORD DISCUSSION

JUDGE :

And do you want to introduce this
witness to us?

ATTCORNEY PANNER:

Bure.

TERRY HAYNES, PREVICUSLY SWORN, CALLED TO TESTIFY
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Can you state your name and business address?

A. Yes. I'm Terry Haynes, 600 Hidden Ridge, Irving,
Texas and the ZIP is 75038.

Q. Who is your employer?

A. I'm employed by Verizon as a manager and the
regulator person.

JUDGE :

And Mr. Haynes, I want to welcome
you to the hearing this morning and also remind you
that early this morning you took your oath as a
witness?

A. Yes, sir.

JUDGE :

SARGENT'S COURT REPCORTING SZERVICE, INC.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

1ls

13

20

21

22

23

24

25

188
And you continue to be in that

position now.
A. I understand.
- JUDGE:
Thank you. Could you give your
title, please?

A. Manager of the state regulatory.

BY ATTORNEY PANNER:

Q. Did you cause to have prepare for this proceeding
this 20 --- well, 20 pages of Direct testimony?

a. Yes, I did.

Q. Dated May 31st, 20027

A, Yes.

Q. Do you have any corrections teo make to that
testimony?

A. No.

Q. If those same questions were asked of you today

would you give the same answers?

A. Yes, I would.

Q. Did you cause to have prepared 14 pages of
rebuttal testimony that was filed on July Sth, 2000°7

A. Yes, I did.

Q. Do you have any corrections to make to that?
A None to that.
Q. If you were asked the same questions today would
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you give the same answers?

A. Yas, I would.

Cross Examination.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

I offer his testimony subject to

JUDGE :

The Direct testimony of Mr. Haynes

and the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Havnes are admitted

subject to Cross Examination and any timely motion.

And we have one small old business thing to clean up

and that is VZ Exhibit Five.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

Thank you, Your Honor. I'd like

to move admission of Verizon Exhibit Five.

Mr. Shor.

CROSS EXAMINATION
BY ATTORNEY SHOR:

Q. Mr. Haynes,

JUDGE:

Admitted without objection.

ATTORNEY SHOR:

Thank you, Youl Eonor.

my name is Michael Shor. I'm here as

Counsel for USLEC of Pennsylvania. I'd like to ask

you a few questions this afterncoon, please.

Mr. Haynes, to your knowledge does Verizon coffer a
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gservice known as foreign exchange in Pennsylvania?

A. Yes, they do.

Q. ind how deoes that work?

A, It's my understanding that it is provisioned in a
manner --- I'll try to use some examples. Let's use
the Allentown, Philadelphia example. They seem
popular teday. If I had an Allentown customer that
wanted te have a virtual or foreign exchange presence

in the Philadelphia location, that customer would

‘negotiate with Verizon for that service. As part of

that service they would lease a loop (phonetic) that
would connect the location in Allentown with the
location in Philadelphia. And they would have a
virtual presence, if you will, from the Philadelphia
location back to Allentown or you could turn it arocund
and use it the other way. So it would involve having
a lease to loop plus a local service number type of
service.

Q. So as I understand it, Verizon would assign a
telephone number to a customer who is physically
located in Allentown?

A, Yes.

Q. And has an NPA/NXX that is associated with the
Philadelphia local calling area?

A That's correct.
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Q. Okay. And in essence, that gives that Allentown

customer what we called a virtual presence in the
Philadelphia calling area?

A. Yes. Their physical lecation would still be in
Allentown, but the loop that they would pay for that
connects the two towns together would be the
compensgation Verizon would get in lieu of what would
normally be toll calls.

Q. And that arrangement allows customers in
Philadelphia to call the ARllentown customer without
incurring a toll charge; is that correct?

A That's correct. We get our compensation and that
loss that we experience is recovery for the cost for
that loop that's leased between the two points.

Q. Do you have any ildea approximatsly how many
customers in Pennsylvania utilize Verizon's foreign
exchange service?

A, T don't know. We were trying to find an easy way
to get that information in our system. I understood
that was a data request. T don't think we got it, but
we were looking for it.

