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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF TIMOTHY T. DEVINE 
ON BEHALF OF 

METROPOLITAN FIBER SYSTEMS OF FLORIDA, INC. 
Docket No. 950985A-TP 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BZJSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Timothy T. Devine. My business address is MFS 

Communications Company, Inc. ("MFSCC"), 250 Williams St., Ste. 2200, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303. 

WHAT IS YOUR POSITION WITH MFS? 

I am the Senior Director of External and Regulatory Affairs for the 

Southern Region for MFS Communications Company, Inc., the indirect 

parent company of Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida. 

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES IN THAT POSITION? 

I am responsible for the regulatory oversight of commission dockets and 

other regulatory matters and serve as MFS'a representative to various 

members of the industry. I am also responsible for coordinating co-carrier 

discussions with Local Exchange Carriers within the Southern Region. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PREVIOUS PROFESSIONAL 

EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 

I have a B.S.  in Political Science from Arizona State University and an 

M. A. in Telecommunications Policy from George Washington University. 

I began work in the telecommunications industry in April 1982 as a sales 

representative for packet switching services for Graphnet, Inc., one of the 

first value-added common carriers in the United States. From 1983 until 
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1987, I was employed at Sprint Communica.tions Co., in sales, as a tariff 

analyst, as a product manager, and as Manager of Product and Market 

Analysis. During 1988, I worked at Contel Corporation, a local exchange 

carrier, in its telephone operations group, as the Manager of Network 

Marketing. I have been working for MFSCC and its affiliates since 

January 1989. During this time period, I have worked in product 

marketing and development, corporate planning, regulatory support, and 

regulatory affairs. Most recently, from August 1994 until August 1995, I 

have been representing MFSCC on regulatory matters before the New 

York, Massachusetts, and Connecticut state commissions and was 

responsible for the MFSCC Interim Co-Carrier Agreements with NYNEX 

in New York and Massachusetts, as well as the execution of a co-carrier 

Joint Stipulation in Connecticut. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE OPERATIONS OF MFS 

COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, INC. AND ITS SUBSIDIARIES. 

MFSCC is a diversified telecommunications holding company with 

operations throughout the country, as well as in Europe. MFS Telecom, 

Inc., an MFSCC subsidiary, through its operating affiliates, is the largest 

competitive access provider in the United States. MFS Telecom, Inc.’s 
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subsidiaries, including MFS/McCourt, Inc., provide non-switched, 

dedicated private line and special access services. 

MFS Intelenet, Inc. ("MFSI") is another wholly owned subsidiary 

of MFSCC. It causes operating subsidiaries to be incorporated on a state- 

by-state basis. MFSI's operating subsidiaries collectively are authorized to 

provide switched interexchange telecommunications services in 48 states 

and have applications to offer such service pending in the remaining states. 

Where so authorized, MFSI's operating sub.sidiaries offer end users a 

single source for local and long distance telecommunications services with 

quality and pricing levels comparable to those achieved by larger 

communications users. Apart from Florida, MFSI subsidiaries have been 

authorized to provide competitive local exchange service in thirteen states. 

Since July 1993, MFS Intelenet of New York, Inc. has offered local 

exchange services in competition with New York Telephone Company. 

MFS Intelenet of Maryland, Inc. was authorized to provide local exchange 

services in competition with Bell Atlantic-Maryland, Inc. in April 1994 and 

recently has commenced operations. On June 22, 1994, MFS Intelenet of 

Washington, Inc. was authorized to provide local exchange services in 

competition with US West Communications, Inc. On July 20, 1994, MFS 
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Intelenet of Illinois, Inc. was certificated to provide local exchange services 

in competition with Illinois Bell Telephone Company and Central 

Telephone Company of Illinois. MFS Intelenet of Ohio was certificated to 

provide competitive local exchange service in competition with Ohio Bell 

on August 3, 1995. MFS Intelenet of Michigan, on May 9, 1995, was 

certificated to provide competitive local exchange service in competition 

with Ameritech-Michigan. MFS Intelenet of Connecticut was dedicated to 

provide local exchange service in competition with Southern New England 

Telephone Company on June 28, 1995. MFS Intelenet of Texas, Inc. was 

authorized to provide local exchange service: in Texas in competition with 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company by Order signed on October 25, 

1995. MFS Intelenet of Georgia, Inc. was ,authorized to provide 

competitive local exchange service in Georgia on October 27, 1995. MFS 

Intelenet of Pennsylvania, Inc. was authorized to provide local exchange 

service in Pennsylvania by Order entered October 4, 1995. Finally, MFS 

Intelenet of Massachusetts was certificated on March 9, 1994 to operate as 

a reseller of both interexchange and local exchange services in the Boston 

Metropolitan Area in competition with New England Telephone. 
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HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS 

COMMISSION? 

Yes. On August 14, 1995 and September 8, 1995, respectively, I filed 

direct and rebuttal testimony in the universad service docket. In re: 

Determination of funding for universal service and carrier of last resort 

responsibilities, Docket No. 950696-TP. Oln September 1 and September 

29, 1995, respectively, I filed direct and rebuttal testimony in the 

temporary number portability docket. In re: Investigation into temporary 

local telephone portability solution to implement competition in local 

exchange telephone markets, Docket No. 9580737-TP. On September 15 

and September 29, 1995, respectively, I filed direct and rebuttal testimony 

in the TCG Interconnection Petition docket. Resolution of Petition(s) to 

establish nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for interconnection 

involving local exchange companies and alternative local exchange 

companies pursuant to Section 364.162, Florida Statutes, Docket No. 

950985-TP. 

ARE ANY OF THE PARTIES UPON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE 

TESTIFYING CURRENTLY CERTIFICATED TO PROVIDE 

SERVICE IN FLORIDA? 
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A. Yes. Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc., a certificated 

Alternative Access Vendor ("AAV") has notified the Commission of its 

intent to provide switched local exchange service in Florida. The 

Commission acknowledged this notification on September 12, 1995 and 

MFS-FL has since been certificated as an alternative local exchange 

company. 

I. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

The purpose of this testimony is to respond to the Amended Petition of 

Continental and the Direct Testimony of A. R. (Dick) Schleiden filed by 

Continental Cablevision, Inc. ("Continental") in this docket on October 20, 

1995. MFS-FL finds that it is generally in agreement with Continental and 

the interconnection arrangements it proposes,. In particular, MFS-FL 

supports Continental's proposal for a bill and keep system of reciprocal 

compensation. The bill and keep method of reciprocal compensation is 

administratively simple, avoids complex economic analysis which is at best 

subject to further questioning, and is fair. What is more, bill and keep is 

A. 
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already the most commonly used method of reciprocal compensation 

between LECs throughout the country. 

MFS-FL also generally supports Continental’s position that a 

number of other interconnection arrangemeints are required to permit local 

exchange competition to develop in Florida consistent with the intent of the 

Legislature. In fact, MFS-FL is filing on the same date as this testimony 

its own petition for interconnection arrangeiments in this docket. As 

explained in the MFS-FL Petition and the testimony and exhibits attached 

thereto, MFS-FL is also requesting a bill and keep system of reciprocal 

compensation and many of the same interconnection arrangements proposed 

by Continental. The MFS-FL Petition and the testimony and exhibits 

attached thereto is attached to this Testimony as Exhibit TTD-1. As 

explained more fully in the attached Exhibit TTD-1, MFS-FL proposes, in 

addition to the interconnection arrangements; proposed by Continental, 

additional interconnection arrangements that are necessary for MFS-FL to 

provide competitive local exchange service in Florida. 

MFS-FL, like Continental, has been unable to reach agreement with 

BellSouth regarding interconnection arrangements. MFS-FL was unable to 

reach such an agreement because BellSouth insisted on basing any 
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interconnection or unbundling agreement on its own universal service 

proposal. Through the attached Exhibit TTD-1, MFS-FL will also explain 

its disagreements with the position of BellSlouth in negotiations with MFS- 

FL on each of the co-carrier issues, as well as its disagreements with the 

Stipulation reached between BellSouth and 'TCG and filed in this docket on 

October 17, 1995. 

11, CO-CARRIER ARRANGEMENTS REQUIRED FOR MFS-FL TO 

COMPETE IN PROVIDING LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE IN 

FLORIDA 

Q. WHAT ARE THE CO-CARRIER ARRANGEMENTS THAT MFS-FL 

RECOMMENDS BE ADOPTED FOR FLORIDA ALECS? 

MFS-FL believes that certain co-carrier requirements should apply equally 

and reciprocally to all local exchange carriers, both ALECs and LEO.  

The co-carrier arrangements that MFS-FL will need to provide service on 

January 1, 1996, as listed in the attached proposed MFS-FL stipulation 

dated November 8, 1995, are: 

1) Number Resources Arrangements; 
2) Meet-point Billing Arrangements, including Tandem Subtending; 
3) Default Network Interconnection Architecture, Reciprocal Traffic 

Exchange, and Reciprocal Compensation; 
4) Shared Network Platform Arrangements; 
5 )  Unbundled Exchange Service Arrangements; and 

A. 
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(Unbundled exchange service arrangements are addressed in the separate 

MFS-FL Unbundling Petition; the five remaining co-carrier issues are 

addressed in the attached MFS-FL interconnection Petition.) The MFS-FL 

position on each of these issues is described in detail in its attached Exhibit 

TTD-1. As noted, in many respects, MFS--FL agrees with the Continental 

position on these issues, and particularly the Continental position that bill 

and keep reciprocal compensation is the ideal method of compensation for 

terminating access. In other respects, the MFS-FL position expands upon 

and adds to the arrangements requested by Continental. Rather than 

recapitulate the MFS-FL position on each of these issues, MFS-FL 

incorporates and attaches to this testimony the petition, testimony, and 

attachments filed in its own interconnection case. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes, it does. 

Local Telephone Number Portability Arrangements. 
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BEFORE THE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Resolution of petition(s) to establish ) 
nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for ) 
interconnection involving local exchange companies 1 

) 
Section 364.162, Florida Statutes ) 
and alternative local exchange companies pursuant to 

Docket No. 950985-TP 
Filed: November 13, 1995 

PETITION OF METROPOLITAN FIBER SYSTEMS OF FLORIDA, INC. 
FOR BELLSOUTH INTERCONNECTION RATES, TERMS, AND CONDITIONS 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc., through its undersigned counsel, and 

pursuant to Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-22.036(7), SIzction 364.162, Florida Statutes, 

and the Order Establishing Procedure in this docket, files this Petition for BellSouth to provide 

nondiscriminatory interconnection rates, terms, and conditions: 

1. Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. ("MFS-FL") is a certificated 

Alternative Access Vendor ("AAV"). The Commission recently recognized MFS-FL's request 

to provide competitive local exchange service as an alternative local exchange company 

("ALEC"). effective January 1, 1996. The address of MFS-FL is: 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
8830 N.W. 18th Terrace, America's Gateway Center 
Miami. FL 33172 



2. The individuals to notify in this proceeding are: 

Timothy Devine 
MFS Communications Company, Inc. 
250 Williams St. 
Suite 2200 
Atlanta, GA 30303-1034 
4041224-6115 @h.) 
404/224-6060 (fax) 

Richard M. Rindler 
James C. Falvey 
SWIDLER & BERLIN, CHARTERED 
3000 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
2021424-7771 (ph.) 
2021424-7645 (fax) 

State istory ment of Interest and Negot- H . .  

3.  Pursuant to Section 364.162, Florida Statutes, MFS-FL and BellSouth have 60 

days to negotiate acceptable interconnection rates, terms, and conditions. If negotiations prove 

unsuccessful after 60 days, either party has the right to file a petition for nondiscriminatory 

interconnection rates, terms, and conditions. MFS-FL, by letter dated July 19, 1995, initiated 

negotiations with Bel1South.I' More than 60 days have passed and, as discussed below, 

negotiations have not proven successful. MFS-FL therefore f i les  this Petition requesting that 

the Commission require BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory interconnection rates, terms, 

and conditions 

4. As evidenced by the correspondence attached hereto as Exhibit TTD-1, MFS- 

FL initiated negotiations with BellSouth by letter dated July 19, 1995. (Although negotiations 

"These negotiations covered co-carrier arrangements in both F:lorida and Georgia. 
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were initially conducted on behalf of MFS-FL by Gary Ball, Timothy Devine took over the 

negotiations as Senior Director of Regulatory Affairs, Southern Region). Although both 

parties proposed stipulations, agreement could not be reached. 

5 .  While as detailed below more progress was made on some issues than on 

others, the critical point on which agreement could not be reac:hed was whether negotiations 

should address the issue of universal service/carrier of last resmort recovery. MFS-FL took the 

position that an agreement could be reached on a number of interconnection and unbundling 

issues without reaching some of the more difficult issues, such as reciprocal compensation, 

and that issues such as universal service were being addressed in separate dockets. (In fact, 

MFS-FL affiliates have entered into agreements in Connecticut and Massachusetts on some but 

not all of the critical co-carrier issues.) BellSouth took the position that it would not enter into 

any interconnection or unbundling agreement unless MFS-FL agreed, as did Teleport 

Communications Group, Inc. ("TCG") in its Stipulation ("TCG Stipulation") (Joint Motion for 

Stay of' Proceeding, at Attachment B, Docket No. 950985-TP i(0ctober 17, 1996)), to the 

BellSouth "alternative 1 " universal service proposal. See Affidavit of Timothy Devine 

attached as Exhibit TTD-2. 

6 .  This intransigent, all-or-nothing ultimatum was unreasonable to MFS-FL in 

light of: a) the substantial success of MFS-FL affiliates in other states in reaching agreement 

on a limited subset of the less contentious issues; b) the fact that BellSouth required agreement 

on its own terms to its universal service proposal; c) the universal service issue is more 

appropriately decided in the separate universal service docket where the issue has been more 

closely studied; and d) as indicated in the MFS-FL testimony in the universal service docket, 
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MFS-FL does not believe that any universal service mechanism is appropriate until a LEC 

demonstrates that a subsidy exists for a particular customer class or geographic area. 

7. Although there appear to be issues upon which the parties might have agreed, 

no agreement was reached on any issue due to BellSouth's insistence on its own universal 

service mechanism. The BellSouth requirement that universal service be addressed in these 

negotiations was added at the eleventh hour, and served to game the negotiating process, 

leaving MFS-FL with no alternative but to file this Petition. The creation of this negotiating 

roadblock at the last minute strongly suggests that the Commission should closely monitor not 

only this initial process of establishing co-carrier arrangements, but the entire process of 

implementing the arrangements, as well. 

8.  MFS-FL is accordingly filing two petitions: thiis Petition for nondiscriminatory 

interconnection arrangements, and a second petition for the unbundling and resale of certain 

network features, functions, and capabilities. The Commission, pursuant to statute, should 

consolidate these two petitions in order to streamline the consideration of these petitions which 

both stem from the same negotiations with BellSouth. The statute states that: "If the 

commission receives one or more petitions relating to both interconnection and resale of 

services and facilities, the commission shall conduct separate proceedings for each. " Fla. Stat. 

$ 364.162 (emphasis added). The statute appears to provide for petitions from several 

different companies, based on separate negotiating histories, that would address both 

interconnection and unbundling issues. The statute merely requires that petitions from 

different companies be addressed in separate proceedings. ME'S-FL has filed separate 

interconnection and unbundling petitions due to the establishment of two separate dockets, but 
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it would be entirely consistent with statute, and significantly more efficient, if the Commission 

were to consolidate these two MFS-FL petitions. Moreover, there would be no prejudice to 

BellSouth which would share in the efficiencies created by the consolidation. 

State ment of Co-Carr ier Arrange- 
That MFS-FL Rea -uires to Provide Service as a n ALE€ 

9. In order to provide competitive local exchange :service in Florida as an ALEC, 

MFS-FL requires certain "co-carrier" arrangements, i.e., arrangements that will have to be 

established to allow MFS-FL and BellSouth to deal with each other on a reciprocal, non- 

discriminatory, and equitable basis. The term "co-carrier" signifies both that the two carriers 

are providing local exchange service within the same territory. and that the relationship 

between them is intended to be equal and reciprocal-that is, neither carrier would be treated 

as subordinate or inferior. 

10. MFS-FL believes that certain co-carrier require:ments should apply equally and 

reciprocally to all local exchange carriers, both ALECs and LECs. The co-carrier 

arranzements that MFS-FL will need to provide service on January 1, 1996, as listed in the 

attached proposed MFS-FL stipulation dated November 8, 1995 (attached as Exhibit TTD4), 

are: 

1) Number Resources Arrangements; 
2) 
3) 
4) Shared Network Platform Arrangements; 
5 )  
6) 

Meet-point Billing Arrangements, including Tandem Subtending; 
Reciprocal Traffic Exchange and Reciprocal Compensation; 

Unbundled Exchange Service Arrangements; anNd 
Local Telephone Number Portability Arrangements. 

Unbundled Exchange Service Arrangements are addressed in the MFS-FL Unbundling 

Petition; the five remaining co-carrier issues are addressed in this Petition. 
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State ment of Issues o n Which MFS-FL and Bel South Have R e d  A- r eeme n t 

11. As noted above, although there appear to be issues upon which the parties might 

have agreed, as MFS-FL affiliates have signed stipulations with LECs in Massachusetts and 

Connecticut, no agreement was reached on any issue due to BellSouth's insistence on its own 

universal service mechanism. 

Disputed Issues of Fact 

12. MFS-FL has more fully described its positions ton the co-carrier issues and its 

disputed issues of fact with BellSouth in its Direct Testimony in this proceeding. See Direct 

Testimony of Timothy Devine attached hereto. The following is a summary of these disputed 

issues of fact. MFS-FL will also attempt, where appropriate, to highlight differences with the 

terms asreed to by TCG in the TCG Stipulation. 

Number Resources Arrangements: MFS-FL has proposed that it will order its 

own NXX's through the established industry guidelines. MFS-FL will establish rating points 

for these NXX's, and will list the numbers in the appropriate industry routing and rating 

- euides. See MFS-FL Letters of July 19, 1995 and August 16, 19952'; BellSouth Letter of July 

21, 1995. BellSouth also agreed to provide number resources to TCG. TCG Stipulation, 

Attachment B, at 4. Nonetheless, as noted, MFS-FL and BellSouth have not reached 

apement  on this issue. 

13. 

''The Letter from Gary J. Ball to R.C. Scheye has a typewritten date of September 16, 1995 
This date is incorrect. The correct date of this letter, which has been handwritten in on the 
copy provided in Exhibit TTD-1, is August 16, 1995. 
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14. Meet-po int Billin? Arr-nts. Includ in2 Tandem Subtend i w :  MFS-FL has 

proposed that, in accordance with the Meet-Point Billing and Provisioning Guidelines adopted 

by the Ordering and Billing Forum, it will interconnect with a BellSouth access tandem for the 

provision of switched access services to interexchange carriers. Except in instances of 

capacity limitations, BellSouth shall enable MFS-FL to subtend the BellSouth access tandem 

switch(es) nearest to the MFS-FL Rating Point associated with the NPA-NXX(s) to/from 

which the Switched Access Services are homed. In instances of capacity limitation at a given 

access tandem switch, MFS-FL shall be allowed to subtend the next-nearest ILEC access 

tandem switch in which sufficient capacity is available. Billing percentages for jointly 

provided services will be defined by the meet-points between the two carriers. .MFS-FL 

prefers a single-bill approach for the provision of these services. It is MFS-FL's position, 

based on its experience in other states, that the carrier providing the end office switching (Le.,  

MFS-FL) is the carrier that receives the residual interconnection charge ("RIC"). (A more 

comprehensive description of the MFS-FL proposal and differences with BellSouth are 

contained in the MFS-FL testimony.) 

15. While as discussed in the Testimony, there are other minor differences on this 

issue. there are two primary differences. First, BellSouth would not treat MFS-FL as a co- 

carrier with respect to meet-point billing arrangements, proposing that instead of applying the 

OBF guidelines, separate meet-point billing guidelines apply tcl ALECs. Second, BellSouth 

believes that it should, as the tandem provider, bill the RIC. TCG acceded to this position in 

its Stipulation with TCG (Stipulation at 4-9 ,  but MFS-FL doer; not believe that this is the 

equitable result. It is MFS-FL's position, based on its experience in other states, that the 
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carrier providing the end office switching ( i .e. ,  MFS-FL) is the carrier that receives the RIC. 

16. ReciDrocal Tra ftic Exc hanw and Reciprocal Compensation. MFS-FL proposes 

that interconnection be accomplished through interconnection points, with each carrier 

responsible for providing trunking to the interconnection point for the hand off of combined 

local and toll traffic and each carrier responsible for completing calls to all end users on their 

networks. In order to establish interconnection points, carriers would pass both local and toll 

(intra- and interstate) traffic over a single trunk group, utilizing a percent local utilization 

("PLU") factor (similar to the currently utilized percent interstate utilization ("PIU") factor) to 

provide the proper jurisdictional call types, subject to audit. 

17. MFS-FL proposes that, within each LATA, MFS-FL and BellSouth would 

identify a wire center to serve as the Default Network Interconnection Point ("D-NIP") at 

which point MFS-FL and BellSouth would interconnect their respective networks for inter- 

operability within that LATA.1' Where MFS-FL and BellSouth interconnect at a D-NIP, 

MFS-FL would have the right to specify any of the following interconnection methods: a) a 

mid-fiber meet at the D-NIP or other appropriate point near to the D-NIP; b) a digital cross- 

connection hand-off, DSX panel to DSX panel, where both MI?-FL and BellSouth maintain 

such facilities at the D-NIP; or c) a collocation facility maintained by MFS-FL, BellSouth, or 

by a third party. (See Testimony for further details). 

18. In extending network interconnection facilities to the D-NIP, MFS-FL would 

have the right to extend its own facilities or to lease dark fiber facilities or digital transport 

?'As MFS initiates Exchange Service Operations in additional L.ATAs, MFS-FL and BellSouth 
will use their best reasonable efforts to define an additional D-1VIPs in each new LATA. 
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facilities from BellSouth or a third party, subject to the terms more fully described in the 

Testimony. Where an interconnection occurs via a collocation facility, no incremental cross- 

connection charges shall apply for the circuits. Upon reasonable notice, MFS-FL would be 

permitted to change from one interconnection method to anothle with no penalty, conversion, 

or rollover charges. 

19. BellSouth proposed to interconnect with MFS-FL at the BellSouth tandem 

and/or wire center for originatingkerminating local traffic within the LATA. BellSouth 

opposed the DNIP concept and preferred to utilize existing tenminology to describe the new 

arrangements proposed by MFS-FL. BellSouth would not agree to a mid-fiber meet with 

MFS-FL. BellSouth would not agree to waive charges for the cross-connection of collocation 

facilities, and would apply current tariff charges for rearrangements, conversions, and 

rollovers. Exhibit TTD-1, October 6 ,  1995 Letter at 1. The latter is more stringent than 

BellSouth's agreement with TCG, which would consider each ALEC's interconnection 

reconfigurations "individually" as to the application of a charge. TCG Stipulation at 5. (The 

TCG Stipulation does not otherwise address interconnection in the same detail as MFS-FL has 

in its negotiations with BellSouth.) It appears from the record that BellSouth did not give 

much consideration to MFS-FL's proposal in this area. 

Reciprocal ComD . ensation. As discussed above, the BellSouth insistence on 20. 

including universal service charges in the terminating compensation equation, contrary to the 

statutory framework created by the Legislature, proved to the ultimate impediment to an 

agreement. Section 364.162 does not contemplate the inclusioin of universal service charges in 
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interconnection negotiations. In fact, the drafters of the Legislation deliberately separated the 

issues of universal service charges and interconnection: 

One of the provisions of the bill that has been questioned in terms of whether or 
not it will impede competition is whether or not it will impede competition is . . 
. the linking of the interconnection rate to a charge or surcharge or premium, as 
it has been called, to cover the cost of universal service and carrier of last 
resort. And there are people who argue that if you link those costs to 
interconnection, that the new entrant into the market will never be able to 
establish itself, because the cost of interconnection will be uneconomic. In an 
effort to address this issue, I and other providers, including the local exchange 
industry, have offered some language here that would, in fact, de-link these 
issues, interconnection and universal service and carrier of last resort. 

Meeting of the House of Representatives Committee on Utilities and Telecommunications, 

Transcript at 22 (April 5 .  1995). BellSouth’s backdoor attempt to reassert this connection 

should not be conscienced by the Commission. While MFS-FL strongly supports the 

maintenance of universal service, as (appropriately) discussed in the universal service docket, 

LECs have yet to demonstrate that a universal service exists in1 their current rate structure. 

MFS-FL will not agree to a universal service-related surcharge until such a subsidy has been 

demonstrated. and neither should the Commission. 

21. MFS-FL proposed a bill and keep arrangement for several reasons. First and 

foremost. the BellSouth switched access proposal would not permit MFS-FL or other ALECs 

to compete in the local exchange market. As demonstrated in the Testimony, paying switched 

access in a flat-rate environment would lead to a price squeeze that would make it impossible 

for MFS-FL to compete. Moreover, the legitimacy of the current level of switched access 

rates has been questioned in the industry for years. Bill and keep, by contrast, is the most 

common current practice in the United States for reciprocal compensation between LECs. 
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22. In negotiations and in the TCG Stipulation, Bell.South has proposed that unequal 

compensation be paid as between BellSouth and ALECs. Bell,South proposed that the tariffed 

transport and local switching switched access rate elements be paid by both LECs and ALECs. 

Although BellSouth would not charge the RIC and the CCL switched access rate elements, it 

would still require that an amount equal to these elements be paid into a universal service 

fund. This universal service requirement, which is appropriately being addressed. in a separate 

docket, was introduced into the MFS-FL interconnection negotiations at the eleventh hour, 

making it impossible for negotiations to continue. BellSouth also agreed to an interim 

modified bill and keep proposal in its TCG Stipulation, but in two years its proposed switched 

access rates would become effective. BellSouth also expects to be compensated separately 

when it performs an intermediary function, and proposed separate trunks for all types a traffic, 

a proposal clearly designed to increase costs for ALECs. 

2 3 .  Given the flat-rated local exchange rates of BellSouth, payment of switched 

access as proposed by BellSouth would not permit economically viable local exchange 

competition. As discussed more fully in its Testimony, if MFS-FL must pay switched access 

rates and compete with BellSouth retail rates, the resulting price squeeze would render it 

impossible for ALECs such as MFS-FL to compete in the Florida local exchange market. 

Accordingly, efforts by BellSouth to impose additional costs om ALECs through the imposition 

of a number of additional charges - switched access interconnection charges, universal 

service surcharges, additional trunking costs, and interim number portability charges, etc. - 

must not be permitted in the co-carrier arrangements mandated by the Commission. 
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24. 0 . In order to interconnect effectively, 

customers must have access to essential ancillary functions of the network without regard to 

which carrier provides their dial tone or originates their call. In order to provide the full 

range of local exchange services to its customers, MFS-FL proposes that the following shared 

platform interconnection arrangements be provided: 

A. Interconnection Between MFS and Othe 1- Co-Located F m. BellSouth 

should enable MFS-FL to directly interconnect to any other enrtity which maintains a co- 

location facility at the same BellSouth wire center at which MFS-FL maintains a co-location 

facility as jointly directed by MFS-FL and the other entity. 

B. 91 1 and E-91 1 svstems. See attached Testimony. 

and CollectiQn. MFS-FL should be able to C. Informatio n Services B U  

deliver information services traffic originated over its exchange services to information service 

provided over BellSouth’s information services platform. To the extent MFS-FL decides to 

provide a competitive information services platform, BellSouth should cooperate with MFS-FL 

to develop a LATA-wide NXX cod+) which may be used in conjunction with such platform 

billing. 

. .  

D. 

E. 

Directorv Listings and Directorv Di s t r ibud .  See attached Testimony. 

Directorv Assistance. BellSouth should include MFS-FL‘s listings in its 

Directory Assistance database, provide non-discriminatory MFS-FL branded and unbranded 

directory assistance service, and allow MFS-FL to license BellSouth’s directory assistance 

database for use in providing directory assistance services. 
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F. Yellow P m  . BellSouth should work with MFS-FL to 

ensure that Yellow Page advertisements purchased by customers who switch their service to 

MFS-FL are maintained without interruption. 

G. Emsfe r  o f Service Anno uncement. When end user customers switch 

local exchange carriers and do not retain their original telephone number, the party formerly 

providing service should provide a transfer of service announciement on the abandoned 

telephone number. 

H. Coordinated Raa i r  Calls. MFS-FL and BellSouth will follow certain 

procedures for handling misdirected repair calls. 

I .  

J. 

Busy Line Verification and I nterrua . See attached Testimony. 

Information Pages. BellSouth should include in the “Information Pages” 

or comparable section of its White Pages directories for areas serviced by MFS-FL, listings 

provided by MFS-FL for its installation, repair and customer service, and other information. 

K.  Ouerator Reference D a w  . See Stipulation dated November 8,  1995 

containing most recent MFS-FL proposed co-carrier terms and conditions, attached as Exhibit 

TTD-4. and attached Testimony. 

25. MFS-FL is amenable to entering into shared plaltform arrangements with 

BellSouth that are similar to those covered in the TCG Stipulation. Significantly, however, 

MFS-FL cannot agree to the pricing arrangements agreed to by TCG. With the exception of 

pricing issues, MFS-FL would agree to similar shared platform arrangements for 91 1/E-911, 

Directory Listings and Directory Distribution, Busy Line Verification/Emergency Interrupt 

Services, Number Resource Arrangements, and CCS Interconnection. The TCG Stipulation, 
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however, does not address a number of shared platform arrang,ements necessary to provide 

customers with seamless local exchange services including: (1) interconnection between MFS- 

FL and other co-located entities; (2) information services billing and collection; (3) directory 

assistance; (4) Yellow Page maintenance; (5) transfer of service announcements; (6) 

coordinated repair calls; (7) information pages; and (8) operator reference database. 