Q. Do you generally have an idea across Verizon's
feootprint how many people utilize foreign exchange
service?

B, Percentage-wise it's extremely small. I had a
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chance to look into it awhile back for another

situation and it turned out to be much less than one
percent of our total customers.
Q. But that could still be a fairly substantial
number of customers even though it's a small
percentage of Verizon's total customer base?
A. Yes. If you have a base of 7¢ million
nationally, it would be a big number. If you have a
base of whatever it is locally --- I don't know the
exact numbers.
Q. Do you have any idea what the Verizon customer
base is in Pennsylvania®
A. I think I remember reading somewhere around six
million customers. I don't know that to be --- I
wouldn't swear to that, but it's just a rough number.
Q. Math has never been one of my streng points, but
one percent of six million is 1,000.

ATTORNEY PANNER:

It would be something with a six
in it.

BY ATTORNEY SHOR:

Q. So it's something less than 6,0007

A, I would probably agree it's something less than
6,000.

Q. So it's within the range of maybe 4,000 to 6,000
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customer utilize it?

A. Again, I just remember the number in Florida
being much less than one percent. I don't remember if
it*'s .8, .5. I don't recall.

Q. Now, to your knowledge, is Verizon's foreign
exchange legal in Pennsylvania?

a. It's my understanding that it's a tariff service
that we express to the Commission and the Commission
approved 1it.

Q. Okay. &And as I understand it, Verizon has been
billing and collecting reciprocal compensation from
CLEC whose customer have been calling Verizon's FX
customers?

2. That is an understanding that I would agree with
and I want to elaborate on that understanding. The
system that we have in place was bullt --- and I'd
have to get some information, historical information
to confirm how it 1s here in Pennsylvania, but I know
from my experience, which is more former GT than
former Bell Atlantic, we have had a system in place
for a very long time that was built from the idea that
a call that originated at one NPA/NXX and terminated
another NPA/NXX compared those two to determine if it
was goling to be treated as a local or if it was going

to be treated as an access call. BAnd that was based
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on the premise that we didn’'t have cther providers

like CLEC. We had us, then ILEC, another ILEC which
we principally exchanged traffic with and that was
generall;-balanced, roughly 50 percent one way, 50
percent the cther so there wasn't an issue, concerned
on our part.

Sc our billing system wasn't built to take into
consideration the possibility that we might have a lot
of traffic going one way. And elaborating on that, I
guess what I'm trying tec say is that if we had a
literal comparison of the termination and origination
point, by our definition a call that originates in one
Place and terminates in another that's not local at
that point should be entitled to access.

So I believe I expressed in my testimony that has
been submitted that we would be willing to work with a
CLEC. &nd we, in fact, offered to do that, as an
example. We said we realized we have traffic that's
coming from you to us and vice versa. In those
situations where we've been treating that as recip
comp, we'd be willing to work to get a measurement
established to put in a tool that would allow us to
compensate with access rather than recip comp.

Q. Thanks. But I just want teo see if I can do a

short form summary. The answer is that, yes, Verizon
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has been billing and collecting recip comp from CLEC

for calls to Verizon's FX customers?

- Yeah, just based om the fact that the system
doesn't have a way to differentiate at this point.

Q. Aand, in fact, because the billing system and the
routing system can't distinguish?

A It doesn‘t have a tool built_into it, that's
correct.

Q. Okay. It locks at the NPA/NXXs and if they're
associated with the same local calling area it's rated
to the originating caller as a local call?

A, That's correct.

Q. &nd if the NPA/NXX is assigned in one instance to
--- 1f the NPA/NXX as the calling party is associated
with the CLEC and the NPA/NXX of the call party is
associated with Verizon foreign exchange customer,
Verizon will bill that CLEC recip comp?

A, Right. Once again, because the system has no
intelligence to do otherwise.

<. Now, does Verizon offer a service known as

Enhanced Intellilink, PRI hub service in Pennsylvania?

A. Yes, they do, that's my understanding.
Q. Can you tell me how that service works?
A. I can give a broad description. I'm not a

literal expert but I've had the experts tell me a
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little bit about it. As I understand, we have two

services that are very similar in terms of --- not
enly that and something else called IPRS. So you've
got the service you just described and another cne.

In both cases, as I understand, the service is a local
customer is trying to reach lease services by the ISP
termination. So they try to get ahold of the internet
gservice provider.