26. Local Telephone Number Portability Arran- m. Although this issue is the 

subject of a separate proceeding, the recovery of charges for ported calls was deferred to this 

docket. As a co-carrier, MFS-FL proposes that, like any LEC, it should be entitled to the full 

switched access charges paid by interexchange carriers ("IXCs") when terminating a call. 

BellSouth, however, views IXC access charges to ALECs as yet another BellSouth revenue 

opportunity: it proposes that it be permitted to keep the difference between toll access charges 

it collects from IXCs and the local access charges it pays to MIFS-FL. This proposal is 

unacceptable to MFS-FL in that, as a co-carrier, it has full rights to receive all revenues 

associated with its portion of provisioning switched access services." 

Ba& for Relief 

27. The ultimate facts and law that entitle MFS-FL to the requested relief are as 

follows: 

28. Pursuant to statute, an ALEC has until August 31, 1995 to negotiate with a 

LEC a price for interconnection arrangements. Fla. Stat. 5 364.162(3). If negotiations fail, 

"Although the issue of pricing of interim number portability is being more fully addressed in 
the separate docket, MFS-FL supports pricing based on direct incremental cost with no 
contribution. 
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either party may petition the Commission for nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions of 

interconnection. Negotiations to yield an interconnection agreiment have failed, due to 

BellSouth's insistence on including the issue of universal service. MFS-FL is therefore 

entitled to petition and hereby does petition the Commission for nondiscriminatory rates, 

terms, and conditions of interconnection. 

29. Pursuant to Section 25-22.036 of the Commission's Rules, MFS-FL's 

substantial interests are affected by the failure of negotiations. MFS-FL must establish co- 

carrier arrangements with BellSouth in order to provide competitive local exchange service to 

its customers in the territory served by BellSouth. Until such arrangements are established, 

MFS-FL cannot provide such service, nor will the Legislature be able to meet its goal of 

implementing local exchange competition in Florida. 

30. The Commission has 120 days from the date of this filing to establish 

interconnection rates, terms, and conditions, as requested above by MFS-FL. 
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WHEREFORE, MFS-FL respectfully requests that the: Commission, within 120 days 

from the date of this filing: 

1. Enter an order granting MFS-FL the nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and 

conditions necessary for interconnection with the BellSouth network, including the co-carrier 

arrangements described in this Petition and the accompanying ‘Testimony. 

2. Grant MFS-FL such other relief as the Commission may deem necessary or 

appropriate. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Timothy Devine 
MFS Communications Company, Inc. 
250 Williams St.. Suite 2200 
Atlanta, Georgia 30304-1034 
Phone: (404) 224-6115 
Fax: (404) 224-6060 

&* IC rd M. Rin er 

J es C. F,alvey /J w WIDLER & BERLIN, CHARTERED 
3000 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
Attorneys for Metropolitan 
Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 

Dated: November 10, 1995 
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Petition of Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
For BellSouth Interconnection Rates, Terms, and Conditions 

Docket No. 950985-TP 
Filed: November 13, 1995 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
List of Issues Upon Which the Parties Have Reached Agreement 

The parties have been unable to reach agreement on any issue because, as explained in 
the Direct Testimony of Timothy T. Devine in this docket, BellSouth has insisted that any 
interconnection agreement include BellSouth's universal service proposal. Metropolitan Fiber 
Systems of Florida, Inc. ("MFS-FL") has reached agreements on a subset of interconnection 
issues in other states, but has been unable to come to a similar agreement with BellSouth. 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
List of Issues That Are Unresolved 

Because BellSouth and MFS-FL have been unable to reach agreement on any issue, all 
of the issues listed in the attached MFS-FL Proposed List of Issues remain to be resolved in 
this proceeding. 
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Petition of Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
For BellSouth Interconnection Rates, Terms, and Conditions 

Docket No. 950985-TP 
Filed November 13, 1995 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
Proposed List of Issues 

1. What are the appropriate interconnection rate structures for the exchange of local and 
toll traffic between Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. ("MFS-FL") and 
BellSouth? 

2. Should BellSouth tariff the interconnection rate@)? 

3 .  What are the appropriate technical and financial arrangements -- including 
interconnection architecture, traffic exchange, meet-po int billing, and tandem 
subtending arrangements -- which should govern interconnection between MFS-FL and 
BellSouth? 

4. What are the appropriate technical and financial (if any) arrangements to permit MFS- 
FL access to number resources on a nondiscriminatory basis? 

5 .  How should number portability arrangements not adequately addressed in the 
temporary number portability docket (Docket No. 950737) be addressed, including: 

a )  

b) 

What are the appropriate technical and financial requirements for the exchange of 
intraLATA 800 traffic which originates from a MFS-FIL customer and terminates to an 
800 number served by other carriers? 

which carrier should receive switched access payments on ported calls; and 

how should outstanding provisioning and operational issues be addressed. 

6. 

7. Under what technical and financial arrangements should BellSouth permit MFS-FL to 
directly interconnect to any other entity which maintains a collocation facility at the 
same BellSouth wire center at which MFS-FL maintains a collocation facility? 

a) 8. What are the appropriate technical arrangements; for the interconnection of 
MFS-FL's network to BellSouth's 911 provisioning network such that MFS- 
FL's customers are ensured the same level of 91 1 service as they would receive 
as a customer of BellSouth? 
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9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

b) What procedures should be in place for the timely exchange and updating of 
MFS-FL customer information for inclusion in ;appropriate E91 1 databases? 

What procedures should be in place for the time:ly updating of the Operator 
Reference Database from BellSouth to MFS-FL? 

c) 

What technical and financial arrangements, including billing and collection, should 
govern the delivery of information services between M.FS-FL and BellSouth? 

Under what terms and conditions should BellSouth be required to list MFS-FL’s 
customers in it’s directory assistance database, provide non-discriminatory MFS-FL 
branded and unbranded directory assistance service, and allow MFS-FL to license 
BellSouth’s directory assistance database for use in providing competitive directory 
assistance services? 

Under what terms and conditions should BellSouth be required to list MFS-FL’s 
customers in its universal white and yellow pages directories; to publish and distribute 
these directories to MFS-FL’s customers; and to work ,with MFS-FL to ensure that 
Yellow Page advertisements purchased by customers who switch their service to MFS- 
FL are maintained without interruption? 

Under what terms and conditions should end user customers that switch local exchange 
carriers and do not retain their original telephone number be provided a transfer of 
service announcement on the abandoned telephone number by the party formerly 
providing service? 

What procedures should BellSouth and MFS-FL follow for handling misdirected repair 
calls? 

What are the appropriate technical and financial requirements for operator traffic 
flowing between MFS-FL’s operator services provider and BellSouth’s operator 
services provider including busy line verification and emergency interrupt services? 

According to what guidelines should BellSouth be required to include in the 
“Information Pages” or comparable section of its White Pages directories for areas 
serviced by MFS-FL, and for MFS-FL to describe its installation, repair and customer 
service. and other information? 

What arrangements are necessary to ensure that MFS-FL can bill and clear credit card, 
collect. third party calls and audiotext calls? 

What arrangements are necessary to ensure the provision of CLASS/LASS services 
between MFS-FL’s and BellSouth’s interconnected networks? 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Resolution of Petition@) to establish ) 
) Dock($ NO. 950985-TP 

conditions for interconnection ) 
) Date: November 13, 1995 

alternative local exchange companies ) 
pursuant to Section 364.162, Florida ) 
Statutes ) 

nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and 

involving local exchange companies and 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF TIMOTHY T. DEVINE 

ON BEHALF OF 

METROPOLITAN FIBER SYSTEMS OF FLORIDA, INC. 

Docket No. 950985-TP 
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF TIMOTHY T. DEVINE 
ON BEHALF OF 

METROPOLITAN FIBER SYSTEMS OW FLORIDA, INC. 
Docket No. 950985-TP 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Timothy T. Devine. My business address is MFS 

Communications Company, Inc. (“MFSCC”), 250 Williams St., Ste. 2200, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303. 

WHAT IS YOUR POSITION WITH MFS? 

I am the Senior Director of External and Regulatory Affairs for the Southern 

Region for MFSCC, the indirect parent company of Metropolitan Fiber 

Systems of Florida. 

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIE,S IN THAT POSITION? 

I am responsible for the regulatory oversight of commission dockets and 

other regulatory matters and serve as MFSCC’s representative to various 

members of the industry, I am also responsible for coordinating co-carrier 

discussions with Local Exchange Carriers within the Southern Region. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PREVIOUS PROFESSIONAL 

EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 

I have a B.S. in Political Science from Arizona State University and an 

M.A. in Telecommunications Policy from Greorge Washington University. I 

began work in the telecommunications industry in April 1982 as a sales 

representative for packet switching services for Graphnet, Inc., one of the 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy T. Devine 
MFS Communications Company, Inc. 
November 13, 1995 
Page 2 

first value-added common carriers in the United States. From 1983 until 

1987, I was employed at Sprint Communicaitions Co., in sales, as a tariff 

analyst, as a product manager, and as Manager of Product and Market 

Analysis. During 1988, I worked at Contel Corporation, a local exchange 

carrier, in its telephone operations group, as the Manager of Network 

Marketing. I have been working for MFSCC and its affiliates since January 

1989. During this time period, I have worked in product marketing and 

development, corporate planning, regulatory support, and regulatory affairs. 

Most recently, from August 1994 until August 1995, I have been 

representing MFSCC on regulatory matters before the New York, 

Massachusetts, and Connecticut state commissions and was responsible for 

the MFSCC Interim Co-Carrier Agreements with NYNEX in New York and 

Massachusetts, as well as the execution of a co-carrier Joint Stipulation in 

Connecticut. 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy T. Devine 
MFS Communications Company, Inc. 
November 13, 1995 
Page 3 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE OPERATIONS OF MFS 

COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, INC. AND ITS SUBSIDIARIES. 

MFSCC is a diversified telecommunications holding company with 

operations throughout the country, as well a s  in Europe. MFS Telecom, 

Inc., an MFSCC subsidiary, through its operating affiliates, is the largest 

competitive access provider in the United States. MFS Telecom, Inc.'s 

subsidiaries, including MFVMcCourt, Inc., provide non-switched, 

dedicated private line and special access services. 

MFS Intelenet, Inc. ("MFSI") is another wholly owned subsidiary of 

MFSCC. It causes operating subsidiaries to be incorporated on a state-by- 

state basis. MFSI's operating subsidiaries collectively are authorized to 

provide switched interexchange telecommuniications services in 48 states and 

have applications to offer such service pending in the remaining states. 

Where so authorized, MFSI's operating subsidiaries offer end users a single 

source for local and long distance telecommunications services with quality 

and pricing levels comparable to those achieved by larger communications 

users. Apart from Florida, MFSI subsidiaries have been authorized to 

provide competitive local exchange service iin twelve states. Since July 

1993, MFS Intelenet of New York, Inc. has offered local exchange services 
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in competition with New York Telephone Company. MFS Intelenet of 

Maryland, Inc. was authorized to provide local exchange services in 

competition with Bell Atlantic-Maryland, Inc. in April 1994 and recently 

has commenced operations. On June 22, 1994, MFS Intelenet of 

Washington, Inc. was authorized to provide local exchange services in 

competition with US West Communications, Inc. On July 20, 1994, MFS 

Intelenet of Illinois, Inc. was certificated to provide local exchange services 

in competition with Illinois Bell Telephone Company and Central Telephone 

Company of Illinois. MFS Intelenet of Ohio was certificated to provide 

competitive local exchange service in competition with Ohio Bell on August 

3,  1995. MFS Intelenet of Michigan, on May 9, 1995, was certificated to 

provide competitive local exchange service in competition with Ameritech- 

Michigan. MFS Intelenet of Connecticut was dedicated to provide local 

exchange service in competition with Southern New England Telephone 

Company on June 28, 1995. MFS Intelenet of Texas, Inc. was authorized 

to provide local exchange service in Texas iin competition with Southwestern 

Bell Telephone Company by Order signed on October 25, 1995. MFS 

Intelenet of Georgia, Inc. was authorized to provide competitive local 

exchange service in Georgia on October 27, 1995. MFS Intelenet of 
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Pennsylvania, Inc. was authorized to provide local exchange service in 

Pennsylvania by Order entered October 4, 1995. Finally, MFS Intelenet of 

Massachusetts was certificated on March 9, 1994 to operate as a reseller of 

both interexchange and local exchange services in the Boston Metropolitan 

Area in competition with New England Telephone. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS 

COMMISSION? 

Yes. On August 14. 1995 and September 8, 1995, respectively, I filed 

direct and rebuttal testimony in the universal service docket. In re: 

Determination offunding for universal service and carrier of last resort 

responsibilities, Docket No. 950696-TP. On September 1 and September 

29, 1995, respectively, I filed direct and rebuttal testimony in the temporary 

number portability docket. In re: Investigation into temporary local 

telephone portability solution to implement competition in local exchange 

telephone markets, Docket No. 950737-TP. On September 15 and 

September 29, 1995, respectively, I filed direct and rebuttal testimony in the 

TCG Interconnection Petition docket. Reso1,ution of Petition(s) to establish 

nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for interconnection involving 

Q. 

A. 
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A. 

I. 

Q. 

A. 

local exchange companies and alternative local exchange companies 

pursuant to Section 364.162, Florida Statutes, Docket No. 950985-TP. 

ARE ANY OF THE PARTIES UPON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE 

TESTIFYING CURRENTLY CERTIFIC.ATED TO PROVIDE 

SERVICE IN FLORIDA? 

Yes. Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc., a certificated Alternative 

Access Vendor ("AAV") has notified the Commission of its intent to 

provide switched local exchange service in Florida. The Commission 

acknowledged this notification on Septembei- 12, 1995, and MFS-FL is now 

a certificated alternative local exchange company. 

PURPOSE AND SUMMARY 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

MFS-FL has filed its interconnection petition in this docket, as well as a 

parallel petition in the unbundling docket, because its negotiations with 

BellSouth (and, to date, only BellSouth) have failed to yield acceptable co- 

carrier arrangements, including an agreement on the pricing of 

interconnection. (MFS-FL is currently negotiating with other major LECs 

in Florida.) MFS-FL therefore is petitioning the Commission, in 

Q. 
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accordance with Florida Statute Section 364.162, to establish 

nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for interconnection. 

CMFS-FL is currently negotiating with other major LECs in Florida.) This 

testimony supplements the information contained in the Petition with respect 

to the co-carrier arrangements required by MFS-FL to provide economically 

viable competitive local exchange service in Florida. Principally, MFS-FL 

could not come to an agreement with BellSouth because BellSouth insisted, 

contrary to statute, that the universal service iissue be addressed in these 

negotiations. Moreover, BellSouth's proposal that MFS-FL pay switched 

access terminating access rates would not penmit MFS-FL to compete with 

BellSouth in an environment where end-user pricing is flat-rated. In this 

manner, and in other respects I discuss herein, the TCG interconnection 

settlement with BellSouth is not acceptable to MFS-FL. 

AS A THRESHOLD MATTER, WHAT IS "INTERCONNECTION"? 

The term "interconnection" is very broad and, for purposes of this 

proceeding, it will be helpful to distinguish among several types of 

interconnection. As a general matter, "interconnection" encompasses any 

arrangement involving a connection among different carriers' facilities, 

regardless of the form or purpose. For example, if one carrier resells a 

Q. 

A. 
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second carrier's transmission or switching services instead of constructing 

its own facilities to provide this service to the end user, the two carriers are 

"interconnected. " Except where the second (carrier controls a bottleneck 

facility, however, this form of interconnection of facilities is an optional and 

voluntary business arrangement, since the first carrier could perform the 

same function by adding facilities to its own network. 

When two or more carriers are providing local exchange service, 

however, a different type of interconnection becomes essential. In that case, 

competing networks must be able to exchange traffic (including the 

exchange of signaling and billing information, and access to other service 

platforms that support local exchange service), because of the overriding 

public interest in preserving universal connectivity. In short, every 

telephone user in Florida must be able to call (and receive calls from) every 

other user, regardless of which carrier provides each user with local 

exchange service. 

WHY IS INTERCONNECTION AN IMPORTANT ISSUE? 

It is important because today nearly every Florida business or residence that 

has a telephone is connected to BellSouth's network. If MFS-FL customers 

cannot place calls to. and receive calls from, customers of BellSouth, then 
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MFS-FL will be unable, as a practical matter, to engage in business in 

Florida, even if it is authorized to do so as a matter of law. No one will 

buy a telephone service that does not permit calling to all other numbers. 

Moreover, even if MFS-FL customers can place calls to BellSouth 

customers located in the same community, but only at excessive cost or with 

inconvenient dialing patterns, poor transmission quality, or lengthy call set- 

up delays, then MFS-FL will not be able to offer a service that customers 

would be interested in using. Equitable co-carrier arrangements are 

necessary before new entrants can compete in the provision of local 

exchange service. 

Q. WHAT IS MEANT BY THE TERM "CO-,CARRIER 

ARRANGEMENTS"? 

By "co-carrier" arrangements, I refer to a valriety of arrangements that will 

have to be established to allow ALECs and BellSouth to deal with each other 

on a reciprocal, non-discriminatory , and equitable basis. Once the basic 

principles for such arrangements are established by the Commission, the 

affected carriers should be directed to implement specific arrangements in 

conformance with the principles. The term "co-carrier" signifies both that 

the two carriers are providing local exchange service within the same 

A. 
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territory, and that the relationship between them is intended to be equal and 

reciprocal-that is, neither carrier would be treated as subordinate or 

inferior. 

SPECIFICALLY WHAT CO-CARRIER ARRANGEMENTS ARE 

REQUIRED FOR MFS-FL TO PROVIDE: VIABLE COMPETITIVE 

LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE? 

MFSI-FL believes that certain co-carrier requirements should apply equally 

and reciprocally to all local exchange carriers, LECs and ALECs alike. The 

Florida statute have recognized the necessity for such arrangements by 

requiring LECs to negotiate both interconnection and unbundling 

arrangements. Fla. Stat. 8 364.162. The following are the co-carrier 

arrangements required by MFS-FL: 1) Number Resources Arrangements; 

2 )  Meet-point Billing Arrangements, including Tandem Subtending; 3) 

Reciprocal Traffic Exchange and Reciprocal Compensation; 4) Shared 

Network Platform Arrangements; 5 )  Unbundled Exchange Service 

Arrangements; and 6) Local Telephone Number Portability Arrangements. 

All of these issues will be addressed herein, with the exception of 

unbundling the local loop which will be addressed in a separate parallel 

petition and testimony. 
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SHOULD THE MFS-FL INTERCONNECTION AND UNBUNDLING 

PETITIONS BE CONSOLIDATED? 

Yes. The Commission, pursuant to statute, should consolidate these two 

petitions in order to streamline the consideration of these petitions which 

both stem from the same negotiations with BellSouth. The statute states 

that: "If the commission receives one or more petitions relating to 

interconnection and resale of services and facilities, the commission shall 

conduct separate proceedings for each." Fla. Stat. $ 364.162 (emphasis 

added). The statute appears to provide for petitions from several different 

companies, based on separate negotiating histories, that would address 

interconnection and unbundling issues. The statute merely requires that 

petitions from different companies be addressed in separate proceedings. 

MFS-FL has filed separate interconnection and unbundling petitions due to 

the establishment of two separate dockets, but it would be entirely consistent 

with statute, and significantly more efficient. if the Commission were to 

consolidate these two MFS-FL petitions. Moreover, there would be no 

prejudice to BellSouth which would share in the efficiencies created by the 

consolidation. If the Petitions are not consolidated, Petitioner respectfully 

requests that they be considered on a coordinated procedural schedule. 
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WAS THERE AGREEMENT ON ANY OF THESE CO-CARRIER 

ISSUES WITH BELLSOUTH? 

BellSouth would not come to an agreement on any interconnection or 

unbundling issue absent an agreement on universal service. Therefore, 

while the parties appeared to be in agreement as to several issues, no formal 

agreement was reached on any issue. The opportunity for an agreement on 

a subset of interconnection issues was squan'dered by BellSouth's insistence 

on including universal service. 

WHY IS BELLSOUTH'S INSISTENCE ON INCLUDING THE ISSUE 

OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE IN INTERCONNECTION 

NEGOTIATIONS DIRECTLY CONTRARY TO THE 

LEGISLATURE'S STATUTORY FRAMEWORK? 

BellSouth, by including the issue of universal1 service in interconnection 

negotiations, has directly contravened the intent of the Legislature. The 

statute states that negotiations shall address "mutually acceptable prices, 

terms, and conditions of interconnection and for the resale of services and 

facilities." Fla. Stat. § 364.162(1). The Legislature deliberately addressed 

the issue of an interim universal service mechanism separately (Fla. Stat. 

8 364.125), as reflected by the separate docket opened by the Commission. 
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The Legislature considered the BellSouth approach of linking universal 

service and interconnection but rejected it: 

One of the provisions of the bill that has been questioned in terms of 

whether or not it will impede compel:ition is whether or not it will 

impede competition is . . . the linking of the interconnection rate to a 

charge or surcharge or premium, as it has been called, to cover the 

cost of universal service and carrier of  last resort. And there are 

people who argue that if you link those costs to interconnection, that 

the new entrant into the market will inever be able to establish itself, 

because the cost of interconnection will be uneconomic. In an effort 

to address this issue, I and other providers, including the local 

exchange industry, have offered some language here that would, in 

fact, de-link these issues, interconnection and universal service and 

carrier of last resort. 

Meeting of the House of Representatives Committee on Utilities and 

Telecommunications, Transcript at 22 (April 5 ,  1995). By linking universal 

service and interconnection, BellSouth is flouting the intent of the 

Legislature. 
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Q. 

A. 

HAS BELLSOUTH ISSUED AN INTERCONNECTION TARIFF 

CONTRARY TO THE PROCEDURAL PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY 

THE LEGISLATURE? 

Yes. Contrary to the procedure established by the Legislature, BellSouth 

has issued a tariff incorporating the provisions in the TCG Stipulation. 

BellSouth's tariff is premature in light of the proceeding established by the 

Legislature. 

A. 

11. NUMBER RESOURCES ARRANGEMENTS 

Q. WAS AGREEMENT REACHED ON THE ISSUE OF NUMBER 

RESOURCES? 

No. Although there appears to be some consistency between BellSouth and 

MFS on this issue, agreement was not reached. 

Q. AS A CO-CARRIER, TO WHAT NUMBER RESOURCES IS MFS-FL 

ENTITLED? 

As a co-carrier, MFS-FL is entitled to the salme nondiscriminatory number 

resources as any Florida LEC under the Central Office Code Assignment 

Guidelines ("COCAG"). BellSouth, as Central Office Code Administrator 

for Florida, should therefore support all MFS requests related to central 

office (NXX) code administration and assignments in an effective and timely 

A. 
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Q. 

manner. MFS-FL and BellSouth will comply with code administration 

requirements as prescribed by the Federal Communications Commission, the 

Commission, and accepted industry guidelines. As contemplated by the 

COCAG, MFS-FL will designate within the geographic NPA with which 

each of its assigned NXX codes is associated, a Rate Center area within 

which it intends to offer Exchange Services bearing that NPA-NXX 

designation, and a Rate Center point to serve as the measurement point for 

distance-sensitive traffic to or from the Exchange Services bearing that 

NPA-NXX designation. MFS-FL will also designate a Rating Point for 

each assigned NXX code. MFS-FL may designate one location within each 

Rate Center as the Rating Point for the NPA-NXXs associated with that 

Rate Center; alternatively, MFS-FL may designate a single location within 

one Rate Center to serve as the Rating Point for all the NPA-NXXs 

associated with that Rate Center and with one or more other Rate Centers 

served by MFS within the same LATA. 

IS THIS PROPOSAL GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH THE 

STIPULATION ENTERED INTO BETWEEN TCG AND 

BELLSOUTH? 
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Yes. See TCG Stipulation, Appendix B, at 4. (Although BellSouth and 

TCG classified number resources as an unbundling issue, MFS-FL believes 

that number resources are a fundamental right associated with 

interconnection.) 

TANDEM SUBTENDING AND MEET-POINT BILLING 

WHAT IS MEANT BY TANDEM SUBTENDING? 

MFS-FL proposes that if BellSouth operates an access tandem serving a 

LATA in which MFS-FL operates, it should be required, upon request, to 

provide tandem switching service to any other carrier's tandem or end office 

switch serving customers within that LATA, thereby allowing MFS-FL's 

switch to "subtend" the tandem. This arrangement is necessary to permit 

IXCs to originate and terminate interLATA calls on an ALEC's network 

without undue expense or inefficiency. Similar arrangements already exist 

today among LECs serving adjoining territories -- there are many instances 

in which an end office switch operated by one LEC subtends an access 

tandem operated by a different LEC in the same LATA. 

HOW SHOULD INTERCARRIER BILLIING BE HANDLED 

WHEN TANDEM SUBTENDING ARRANGEMENTS ARE 

USED? 
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Where tandem subtending arrangements exist, LECs divide the local 

transport revenues under a standard "meet-point billing" formula established 

by the national standards group known as the Ordering and Billing Forum 

("OBF") and set forth in FCC and state tariffs. The same meet-point billing 

procedures should apply where the tandem or end office subtending the 

tandem is operated by an ALEC as in the case of an adjoining LEC. 

MFS-FL and BellSouth should establish meet-point billing 

arrangements to enable the new entrants to provide switched access 

services'' to third parties via a BellSouth access tandem switch, in 

accordance with the Meet-Point Billing and F'rovisioning guidelines adopted 

by the OBF. 

Except in instances of capacity limitalions, BellSouth should enable 

MFS to subtend the BellSouth access tandem switch(es) nearest to the MFS 

14 

1s 

16 

Rating Point associated with the NPA-NXX(l;) to or from which the 

switched access services are homed. In instances of capacity limitation at a 

given access tandem switch, MFS-FL shall be allowed to subtend the next- 

'E._e. .  Feature Group B, Feature Group D, 800 access, ;and 900 access. 
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nearest BellSouth access tandem switch in which sufficient capacity is 

available. 

As I will discuss later in my Testimony, interconnection for the 

meet-point arrangement will occur at the Designated Network 

Interconnection Point ("D-NIP") at which point MFS-FL and BellSouth will 

interconnect their respective networks for inter-operability within that 

LATA. Common channel signaling ("CCS") will be utilized in conjunction 

with meet-point billing arrangements to the extent such signaling is resident 

in the BellSouth access tandem switch. ALBCs and BellSouth should, 

individually and collectively, maintain proviisions in their respective federal 

and state access tariffs sufficient to reflect this meet-point billing 

arrangement. 

WHAT PROVISIONS SHOULD APPLY FOR THE EXCHANGE OF 

BILLING INFORMATION? 

MFS-FL and BellSouth will in a timely fashion exchange all information 

necessary to accurately, reliably and promptily bill third parties for switched 

access services traffic jointly handled by MFS-FL and BellSouth via the 

meet-point arrangement. Information will be exchanged in Electronic 

Message Record ("EMR") format, on magnetic tape or via a mutually 

Q. 

A. 
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acceptable electronic file transfer protocol. Furthermore, MFS and 

BellSouth should employ the calendar month billing period for meet-point 

billing, and should provide each other, at no charge, the appropriate usage 

data (i.e., call detail records, interstate/intra!;tate/intraLATA percent of use 

factors, carrier name and billing address, carrier identification codes, 

serving wire center designation, etc., associated with such switched access 

traffic.) 

HOW SHOULD BILLING TO THIRD PARTIES BE 

ACCOMPLISHED? 

Initially, billing to third parties for the switched access services jointly 

provided by MFS-FL and BellSouth via the meet-point billing arrangement 

should be according to the single-bill/multiple tariff method. This method is 

a standard offering by RBOCs. See, e.g., NYNEX Tariff F.C.C. No. 1 

Second Revised Page 2-45 5 2.4.7. Subsequently, billing to third parties for 

the switched access services jointly provided by MFS-FL and BellSouth via 

the meet-point arrangement shall be, at MFS-FL's preference, according to 

the single-bill/single tariff method, single-bill/multiple-tariff method, 

multiple-b Wsingle-tariff method, or multiple-bill/multiple-tariff method. 

Should MFS-FL prefer to change among these billing methods, MFS-FL 

Q. 

A. 
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A. 

would be required to notify BellSouth of such change in writing, 90 days in 

advance of the date on which such change was to be implemented. 

HOW WOULD SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES TO THIRD 

PARTIES BE CALCULATED? 

Switched access charges to third parties would be calculated utilizing the 

rates specified in MFS-FL's and BellSouth's respective federal and state 

access tariffs, in conjunction with the appropriate meet-point billing factors 

specified for each meet-point arrangement either in those tariffs or in the 

NECA No. 4 tariff. MFS-FL shall be entitled to the balance of the switched 

access charge revenues associated with the jointly handled switched access 

traffic, less the amount of transport element charge revenues to which 

BellSouth is entitled pursuant to the above-referenced tariff provisions. 

Significantly, this does not include the interconnection charge, which is to 

be remitted to the end office provider, which in this case would be MFS-FL. 

Q. 

Where MFS-FL specifies one of the single-bill methods, BellSouth 

shall bill and collect from third parties, promptly remitting to MFS-FL the 

total collected switched access charge revenues associated with the jointly- 

handled switched access traffic, less only the amount of transport element 

charge revenues to which BellSouth is otherwise entitled. 
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Meet-point billing will apply for all traffic bearing the 800, 888, or 

any other non-geographic NPA which may be likewise designated for such 

traffic in the future, where the responsible party is an IXC. In those 

situations where the responsible party for such traffic is a LEC, full 

switched access rates will apply. 

WHAT ARE THE MAJOR DIFFERENCES OF BELLSOUTH WITH Q. 

RESPECT TO TANDEM SUBTENDING ,4ND MEET-POINT 

BILLING? 