So we have an end user that dials into the switch
and that switch recognizes the number being dialed as
one that's part of the service that an ISP has paid
for. BAnd it routes that call or that communicaticn to
a hub and the hub themn hands off via the dedicated
loop that the ISP pays for, the traffic that's destine
for the internet. And the compensation we receive in
that case, I know there is a state tariff for the
service you described and there is a federal tariff
for the other services, but both services we receive
compensation. The transport portion of that based on

the monthly rates that the custeomer for the service

would pay --- 80 we got a rate that's including that
transport ---.
Q. Now, to your Knowledge, does the customer who

purchased the service, are they given NPA/NXXs that

are assoclated with local calling areas?
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A, Yes, they are.

Q. S0 it’'s not a 1-B00 or a 1-500 type servigce ---
AL Ag T understand ---.

Q. --- in this particular one?

A. In the example I just described, I believe it has

an add-on if they want to use it, that being the
customer, of having 1-500 options, it's my
understanding generally they chose the local numbers,
but it does have an option.

Q. And to your knowledge, do any of the ISPs that
that service is sold to, co-locate with Verizon in any
of its switches?

A. Honest to goodness, my understanding of the
general arrangement of it, I don't know. I know we
have the hubs, but I'm not sure how far they are
located away from those hubs, where it passes off. I
do know they have a link, but I don't know how far

those links run before it reaches the ISP. I don't

know.

Q. Is it possible that some of those customers are
co-located with ---7

A, It's certainly possible, yes.

Q. Let me finish the guestion.

A. I'm sorry.

Q. It's possible that some of those customers are
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co-located within Verizon switches?

A, It's certainly possible. If they've leased space
from us I would think it's an arrangement they can
secure.

Q. To your knowledge, is it possible for the ISP
customer, the end user customer, to be located cutside
of the LATA within which the local calling numbers are
assigned?

A, As I understand the infrastructure that's in
place, let me use Pennsylvania since it's what we're
addressing, for the structure here we have 30 some
hubs deployed across the state and they have links in
from the various local central offices to those hubs.
Cnce it reaches those hubs, I believe the ISP provider
can order its dedicated loop and it can be any length
it wants to be at that point because they're buving a
loop, not necessarily from us. They can buy it from
anybody. And we simply took it to that loop and sent

it to wherever it terminated.

Q. So you don't necessarily know where it
terminates?
A. No, I don't, honestly. Somebody that's a product

expert may have some ldea, but I don't.
Q. S50 to your knowledge could it possibly terminate

outside of the LATA where the local calling numbers
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are assigned?

A, In my understanding of it, thecretically it
could. I don't have the precise knowledge about any
perimeters that might have been established to prevent
that. I just don't know the details.

Q. Thank you. And like Verizon's foreign exchange
service, in essence, this gives the Enhanced
Intellilink customer a virtual presence in a calling
area where it has no physical locations?

A. Well, the similiatries between the two that I
find significant to me is that in both cases Verizon
is compensated for the transpert that it's provided
across the distance because our concern has been
around the issue of whether or not transports are
going to be provided free of charge and several CLECs
have asked us to provide it versus keing compensated
to be transported to go some distance.

Q. But focusing on the service that's provided to
the ISPs --- and let's stick with our Allentown and
Philadelphia example. We can have an ISP that's

located in this instance in Philadelphia.

A. Right.
Q. And maybe they're located in Allentown because
the real estate ceosts are cheaper. But let's put them

in Allentown and they want a Philadelphia number and
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they choose, for whatever reason, to utilize this

service, it gives that ISP in Allentown a virtual
presence, if you will, in Philadelphia?

A. Ye;;. Physically speaking, the way I'd
understand that example, we have a hub somewhere close
to Allentown. It may not be in Philadelphia. It may
be fairly c;ose to Allentown. It's based on quantity
of hauls coming into the hub. And they wculd have an
arrangement where the end user that's using an ISP
would call inte our switch and the switch would then
hand off to the hub, however close it might be, it
could be as far away as Philadelphia but my guess is
based on having, I think 38 hubs in the state, it
would be fairly close to Allentown.

Q. But the question is it gives the ISP located in
Allentown a virtual presence in Philadelphia? Pecple
can call that number in Philadelphia and think that
the ISP is located there?

B, Let me back up and be sure I'm understanding
you. Because maybe what vou just said and what I'm
sayving are at odds with each other. If we have an
Allentown end user trying to reach somebedy
subscribing to this service, they're going to <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>