There are two major differences. First, Bel1,South would not treat MFS-FL 

as a co-carrier with respect to meet-point billing arrangements, proposing 

that instead of applying the OBF guidelines, separate meet-point billing 

guidelines apply to ALECs. There is no reason that ALEC co-carriers 

should not be treated pursuant to the same guidelines that apply to all other 

LECs. If competition is to develop in the Florida local exchange market, 

and if "nondiscriminatory" arrangements are to be established, the 

Commission must adopt rules that provide the same billing procedures for 

both LECs and ALECs. 

A. 

Second, BellSouth believes that it sho'uld, as the tandem provider, 

bill the residual interconnection charge ("RIC"). TCG acceded to this 
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position in its Stipulation with BellSouth (TCG Stipulation at 4-9 ,  but this is 

completely inconsistent with arrangements between LECs and arrangements 

established with competitive carriers in other states, including New York 

and Massachusetts. It is MFS-FL's position, based on its experience in 

other states, that the carrier providing the end office switching (ie., 

MFS-FL) is the carrier that receives the RIC'. 

Third, BellSouth would only offer multiple bill, single tariff billing, 

and would not consider alternative preferences of MFS-FL. This insistence 

will make it impossible for MFS-FL and other ALECs to choose the most 

efficient billing system for its purposes. As noted below in the context of 

the discussion of "bill and keep" compensation, the implementation of 

billing systems entails significant costs for ALECs. If BellSouth imposes its 

preferred method of billing, additional, unnecessary costs will be imposed 

upon ALECs. 

RECIPROCAL TRAFFIC EXCHANGE AND RECIPROCAL 

COMPENSATION 

A. Traffic Exchange Arranpements 

WHAT TRAFFIC EXCHANGE ARRANGEMENTS MUST BE 

ESTABLISHED FOR THE EXCHANGE OF LOCAL TRAFFIC? 

IV. 

Q. 
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A. To effectuate the exchange of traffic, MFS-FL proposes that interconnection 

be accomplished through interconnection points, with each carrier 

responsible for providing trunking to the interconnection points for the hand 

off of combined local and toll traffic and each carrier responsible for 

completing calls to all end users on their network. In order to establish 

interconnection points, carriers would pass both local and toll traffic over a 

single trunk group, utilizing a percent local utilization ("PLU") factor 

(similar to the currently utilized percent interexchange utilization ("PIU") 

factor) to provide the proper jurisdictional cad1 types, and subject to audit. 

(As I discuss below, BellSouth's proposal that it must "have sufficient 

information to make a determination as to whether the traffic is local or toll" 

(TCG Stipulation at 5 )  is an open-ended invitation for BellSouth to charge 

higher switched access rates for traffic that it; in fact local traffic.) 

MFS-FL proposes that, within each L.ATA served, MFS-FL and 

BellSouth would identify a wire center to serve as the interconnection point 

(as MFS-FL defines herein Default Network Interconnection Point 

("D-NIP")) at which point MFS-FL and BellSouth would interconnect their 

respective networks for inter-operability within that LATA. Where MFS- 

FL and BellSouth interconnect at a D-NIP, MFS-FL would have the right to 
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specify any of the following interconnection methods: a) a mid-fiber meet at 

the D-NIP or other appropriate point near to the D-NIP; b) a digital cross- 

connection hand-off, DSX panel to DSX panel, where both MFS-FL and 

BellSouth maintain such facilities at the D-NIP; or c) a collocation facility 

maintained by MFS-FL, BellSouth, or by a third party. In extending 

network interconnection facilities to the D-NIP, MFS-FL would have the 

right to extend its own facilities or to lease dark fiber facilities or digital 

transport facilities from BellSouth or a third party. Such leased facilities 

would extend from any point designated by MFS-FL on its own network 

(including a co-location facility maintained bly MFS at a BellSouth wire 

center) to the D-NIP or associated manhole or other appropriate junction 

point. MFS-FL would also have the right to lease such facilities from 

BellSouth under the most favorable tariff or contract terms BellSouth offers. 

Where an interconnection occurs via a collocation facility, no 

incremental cross-connection charges would apply for the circuits. Upon 

reasonable notice, MFS-FL would be permitted to change from one 

interconnection method to another with no penalty, conversion, or rollover 

charges. 
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Although one meet-point is the minimum necessary for connectivity, 

more than one meet-point could be established if mutually acceptable, but 

should not be mandated. Moreover, if an additional mutually acceptable 

meet-point is established, the cost of terminating a call to that meet-point 

should be identical to the cost of terminating, a call to the D-NIP. Any two 

carriers could establish specialized meet-points to guarantee redundancy. To 

ensure network integrity and reliability to all public switched network 

customers, it is desirable to have at least two meet-points. In this way, if 

one set of trunks is put out of service for an:y reason, such as a failure of 

electronic components or an accidental line cut, traffic could continue to 

pass over the other set of trunks and the impact upon users would be 

minimized. Each carrier should be responsible for establishing the 

necessary trunk groups from its switch or switches to the D-NIP(s). 

At a minimum, each carrier should be required to establish facilities 

between its switch(es) and the D-NIP in each LATA in sufficient quantity 

and capacity to deliver traffic to and receive traffic from other carriers. 

IS THE USE OF A D-NIP OR NEUTRAL, INTERCONNECTION 

POINT STANDARD PRACTICE IN THE INDUSTRY? 
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A. Yes. The concept of a neutral interconnection point was adopted at least by 

the Connecticut Department of Utility Control in its recent interconnection 

proceeding. Investigation into the unbundling of Southern New England 

Telephone's Local Communications Network, Connecticut Docket 

No. 94-10-02, Order, at 85 (Sept. 22, 1995). 

Q. HOW DOES MFS-FL'S D-NIP PROPOSAL MAXIMIZE THE 

EFFICIENCY OF THE NETWORK? 

MFS-FL's proposal permits the interconnecting parties-who understand 

their networks best and have the greatest incentive to achieve 

efficiencies-to determine where interconnection should take place. At the 

same time, minimum interconnection requirements are established to ensure 

that interconnection will take place between ;all carriers. MFS-FL opposes 

any interconnection plan that mandates too specifically where 

interconnection should take place. If carriers are not given flexibility as to 

where they can interconnect, inefficiencies will result. MFS-FL would 

therefore oppose any proposal that does not permit carriers to maximize the 

efficiency of their networks. 

A. 
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Q. WHAT DOES MFS PROPOSE WITH RESPECT TO TRUNKING, 

SIGNALING, AND OTHER IMPORTANT INTERCONNECTION 

ARRANGEMENTS? 

BellSouth should exchange traffic between i1.s network and the networks of 

competing carriers using reasonably efficient routing, trunking, and 

signaling arrangements. ALECs and BellSouth should reciprocally 

terminate LATA-wide traffic" originating on each other's network, via two- 

way trunking arrangements. These arrangements should be jointly 

provisioned and engineered. 

A. 

Moreover, each local carrier should be required to engineer its 

portion of the transmission facilities terminating at a D-NIP to provide the 

same grade and quality of service between its switch and the other carrier's 

network as it provides in its own network. .4t a minimum, transmission 

facilities should be arranged in a sufficient quantity to each D-NIP to 

provide a P.01 grade of service. MFS-FL and BellSouth should use their 

best collective efforts to develop and agree upon a Joint Interconnection 

'The term "LATA-wide traffic" refers to calls between a user of local exchange service . 
where the new entrant provides the dial tone to that user, and a user of a BellSouth-provided 
local exchange service where BellSouth provides the dial tone to that user and where both local 
exchange services bear NPA-NXX designations associated with the same LATA. 
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Grooming Plan prescribing standards to ensure that trunk groups are 

maintained at this grade of service. Carrier,s should provide each other the 

same form and quality of interoffice signaling (e.g., in-band, CCS, etc.) that 

they use within their own networks, and Ss'l signaling should be provided 

where the carrier's own network is so equipped. (A more detailed 

description of these proposed arrangements is described in the proposed 

MFS-FL Stipulation, included in Exhibit TTD-1 to the MFS-FL Petition. 

Proposed MFS-FL Stipulation at 13-14). 

ALECs should provide LEC-to-LEC CCS to one another, where 

available, in conjunction with LATA-wide traffic, in order to enable full 

inter-operability of CLASS features and functions. All CCS signaling 

parameters should be provided, including automatic number identification, 

originating line information, calling party category, charge number, etc. 

BellSouth and MFS-FL should cooperate on the exchange of Transactional 

Capabilities Application Part ("TCAP") messages to facilitate full inter- 

operability of CCS-based features between their respective networks. CCS 

should be provided by Signal Transfer Point-to-Signal Transfer Point 

connections. Given that CCS will be used cooperatively for the mutual 

handling of traffic, link facility and link termination charges should be 
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prorated 50% between the parties. For traffic for which CCS is not 

available, in-band multi-frequency, wink start, and E&M channel-associated 

signaling will be forwarded. The Feature Group D-like ("FGD-like") 

trunking arrangements used by either party to terminate LATA-wide traffic 

may also be employed to terminate any other FGD traffic to that party, 

subject to payment of the applicable tariffed charges for such other traffic, 

e.g., interLATA traffic. 

In addition to transmitting the calling party's number via SS7 

signaling, the originating carrier should also be required to transmit the 

privacy indicator where it applies. The privacy indicator is a signal that is 

sent when the calling party has blocked release of its number, either by per- 

line or per-call blocking. The terminating carrier should be required to 

observe the privacy indicator on calls received through traffic exchange 

arrangements in the same manner that it doe:; for calls originated on its own 

network. 

Each carrier should be required to provide the same standard of 

maintenance and repair service for its trunks terminating at the D-NIP as it 

does for interoffice trunks within its own network. Each carrier should be 

required to complete calls originating from another carrier's switch in the 
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same manner and with comparable routing to calls originating from its own 

switches. In particular, callers should not be subject to diminished service 

quality, noticeable call set-up delays, or requirements to dial access codes or 

additional digits in order to complete a call to a customer of a different 

carrier. 

Q. HOW SHOULD MFS-FL COMPENSATE BELLSOUTH FOR 

TRANSITING TRAFFIC? 

MFS-FL should only be required to pay for the BellSouth intermediary 

function of transiting traffic in the limited circumstances in which two 

ALECs that are not cross-connected at the D-NIP and do not have direct 

trunks utilize BellSouth trunks to transit traffic. In all cases, ALECs should 

have an opportunity to cross-connect. In fact, the New York Commission 

has ordered that ALECs shall be permitted to cross-connect in serving wire 

centers where more than one ALEC is collocated. New York Case 

No. 944-0095, Order Instituting framework for Directory Listings, Carrier 

Interconnection, and Intercarrier compensation (September 27, 1995). In 

those instances where MFS-FL must pay for this intermediary function, it 

should pay the lesser of  1) BellSouth’s interstate or intrastate switched 

A. 
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access per minute tandem switching element; or 2) a per minute rate of 

$0.002. 

WHY SHOULD CARRIERS BE REQUIRED TO USE TWO-WAY 

TRUNKING ARRANGEMENTS? 

Carriers should be required to interconnect using two-way trunk groups 

wherever technically feasible. Use of two-way trunking arrangements to 

connect the networks of incumbent LECs is standard in the industry. 

Two-way trunk groups represent the most efficient means of interconnection 

because they minimize the number of ports each carrier will have to utilize 

to interconnect with all other carriers. 

SHOULD INCUMBENT CARRIERS AND NEW ENTRANTS BE 

REQUIRED TO PROVIDE BLV/I TRUNKS TO ONE ANOTHER? 

MFS-FL and BellSouth should provide LEC-to-LEC Busy Line Verification 

and Interrupt ("BLVII") trunks to one another to enable each carrier to 

support this functionality. MFS-FL and Be1l:South should compensate one 

another for the use of BLV/I according to the effective rates listed in 

BellSouth's federal and state access tariffs, as applicable. 

HOW DID BELLSOUTH'S TRAFFIC EXCHANGE PROPOSAL 

DIFFER FROM THAT OF MFS-FL? 
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BellSouth proposed to interconnect with MFS-FL at each BellSouth tandem 

and/or wire center for originating/terminating local traffic within the LATA. 

BellSouth opposed the D-NIP concept and would utilize existing 

terminology to describe the new arrangements proposed by MFS-FL. 

BellSouth would not agree to a mid-fiber meet-point with MFS-FL. 

BellSouth would not agree to waive charges for the cross-connection of 

collocation facilities, and would apply current tariff charges for 

rearrangements, conversions, and rollovers. October 6, 1995 Letter, 

Exhibit TTD-1 at 1. This latter proposal is more stringent than BellSouth's 

agreement with TCG, which would consider each ALEC's interconnection 

reconfigurations "individually" as to the application of a charge. TCG 

Stipulation at 5 .  (The TCG Stipulation does not otherwise address 

interconnection in the same detail as MFS-FI, has in its negotiations with 

BellSouth.) BellSouth does not appear to be close to agreement with 

MFS-FL on much of the MFS-FL traffic exchange proposal. 

B. Reciorocal Compensation 

WHY IS EQUAL AND RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION CRITICAL 

TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF LOCAL E,XCHANGE COMPETITION 

19 IN FLORIDA? 
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A. Equal and reciprocal compensation arrangements for exchange of local 

traffic, including traffic traditionally known a.s intraLATA toll traffic, will 

be critical to the success or failure of local competition. The level of these 

charges will have a considerably more dramatic impact on ALECs than on 

BellSouth. While virtually all of the traffic originated by ALEC customers 

will terminate on BellSouth's network, only a small percentage of calls 

placed by BellSouth customers will terminate on an ALEC's network. If 

"bill and keep" is not adopted, ALECs will be affected much more seriously 

than BellSouth. The compensation scheme for interconnection that is 

established in this proceeding can determine a significant portion of an 

ALEC's cost of doing business and is therefore critical to ensuring that the 

business of providing competitive local exchange service in Florida is a 

viable one. 

WHY DOES MFS-FL ADVOCATE THAI' COMPETITORS UTILIZE 

A "BILL AND KEEP" SYSTEM OF RECIPROCAL 

COMPENSATION? 

The "bill and keep" method of reciprocal compensation is administratively 

simple, avoids complex economic analysis which is at best subject to further 

questioning, and is fair. What is more, bill and keep is already the most 

Q. 

A. 
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commonly used method of reciprocal compensation between LECs 

throughout the country. 

HOW DOES "BILL AND KEEP" WORK:! 

Under the "bill and keep" method of reciprocal compensation for 

interconnection, each carrier would be compensated in two ways for 

terminating local calls originated by customers of other carriers. First, each 

carrier would receive the reciprocal right to ireceive termination of local 

calls made by its own customers to subscribers on the other carrier's 

network without cash payment, often referred to as payment "in kind." In 

addition, the terminating carrier is compensated for call termination by its 

own customer, who pays the terminating carrier a monthly fee for service, 

including the right to receive calls without separate charge. 

WHAT ARE THE ADVANTAGES OF "BILL AND KEEP"? 

One of the principal advantages of bill and keep, as compared with the per- 

minute switched access charges advocated by BellSouth, is that it 

economizes on costs of measurement and billing. Additionally, since 

BellSouth now has flat-rated residential service, BellSouth may have to put 

measurement systems in place to monitor outbound traffic in order to 

measure and audit BellSouth outbound calling. With present technology, 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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carriers are unable to measure the number of local calls that they terminate 

for any other given carrier. Measurement and billing costs could 

significantly increase the TSLRIC of the switching function for terminating 

traffic and could result in higher prices for consumers. 

WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THIS INCREASED COST STEMMING Q. 

FROM MEASUREMENT AND BILLING OF PER-MINUTE 

TERMINATION FEES? 

The overall impact on the cost of providing local exchange service could be 

devastating for both business and residential consumers. In order for this 

significantly increased cost of providing local exchange service to be 

justified, there would have to be a very large imbalance in traffic to make 

such measurement worthwhile for society. h4oreover, the costs of 

measurement would create entry barriers and operate to deter competition, 

since they would be added to entrants' costs for nearly all calls (those 

terminated on the BellSouth's network), while being added only to a small 

fraction of BellSouth calls (those terminated on an ALEC's network). 

WHAT OTHER ADVANTAGES TO "BILL AND KEEP" DO YOU 

PERCEIVE? 

A. 

Q. 
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The bill and keep method of compensation also provides incentives to 

carriers to adopt an efficient network architecture, one that will enable the 

termination of calls in the manner that utilizes the fewest resources. A 

compensation scheme in which the terminating carrier is able to transfer 

termination costs to the originating carrier reduces the incentive of the 

terminating carrier to utilize an efficient call termination design. 

HAS BILL AND KEEP BEEN ADOPTED IN OTHER STATES? 

The use of the bill and keep method of compensation as long as traffic is 

close to being in balance (within 5 %) ,has been adopted by the Michigan 

Public Service Commission. Likewise, the Iowa Utilities Board ordered use 

of the bill and keep method of compensation on an interim basis, pending 

the filing of cost studies. The Washington Utilities and Transportation 

Commission also adopted bill and keep in an order recently adopted. 

Finally, the California Public Utilities Commission recently endorsed bill 

and keep on an interim basis: 

"In the interim, local traffic shall be ierminated by the LEC for the 

CLC [Competitive Local Carrier] ant1 by the CLC for the LEC over 

the interconnecting facilities described in this Section on the basis of 

mutual traffic exchange. Mutual traffic exchange means the 
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exchange of terminating local traffic between or among CLCs and 

LECs, whereby LECs and CLCs teninate local exchange traffic 

originating from end users served by the networks of other LECs or 

CLCs without explicit charging among or between said carriers for 

such traffic exchange." 

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion into 

Competition for Local Exchange Service, R.95-04-043, 1.95-04-044. 

Decision 95-07-054 (Cal. P.U.C., July 25, 1995). Other states, 

including Texas (Texas Public Utility Regulatory Act of 1995) and 

Connecticut (Connecticut Docket No. 94-10-02, Order 

(Sept. 22, 1995)). 

HAS "BILL AND KEEP" BEEN SUCCESSFULLY INSTITUTED BY 

INCUMBENT LECS? 

While BellSouth opposes the bill and keep method of compensation 

proposed by its potential competitors, incumbent LECs throughout the 

United States have endorsed this compensation method by employing it with 

other LECs. "Bill and keep" arrangements and similar arrangements that 

approximate "bill and keep" are common throughout the United States 

between non-competing LECs in exchanging extended area service calls. 
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Q. DOES MFS HAVE GOOD REASON TO BELIEVE THAT TRAFFIC 

WILL BE IN BALANCE BETWEEN BEL,LSOUTH AND ALECS? 

Yes. Although incumbents often argue that, if traffic is not in balance A. 

between two carriers, "bill and keep" is an imperfect method of 

compensation, this theory is discredited by MFS-FL's experience in New 

York, where MFS-FL is terminating more calls from NYNEX customers 

than NYNEX is terminating from MFS-FL customers. In the face of 

evidence that it is terminating more minutes of intercarrier traffic in New 

York than the incumbent LEC, and hence would profit from a compensation 

system that measures usage, MFS-FL's support for the bill and keep method 

of compensation is all the more credible. 

WHAT HAS BELLSOUTH PROPOSED FOR TERMINATING Q. 

ACCESS RATES IN NEGOTIATIONS WITH MFS-FL AND IN THE 

TCG STIPULATION? 

In negotiations and in the TCG Stipulation, HellSouth has proposed that 

unequal compensation be paid as between BellSouth and ALECs. This is a 

direct result of its unacceptable insistence that the issue of universal service 

be considered in this docket, despite the fact that BellSouth has yet to 

establish the existence of a universal service subsidy. BellSouth proposed 

A. 
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that the tariffed transport and local switching switched access rate elements 

be paid by both LECs and ALECs. A1thoug.h BellSouth would not charge 

the RIC and the CCL switched access rate elements, it would still require 

that an amount equal to these elements be paid into a universal service fund. 

BellSouth agreed to an interim modified bill and keep proposal in its TCG 

Stipulation, but in two years its proposed switched access rates would 

become effective. 

WHY WILL BASING TERMINATING ACCESS ON SWITCHED 

ACCESS MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE FOR KLECS TO COMPETE? 

Given the flat-rated local exchange rates of IkllSouth, payment of switched 

Q. 

A. 

access as proposed by BellSouth would not permit economically viable local 

exchange competition. If MFS-FL must pay switched access rates and 

compete with BellSouth retail rates, the resulting price squeeze would render 

it impossible for ALECs such as MFS-FL to compete in the Florida local 

exchange market. Accordingly, efforts by BellSouth to impose additional 

costs on ALECs through the imposition of a number of additional, often 

excessive, charges - switched access interconnection charges, universal 

service surcharges, additional trunking costs, unbundled loop charges, and 
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Q. 

A. 

interim number portability charges, etc. - must not be permitted in the 

co-carrier arrangements mandated by the Commission. 

DIDN'T TCG IN FACT DEMONSTRATE IN ITS 

INTERCONNECTION PETITION THAT SWITCHED ACCESS 

RATES ARE UNACCEPTABLE? 

Yes. TCG itself has aptly demonstrated that ALECs cannot compete with 

BellSouth in the local exchange market if forced to pay switched access rates 

for terminating access. TCG Testimony at 33. The TCG comparison of flat 

rates charged by BellSouth to residential customers with usage-based rates 

charged by BellSouth to competitors for terminating access demonstrates a 

classic price squeeze. It is by virtue of this simple price squeeze that 

BellSouth will ensure that competition does not take root in Florida. 

Significantly, as the TCG Chart demonstrates, particularly in a flat-rate 

environment, the price squeeze is most acute for larger customers. Thus, 

ALECs will have an even more difficult time competing for customers with 

800 monthly minutes of use than for customers with 600 or 460 minutes of 

use. TCG Testimony at 33. This makes the price squeeze a particularly 

effective means of crippling competitors. 
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Q. COULD YOU ELABORATE ON THE CONCEPT OF A PRICE 

SQUEEZE? 

A price squeeze occurs where a firm with a monopoly over an essential 

input needed by other firms to compete with the first firm in providing 

services to end users sells the input to its competitor at a price that prevents 

the end user competitor from meeting the end user price of the first firm, 

despite the fact that the competitor is just as efficient as the first firm. A 

price squeeze is anticompetitive and deters entry into the market because, by 

raising entrants' costs, it forces an entrant who wishes to match the 

incumbent's prices to absorb losses as a price of entry. Because of their 

anticompetitive nature, price squeezes are condemned as contrary to the 

public policy and prohibited by the antitrust laws. See, e.g., United States 

v. Aluminum Co. of America, 148 F.2d 416, 437-38 (2d Cir. 1945); Illinois 

A. 

Cities of Bethany v. F.E.R.C., 670 F.2d 187 (D.C.Cir. 1981); Ray v. 

Indiana & Michigan Elect. Co., 606 F.Supp. 757 (N.D. Ind. 1984). The 

Commission can ensure that a price squeeze will not be implemented by 

applying imputation principles. 

WOULD IT BE POSSIBLE FOR ALEC'S TO USE LOCAL Q. 

EXCHANGE SERVICE AS A LOSS-LEADER, BUT RECOUP THE 
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LOSS AND MAKE A PROFIT THROUGH OTHER SERVICES, SUCH 

AS INTRALATA TOLL AND INTERLAXA SERVICES? 

As has been recognized in other jurisdictions, if local exchange competition 

is to succeed, competition must be possible in all segments of the local 

exchange market, without cross-subsidization from other services. As the 

Illinois Commerce Commission recently obslzrved: 

"The issue is not whether a new LEC ultimately can scrape 

together revenues from enough sources to be able to afford 

Illinois Bell's switched access charge. The crucial issue is 

the effect of a given reciprocal compensation proposal on 

competition. . . . [Aldoption of Illinois Bell's [switched 

access based] proposal and rationale would force new LECs 

to adopt either a premium pricing strategy or use local calling 

as a 'loss-leader' . That is not just or reasonable. " 

Illinois Bell Telephone Proposed Introduction of a Trial of Ameritech 's 

Customers First Plan in Illinois, Docket No. 94-0096, at 98 (Ill. Comm 

Comm'n., April 7, 1995). The Commission must ensure that inflated 

pricing for interconnection does not preclude ALECs from achieving 

operating efficiency by developing their own mixture of competitive 
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products over time, including if a LEC so opts, the provision of local 

exchange service alone. 

Q. WHY IS A USAGE-BASED SWITCHED ACCESS RATE FOR ALECS 

PARTICULARLY INAPPROPRIATE IN AN ENVIRONMENT IN 

WHICH BELLSOUTH CHARGES ITS END-USER CUSTOMERS ON 

A FLAT-RATE BASIS? 

As discussed above, the usage-based switched access rates proposed by 

BellSouth result in a price squeeze, a result which is exacerbated at higher 

calling volumes. Unless usage-based terminating access rates are set at 

considerably lower levels, ALECs are forced to charge usage-based rates to 

end-user customers to recover their costs. This precludes ALECs from 

offering customers a choice of flat-rate or measured service, as Florida 

LECs currently offer. Not only would ALEX3 be limited to measured usage 

services but, as discussed above, even charging usage-based rates, ALECs 

cannot begin to compete when paying switched access. Conversely, this 

will have no effect on BellSouth because most BellSouth calls will terminate 

on its own network, resulting in no reciprocal compensation payments by 

BellSouth. 
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Q. HOW WILL "BILL AND KEEP" PRECLUDE THE POSSIBILITY OF 

A PRICE SQUEEZE? 

With "bill and keep" there is no possibility whatsoever of a price squeeze A. 

V. 

Q. 

A .  

for local calling. Perhaps the most likely arid pernicious impediment to the 

development of local exchange competition in Florida is a terminating access 

rate that effects a price squeeze on ALECs. To the extent that "bill and 

keep" precludes this possibility, the Commission should adopt this proposal 

for terminating access in Florida. 

SHARED NETWORK PLATFORM ARRANGEMENTS 

WHAT ARE THE "SHARED PLATFORM" ARRANGEMENTS TO 

WHICH YOU REFERRED EARLIER? 

There are a number of systems in place today that support the local 

exchange network and provide customers wi.th services that facilitate use of 

the network. Some of these service platforms must be shared by competing 

carriers in order to permit customers to receive seamless service. These 

platforms include the following: 

a. Interconnection Between MFS-FL and Other 

Collocated Entities; 

91 1 and E-91 1 systems; b. 
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Q. 

A. 

c. 

d. Directory Listings and Distribution; 

e. Directory Assistance Service; 

f. Yellow Page Maintenance; 

g. Transfer of Service Announcements; 

h. Coordinated Repair Calls; 

1. 

j .  Information Pages; and 

k. Operator Reference Database. 

Information Services Billing and Collection; 

Busy Line Verification and Interrupt; 

WHAT ARE MFS-FL’S VIEWS ON THE PROPOSED SHARED 

PLATFORM ARRANGEMENTS IN THE: TCG STIPULATION 

AGREEMENT? 

With the exception of compensation issues, IVIFS-FL would be 

amenable to entering into similar shared platform arrangements with 

BellSouth. Specifically, MFS-FL agrees in principal with the TCG 

Stipulation proposals made on the following shared platform 

arrangements: (1) 91 llE911 Access; (2) Directory Listings and 

Directory Distributions; (3) Busy Line Verification/Emergency 

Interrupt Services; (4) Number Resource Arrangements; (5) CLASS 
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Interoperability; (6) Network Design and Management; (7) Network 

Expansion; and (8) Signaling. However, as I discussed at greater 

length later in my testimony, MFS-FL does not agree with the 

pricing of many of these arrangements. 

The TCG Stipulation also does not address a number of 

shared platform arrangements necessary to provide customers with 

seamless local exchange services including: (1) interconnection 

between MFS-FL and other collocated entities; (2)  information 

services billing and collection; (3) directory assistance; (4) Yellow 

Page maintenance; ( 5 )  transfer of service announcements; (6) 

coordinated repair calls; (7) information pages; and (8) operator 

reference database. 

I will address all of these shared plalform arrangements in 

further detail below. 

WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR 

INTERCONNECTION BETWEEN MFS-FL AND OTHER 

COLLOCATED FACILITIES? 

BellSouth should enable MFS-FL to directly interconnect to any 

other entity which maintains a collocation facility at the same 
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BellSouth wire center at which MFS-FL maintains a collocation 

facility, by effecting a cross-connection between those collocation 

facilities, as jointly directed by MFS-FL and the other entity. For 

each such cross-connection, BellSouth should charge both MFS-FL 

and the other entity one-half the standard tariffed special access 

cross-connect rate. BellSouth’s proposal that normal tariff rates 

apply for each interconnector that utilizes a collocation arrangement 

would be a barrier to competition because ALECs would be required 

to pay excessive rates for collocation arrangements. See Latham 

Letter at 2 (October 6, 1995). 

WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR THE 

PROVISION OF 9111E911 SERVICES? 

MFS-FL will need BellSouth to provide trurtk connections to its 91 1/E-911 

selective routers/911 tandems for the provision of 91 1/E911 services and for 

access to all sub-tending Public Safety Answering Points (“PSAP”). 

Interconnection should be made at the Designated Network Interconnection 

Q. 

A. 
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Point.2’ BellSouth must also provide MFS-FL with the appropriate common 

language location identifier (“CLLI”) code itnd specifications of the tandem 

serving area. 

BellSouth should arrange for MFS-FL’s automated input and 

daily updating of 911/E911 database information related to MFS-FL 

end users. BellSouth must provide MFS-FL. with the Master Street 

Address Guide (“MSAG”) so that MFS-FL can ensure the accuracy 

of the data transfer. Additionally, BellSouth should provide to 

MFS-FL the ten-digit POTS number of each PSAP which sub-tends 

each BellSouth selective router/9-1-1 tandem to which MFS-FL is 

interconnected. Finally, BellSouth should use its best efforts to 

facilitate the prompt, robust, reliable and efficient interconnection of 

MFS-FL systems to the 911/E911 platforms. 

WHAT ARRANGEMENTS SHOULD BE MANDATED FOR 

INFORMATION SERVICES BILLING AND COLLECTION? 

’As discussed, the D-NIP is the correspondingly identified wire center at which point 
MFS-FL and BellSouth will interconnect their respective networks for inter-operability within 
that LATA. 
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Where a LEC chooses to offer caller-paid information services, such as 976- 

XXXX services, customers of competing LEES in the same service territory 

should have the ability to call these numbers. In this case, either the LEC 

providing the audiotext service or its customer, the information provider, 

rather than the carrier serving the caller, determines the price of the service. 

Therefore, a co-carrier arrangement should provide that the originating 

carrier will collect the information service charge as agent for the service 

provider, and will remit that charge (less a reasonable billing and collection 

fee) to the carrier offering the audiotext service. To the extent that any 

charges apply for the reciprocal termination of local traffic, the originating 

carrier should also be entitled to assess a charge for the use of its network in 

this situation. This issue should be addressed in the context of the reciprocal 

billing and collection arrangements. 

MFS-FL will deliver information services traffic originated 

over its Exchange Services to information services provided over 

BellSouth's information services platform (e. g., 976) over the 

appropriate trunks. BellSouth should at MFS-FL's option provide a 

direct real-time electronic feed or a daily or monthly magnetic tape 

in a mutually-specified format, listing the appropriate billing listing 
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and effective daily rate for each information service by telephone 

number. To the extent MFS-FL determines to provide a competitive 

information services platform, BellSouth should cooperate with 

MFS-FL to develop a LATA-wide NXX code@) which MFS-FL may 

use in conjunction with such platform. Additionally, BellSouth 

should route calls to such platform over the appropriate trunks, and 

MFS-FL will provide billing listingldaily rate information on terms 

reciprocal to those specified above. 

With respect to compensation issues, MFS-FL will bill and 

collect from its end users the specific end user calling rates BellSouth 

bills its own end users for such services, unless MFS-FL obtains 

tariff approval from the Commission specifically permitting MFS-FL 

to charge its end users a rate different than the rate set forth in 

BellSouth's tariff for such services. MFS-FL will remit the full 

specified charges for such traffic each month to BellSouth, less $0.05 

per minute, and less uncollectibles. In the event MFS-FL provides an 

information service platform, BellSouth should bill its end users and 

remit funds to MFS-FL on terms reciprocal ito those specified above. 
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Q. 

A. 

WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD APPLY 'ro DIRECTORY LISTINGS 

AND DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICE? 

The public interest requires that persons be able to obtain telephone listing 

information for a given locality by consulting only one printed directory or 

one directory assistance operator. No useful purpose would be served by 

publishing a separate directory of MFS-FL's, customers. MFS-FL therefore 

proposes that BellSouth include MFS-FL's customers' telephone numbers in 

all its "White Pages" and "Yellow Pages" directory listings and directory 

assistance databases associated with the areas in which MFS-FL provides 

services to such customers, and will distribute such directories to such 

customers, in the identical and transparent manner in which it provides those 

functions for its own customers' telephone numbers. MFS-FL should be 

provided the same rates, terms and conditions for enhanced listings (i.e., 

bolding, indention, etc.) as are provided to BellSouth customers. 

Under MFS-FL's proposal, MFS-FL will provide BellSouth 

with its directory listings and daily updates to those listings in an 

industry-accepted format; BellSouth will provide MFS-FL a magnetic 

tape or computer disk containing the proper format. MFS-FL and 

BellSouth will accord MFS-FL's directory listing information the 
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same level of confidentiality which BellSouth accords its own 

directory listing information, and BellSouth will ensure that access to 

MFS-FL' s customer proprietary confidential directory information 

will be limited solely to those BellSouth employees who are directly 

involved in the preparation of listings. 

WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR BUSY 

LINE VERIFICATION AND INTERRUPT? 

MFS-FL and BellSouth should establish procedures whereby their 

operator bureaus will coordinate with each other in order to provide 

Busy Line Verification ("BLV") and Busy Line Verification and 

Interrupt ("BLVI") services on calls between their respective end 

users. BLV and BLVI inquiries between operator bureaus should be 

routed over the appropriate trunks. 

BellSouth has proposed that BLV and BLVI services be 

provided via its existing tariffs. See Latham Letter at 2 (October 6, 

1995). (The TCG Stipulation did not address compensation.) As 

long as those tariffed rates are reasonable, MFS-FL will find them 

acceptable. 
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WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR DIRECTORY 

ASS IS T AN C E ? 

At MFS-FL's request, BellSouth should: (1) provide to MFS-FL operators 

or to an MFS-FL-designated operator bureau on-line access to BellSouth's 

directory assistance database, where such access is identical to the type of 

access BellSouth's own directory assistance operators utilize in order to 

provide directory assistance services to BellSouth end users; (2) provide to 

MFS-FL unbranded directory assistance service which is comparable in 

every way to the directory assistance service BellSouth makes available to 

its own end users; (3) provide to MFS-FL directory assistance service under 

MFS-FL's brand which is comparable in every way to the directory 

assistance service BellSouth makes available to its own end users; (4) allow 

MFS-FL or an MFS-FL-designated operator bureau to license BellSouth's 

directory assistance database for use in providing competitive directory 

assistance services; and ( 5 )  in conjunction with (2) or (3), above, provide 

caller-optional directory assistance call completion service which is 

comparable in every way to the directory assistance call completion service 

BellSouth makes available to its own end users. If call completion services 
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were to be resold, BellSouth should be required to provide calling detail in 

electronic format for MFS-FL to rebill the calling services. 

WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR YELLOW PAGE 

MAINTENANCE AND TRANSFER OF SERVICE 

ANNOUNCEMENTS? 

With regard to Yellow Page maintenance, BellSouth should work 

cooperatively with MFS-FL to ensure that Yellow Page 

advertisements purchased by customers who switch their service to 

MFS-FL (including customers utilizing MFS-FL-assigned telephone 

numbers and MFS-FL customers utilizing co-carrier number 

forwarding) are maintained without interruption. BellSouth should 

allow MFS-FL customers to purchase new yellow pages 

advertisements without discrimination, at non-discriminatory rates, 

terms and conditions. BellSouth and MFS-FL should implement a 

commission program whereby MFS-FL may, at MFS-FL's 

discretion, act as a sales, billing and collection agent for Yellow 

Pages advertisements purchased by MFS-FL' s exchange service 

customers. 

Q. 

A. 
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When an end user customer changes from BellSouth to MFS-FL, or 

from MFS-FL to BellSouth, and does not retain its original telephone 

number, the party formerly providing servicl? to the end user should provide 

a transfer of service announcement on the abandoned telephone number. 

This announcement will provide details on the new number to be dialed to 

reach this customer. These arrangements should be provided reciprocally, 

free of charge to either the other carrier or the end user customer. 

WHAT STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR COORDINATED 

REPAIR CALLS, INFORMATION PAGES AND OPERATOR 

REFERENCE DATABASE? 

With respect to misdirected repair calls, MFS-FL and BellSouth should 

educate their respective customers as to the correct telephone numbers to 

call in order to access their respective repair bureaus. To the extent the 

correct provider can be determined, misdirected repair calls should be 

referred to the proper provider of local exchange service in a courteous 

manner, at no charge, and the end user should be provided the correct 

contact telephone number. Extraneous comniunications beyond the direct 

referral to the correct repair telephone number should be strictly prohibited. 
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In addition, MFS-FL and BellSouth should provide their respective repair 

contact numbers to one another on a reciprocal basis. 

BellSouth should include in the "Information Pages" or comparable 

section of its White Pages Directories for areas served by MFS-FL, listings 

provided by MFS-FL for MFS-FL's calling ;areas, services installation, 

repair and customer service and other information. Such listings should 

appear in the manner and likenesses as such information appears for 

subscribers of the BellSouth and other LECs. 

BellSouth should also be required to provide operator reference 

database ("ORDB") updates on a monthly basis at no charge in order to 

enable MFS-FL operators to respond in emergency situations. 

LOCAL TELEPHONE NUMBER PORTABILITY ARRANGEMENTS 

WHAT ASPECTS OF NUMBER PORTABILITY WERE NOT 

ADDRESSED IN THE SEPARATE NUMBER PORTABILITY 

PROCEEDING? 

The interim number portability stipulation explicitly delayed the issue of 

"compensation for termination of ported calls and the entitlement to 

terminating network access charges on ported calls. " Number Portability 

Stipulation at 3.  To the extent that the majority of ALEC customers will 

VI. 

Q. 

A. 
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initially be former LEC customers utilizing interim number portability, this 

is a critical issue for MFS-FL and other ALBCs. Switched access and local 

compensation should apply regardless of whether a call is completed us' ing 

interim number portabilitv. MFS-FL believes that this is the only approach 

consistent with the Commission's goal of introducing competition in the 

local exchange market. 

WHICH CARRIER SHOULD COLLECT THE CHARGES FOR 

TERMINATION OF TRAFFIC ON ITS NETWORK WHEN A CALL 

IS RECEIVED VIA NUMBER RETENTION? 

Q. 

A. Only if the customers' carrier collects these irevenues will cornpetition be 

stimulated by interim number portability. Allowing the incumbent LEC to 

retain toll access charges for calls terminated to a retained number belonging 

to a customer of another carrier would have three adverse consequences. 

First, it would reward the incumbent LEC for the lack of true local number 

portability, and therefore provide a financial incentive to delay true number 

portability for as long as possible. Second, it would help reinforce the 

incumbent LEC bottleneck on termination of interexchange traffic, and 

thereby stifle potential competition in this market. Third, it would impede 

local exchange competition by preventing new entrants from competing for 
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one significant component of the revenues associated with that service, 

namely toll access charges. 

MFS does not subscribe to the LEC 'conventional wisdom that access 

charges "subsidize" local exchange service, since there is no evidence that 

the forward-looking economic cost of the basic local exchange service 

exceeds its price as a general matter (aside from special circumstances such 

as Lifeline, where a subsidy may exist). Nonetheless, access charges clearly 

provide a significant source of revenue -- along with subscriber access 

charges, local flat-rate or usage charges, intraLATA toll charges, vertical 

feature charges, and perhaps others -- that justify the total cost of 

constructing and operating a local exchange network, including shared and 

common costs. It is unrealistic to expect ALECs to make the substantial 

capital investment required to construct and operate competitive networks if 

they will not have the opportunity to compete for all of the services 

provided by the LECs and all of the revenues generated by those services. 

As long as true local number portability does not exist, the new entrants' 

opportunity to compete for access revenue would be severely restricted if 

they had to forfeit access charges in order to use interim number portability 

arrangements. 
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SHOULD COMPENSATION ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 

EXCHANGE OF LOCAL OR TOLL TRAFFIC BETWEEN LECS 

VARY DEPENDING ON WHETHER INTERIM NUMBER 

PORTABILITY WAS IN PLACE ON A GIVEN CALL? 

No. Temporary number portability is a technical arrangement that will 

permit competition to take root in Florida. 'The purpose of temporary 

number portability is to permit new entrants to market their services to 

customers by permitting customers to retain their phone numbers when 

switching to a new provider. Because it is necessary to bring to the public 

the benefits of competition at this time, temporary number portability 

benefits all callers, and has absolutely nothirig to do with compensation. 

These issues should not be mixed, and compensation should not vary 

depending on whether temporary number portability is in place or not. 

WHAT COMPENSATION ARRANGEMENT SHOULD APPLY TO 

REDIRECTED CALLS UNDER TEMPORARY NUMBER 

PORTABILITY? 

BellSouth should compensate MFS-FL as if the traffic had been terminated 

directly to MFS-FL's network, except that certain transport elements should 

not be paid to MFS-FL to the extent that BellSouth will be transporting the 
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call on its own network. Thus, for LATA-wide calls originating on 

BellSouth's network and terminating on MFS-FL's network, the effective 

inter-carrier compensation structure at the time the call is placed should 

apply. Traffic from IXCs forwarded to MFS-FL via temporary number 

portability should be compensated by BellSouth at the appropriate 

intraLATA, interLATA-intrastate, or interstate terminating access rate less 

those transport elements corresponding to the use of the BellSouth network 

to complete the call. In other words, BellSouth should receive entrance 

fees, tandem switching, and part of the tandem transport charges. MFS-FL 

should receive local switching, the RIC, the CCL, and part of the transport 

charge. (The pro-rata billing share to be remitted to MFS-FL should be 

identical to the rates and rate levels as non-temporary number portability 

calls.) BellSouth will bill and collect from the IXC and remit the 

appropriate portion to MFS-FL. 

HAS BELLSOUTH AGREED TO THIS POSITION? 

No. In negotiations with MFS-FL, BellSouth has taken the position that 

BellSouth will retain switched access charge:; on ported interLATA calls that 

terminate through the BellSouth network. October 6 ,  1995 Latham Letter at 

2. This is also the position that TCG agreed to with BellSouth. TCG 
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Q. 

A. 

Stipulation at 12. As I have discussed, this position would deprive ALECs 

of significant revenues and impede the development of competition in 

Florida. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER INTERIM NUMBER PORTABILITY 

ISSUES THAT ARE UNLIKELY TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE 

SEPARATE PROCEEDING? 

Yes. The details of how a request for interim number portability will be 

processed and billed were not addressed. MFS-FL believes that the 

Commission should address these issues in this proceeding to ensure that 

interim number portability is implemented efficiently and without dispute. 

MFS-FL attaches as Exhibit TTD-3 its proposal for these "Co-Carrier 

Number Forwarding Arrangements" which has previously been distributed 

to the parties to the interim number portability docket. The Commission 

should adopt these procedures to facilitate the introduction of interim 

number portability in Florida. 

THE STIPULATION BETWEEN BELLSOUTH AND TCG 

BY WAY OF SUMMARY, COULD YOU EXPLAIN THE 

VII. 

Q. 

PROVISIONS OF THE TCG STIPULATION THAT MFS-FL FINDS 
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ACCEPTABLE AND THOSE THAT MFS-FL FINDS 

UNACCEPTABLE? 

While certain aspects of the TCG Stipulation are acceptable to MFS-FL, the 

agreement includes a number of provisions, such as the universal service 

proposal, that MFS-FL believes would seriously impede the development of 

competition in Florida. 

WHAT ARE THE SHORTCOMINGS OF THE RECIPROCAL 

A. 

Q. 

COMPENSATION ARRANGEMENT AGREED TO BY MFS-FL? 

A. The greatest shortcoming is that an ALEC must accept BellSouth's universal 

service proposal in order to come to an agreement on compensation. TCG 

Stipulation at 1 ,  6, 9-1 1 .  These issues were specifically de-linked by the 

Legislature, and yet BellSouth is holding interconnection negotiations in 

abeyance unless it can force an agreement on universal service. As 

MFS-FL has explained at length in the proceeding which appropriately 

addresses the issue of universal service, BellSouth has never demonstrated 

that there is a universal service subsidy. Until such a demonstration is 

made, BellSouth should not be permitted to game the process of good faith 

interconnection negotiations by interjecting this irrelevant issue. 
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Q. 

A. 

The TCG Stipulation also holds out the false promise of modified bill 

and keep compensation, but then replaces bill and keep with switched access 

after two years. TCG Stipulation at 3.  During the first two years of 

competition, traffic flows for ALECs will be: at their lowest. Accordingly, 

the use of bill and keep for two years is of limited value. When traffic 

flows begin to significantly increase after the two year mark, an ALEC will 

then be forced to pay full switched access rates, rates which are likely to 

result in a price squeeze and which have not been demonstrated by 

BellSouth to be anywhere close to the cost of terminating a call. 

DOES THE TCG STIPULATION RECOGNIZE THE BENEFITS OF A 

BILL AND KEEP MECHANISM? 

Yes. Surprisingly, the TCG Stipulation recognizes that bill and keep is an 

effective method of compensation between LECs and ALECs. TCG 

Stipulation at 3.  TCG and BellSouth would exchange traffic on an in-kind 

basis if "it is mutually agreed that the administrative costs associated with 

local interconnection are no greater than the net monies exchanged." Id. 

Thus, the TCG Stipulation also recognizes the primary reason for adopting 

hill and keep, the need to avoid the unnecessary administrative costs of 

exchanging compensation. For these same reasons, the Commission should 
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adopt bill and keep, not only for the first two years, but on a permanent 

basis. 

IS THE CHARGE FOR INTERMEDIARY FUNCTIONS IN THE TCG 

STIPULATION ACCEPTABLE TO MFS-FL? 

As I have explained, such a charge (TCG Stipulation at 4) should only be 

assessed by BellSouth for transiting traffic when two ALECs. that are not 

cross-connected at the D-NIP and do not have direct trunks utilize BellSouth 

trunks to transit traffic. In all cases, ALECs should have an opportunity to 

cross-connect. In those instances where MFS-FL must pay for this 

intermediary function, it should pay the lesser of  1) BellSouth's interstate 

or intrastate switched access per minute tandem switching element; or 2) a 

per minute rate of $0.002. 

IS THE PROVISION PERMITTING BELLSOUTH TO RECOVER 

THE RIC WHEN IT PROVIDES THE INTERMEDIARY TANDEM 

FUNCTION ACCEPTABLE? 

No. This provision (TCG Stipulation at 4-5) is completely inconsistent with 

the established meetpoint billing arrangements between LECs in other states. 

It is MFS-FL's position, based on its experience in other states, that the 
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carrier providing the end office switching (Le.,  MFS-FL) is the carrier that 

receives the RIC. 

IS THE PROVISION REQUIRING THAT THE ALEC PROVIDE 

SUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO DETERMINE WHETHER 

TRAFFIC IS LOCAL OR TOLL REASONABLE? 

No. This provision (TCG Stipulation at 5) opens the possibility that 

significant amounts of traffic will be treated as toll rather than local traffic, 

and could deprive TCG of compensation for terminating access. There is no 

limit on BellSouth's resort to this provision, and no standard that TCG must 

meet. Moreover, this system represents a departure from the typical system 

of determining the nature of traffic. Currently, IXCs utilize a system of 

Percent Interstate Use ("PIU") monitoring, subject to audit by LECs, to 

determine whether traffic is inter- or intrastate. In states that have 

addressed this issue, a similar system of ALEC Percent Local Use ("PLU") 

monitoring, subject to audit, has been implemented. BellSouth's attempt to 

shift the burden of proof to ALEC's on this issue would put MFS-FL and 

other ALECs in an untenable position. 

WHAT ARE THE SHORTCOMINGS OF THE STIPULATION'S 

NUMBER PORTABILITY PROPOSAL? 
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A. As is the case with universal service, this issue was never intended to be the 

subject of interconnection negotiations. The appropriate docket to address 

this issue is the number portability docket. Because TCG is not even a party 

to that docket, it arrived at its agreement (TCG Stipulation at 11) without 

the benefit of the record in that docket. One of the principal issues in that 

docket was establishing the cost of providing interim number portability, 

and ensuring that pricing reflected the underlying cost. There is no 

indication in the TCG Stipulation that any relationship to cost was ever 

considered in arriving at pricing. Any decision on this issue should be 

based on the record already established in the separate docket. As I have 

discussed earlier in my testimony, ALECs would also be deprived under the 

TCG Stipulation of significant switched access revenues for ported calls. 

The TCG Stipulation also fails to address key operational issues for the 

provisioning of interim number portability, as I have discussed. 

Q. DOES MFS-FL AGREE WITH THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION TERMS 

AGREED TO IN THE TCG STIPULATION? 

Yes, MFS-FL generally agrees that there should be a dispute resolution 

mechanism in place to handle such disputes. TCG Stipulation at 12. MFS- 

A. 
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FL would add that any such mechanism should be streamlined in order to 

ensure the timely and efficient resolution of disputes. 

IS THE TCG STIPULATION PROPOSAL FOR THE PROVISION OF 

9111E911 SERVICES SATISFACTORY? 

MFS-FL would be amenable to entering into a similar agreement for 

the provision of 91 1/E911 services. However, the TCG Stipulation 

does not address the issue of compensation. MFS-FL proposes that 

the pricing of the provision 91 1/E-911 services be based on LRIC. 

IS THE TCG STIPULATION PROPOSAL ON DIRECTORY 

LISTINGS AND DISTRIBUTION SATISFACTORY? 

MFS-FL would find the TCG Stipulation on directory listings and 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

distribution generally acceptable as long as it incorporated the provisions 

discussed above. 

Again, however, that the TCG Stipulation does not address 

the issue of compensation. In this regard, BellSouth has stated that it 

would not pay MFS-FL a royalty on the sale of directory listings. 

See Latham Letter 2 (October 6, 1995). MFS-FL submits that 

BellSouth should remit a royalty payment for sales of any bulk 

directory lists to third parties, where such lists include MFS-FL 
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Q. 

A. 

customer listings. Such royalty payments should be in proportion to 

the number of MFS-FL listings to BellSouth listings contained in the 

list purchased by the third party, less 10% which BellSouth may 

retain as sales commission. 

WHY SHOULD BELLSOUTH BE REQUIRED TO REMIT A 

ROYALTY PAYMENT TO MFS-FL? 

BellSouth receives tangible benefits when it lists MFS-FL's 

customers in its directories. First, BellSouth receives some revenues 

that could be directly attributed to MFS-FL's customer listings. 

These include (a) revenues from the sale of directory listings to third 

parties, including, but not limited to, publishers of competing 

directories (since the price BellSouth charges is a function of the 

number of listings sold); (b) revenues from the sale of copies of its 

directories to other telephone companies and to out-of-area 

customers, since the price BellSouth charges for each directory is a 

function of the number of pages in the directory; and (c) revenues 

from additional directory assistance calls received as a result of 

placing competitors' listings in the directory assistance database. 
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Second, in addition to these direct revenues, BellSouth will receive 

potentially much more significant indirect economic benefits from the 

presence of competitors' listings in its directories. As the Commission is 

well aware, the publication of Yellow Pages directories is a very profitable 

enterprise for BellSouth, as it is for most other LECs nationwide. I believe 

that one factor that contributes significantly to these profits is the 

completeness of the listings; that is, the fact that nearly every resident and 

business in a given geographic area (except those with unlisted or 

unpublished numbers) can be found in the BellSouth directories. The 

Yellow Pages are frequently bound together with the White Pages and 

therefore naturally benefit from this factor. Customers find the BellSouth 

directories convenient because they are so complete and advertisers value 

them as an advertising medium precisely because consumers find them so 

convenient. If end users of BellSouth's competitors were not listed in these 

directories, they would lose some of their value to advertisers. At first, of 

course, the loss of value would be trivial because competitors will likely 

have a negligible share of the market. Over time, however, as competitors 

gain a larger market share, BellSouth would have a serious problem if its 

directories did not list a significant number of residents and businesses. 
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Another publisher might choose to enter the market and compile a more 

complete directory by purchasing listings from BellSouth and each of its 

competitors. Once this threat materialized, BellSouth would no longer be in 

a position to demand that competitors pay to list their users; rather, it would 

have to pay the competitors for their listings in order to preserve the market 

position of its Yellow Pages. 

WHAT ARE MFS-FL’S VIEWS ON THE TCG STIPULATION 

PROPOSAL FOR INTRALATA 800 TRAFFIC? 

MFS-FL agrees that BellSouth should compensate ALECs for the 

origination of 800 traffic terminated to BellSouth pursuant to the 

ALEC’s originating switched access charges including data-base 

queries. MFS-FL, however, takes issue with the proposal that 

BellSouth and ALECs will mutually provide appropriate records in 

the standard ASR format for a fee of $0.015 per record. MFS-FL 

believes that their should not be such a fee because it will increase 

prices for end users. Also, BellSouth should be required to handle 

database queries and routing of 800 calls. Of course, BellSouth will 

be compensated for these queries by billing the IXCs switched 

access. LECs and ALECs will be required to reciprocally exchange 
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significant amounts of information on a number of issues as 

competition develops. Therefore, these records should be 

reciprocally exchanged without any fees. 

WHAT ARE MFS-FL’S VIEWS ON THE TCG STIPULATION 

PROPOSALS FOR NETWORK DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT 

AND NETWORK EXPANSION? 

MFS-FL agrees with the TCG Stipulation proposal that BellSouth 

and ALECs should work together to install and maintain reliable 

interconnected telecommunications networks. Specifically, 

cooperative efforts should include, inter alia. the exchange of 

appropriate information concerning network changes that impact 

services to local service providers, maintenance contact numbers and 

escalation procedures. In addition, BellSouth and ALECs should 

work cooperatively to apply sound network management principles 

by invoking appropriate network management controls such as call 

gapping to alleviate or prevent network congestion. MFS-FL also 

agrees that BellSouth should not charge rearrangement, 

reconfiguration, disconnect, or other non-recurring fees associated 
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with the initial reconfiguration of each carrier’s interconnection 

arrangements. 

With regard to network expansion, MFS-FL agrees that 

BellSouth and ALECs should review engineering requirements and 

establish forecasts for trunk utilization. New trunk groups should be 

implemented as dictated by engineering requirements for both 

BellSouth and the ALEC. 

WHAT ARE MFS-FL’S VIEWS ON THE TCG STIPULATION 

PROPOSALS FOR CLASS INTEROPERABILITY AND 

SIGNALING? 

MFS-FL agrees that BellSouth and ALECs should provide Common 

Channel Signaling (“CCS”) to one another, where available, in 

conjunction with all the appropriate trunk groups. LECs should 

cooperate on the exchange of Transactional Capabilities Application 

Part (“TCAP”) messages to facilitate full interoperability of 

CCS-based features between their respective networks, including all 
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CLASS features and functions." All CCS signaling parameters 

should be provided including automatic number identification 

("ANI"), originating line information ("OLI") calling party 

category, charge number, etc. All privacy indicators should be 

honored. Network signaling information such as Carrier 

Identification Parameter (CCS platform) and CIClOZZ information 

(non-CCS environment) should be provided wherever such 

information is needed for call routing or billing. For traffic for 

which CCS is not available, in-band multi-frequency (MF), wink 

start, E&M channel-associated signaling with ANI should be 

forwarded. BellSouth and ALECs should also establish company- 

wide CCS interconnections STP-to-STP. Such interconnections 

should be made at the D-NIP and other points, as necessary. 

'"CLASS Features" (also called "Vertical Features") include: Automatic Call Back; 
Automatic Recall; Call Forwarding Busy Line/Don't Answer; Call Forwarding Don't Answer; 
Call Forwarding Variable; Call Forwarding - Busy Line; Call Trace; Call Waiting; Call 
Number Delivery Blocking Per Call; Calling Number Blocking Per Line: Cancel Call Waiting; 
Distinctive RingingKall Waiting; Incoming Call Line Identification Delivery; Selective Call 
Forward: Selective Call Rejection; Speed Calling; and Three Way Calling/Call Transfer. 
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Finally, BellSouth should offer use of its signaling network on an 

unbundled basis at tariffed rates. 

Q. DOES MFS-FL HAVE ANY COMMENT ON THE PROVISIONS OF 

THE TCG STIPULATION IN SECTIONS F THROUGH N? 

MFS-FL generally does not have any comment on these provisions except to 

the extent that they incorporate BellSouth's and TCG's views on certain 

issues, such as universal service. I have expressed MFS-FL's views on 

universal service and other issues in other portions of this testimony, and in 

my testimony in related Florida dockets. 

ARE THERE OTHER ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED WITH RESPECT 

TO THE TCG STIPULATION? 

Yes. The unbundling petition and testimony will address the issue of 

unbundled loops, including the manner in which this issue was addressed in 

the TCG Stipulation. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. Yes, it does. 

IJY 192.1% II 



EXHIBIT TTD-1 

July 19, 1995 

M. Tom H m b y  
HellSOutb 
125 Perimam ccntu West 
Atlmta,Cicorgia 30346 

Dcar Tam: 

In prepsration for thc upcoming &-carrier meeting between MFS and BdSuulh, I have 
prepared the following outline of W S ' s  pmposcd mmpwnta for the co-pmvision of I d  
exchange scrviccs. 

-on of N a t d  - ms propnses that in- 'ImafnetwMkrk 
accomplished through m a t  points. Each car& will be ccs&ble for providing 
trunk& to the mcctpoint for Lhc hand off of wmbincd I d  and toll truffic. and k 
responsible for completing calla to all end u~cr on their rrtwotirs at the appropriab 
intcrwnncction rab 
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Mr. Tom Hamby 
July 19,1995 
Page 2 

vs. toll pcroantage, subject to audit. 

c. Yridns of m r C C u U l W l g  - MFS p ~ o p o ~ c r  that a Bill aad Keep, or 
mutual cxchmgo, atrangeanent be u t i lkd  for the tpminasiOn of local calls until the 

calls is dcvclopod Undcr this u m g m t ,  long nm incranantal cost of tlmnmbg 
the l d  portion of traflic wrnplctsd by the other carrier ia not billed. Toll traffic will 
be billed under the .pproprurtc . atntc or iatastntcaccsss rntca. 

. .  

1v. S ~ P W o l l n ~  - The following sharcd p t a U i i  mmgements M 
necessary to provide the full Rnge of neccuay local exclungc rcrvicos. MFS would likc to 
cxplorc, whsn poaaible. the ability to update appropriate &tabmu by clccbonic means. 

91 1 WS - Rovid- f a  thc c ? r t a b l i t  of *king 
between MFS and established 91 1 hubs for the proper routing of calls. 

8. 911 dn- - Provides for the upbtc of csIablisbal ALI d a m k  fnr ihs 
inclurion of new a h n t  cu?stomen. 
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July 19. 1995 
Page 3 

V. UnbundIb - Unbundling rrfcn to the utilization of componeats of BellSouth's prrsently 
tariffed suvicw. MFS'r initial 
bctwccn a Bollhuth cmtrd.office and fi  customer premisls. U n h d h g  will require the 
utilization of c o ~ d o n  for in- Icrvifcr. and the 
syyrcms within the colloaticm amogomants. Loop pricing should be lppropriatcly discounted 
from thsrrtail prIecferbundleddialtonclinercrvicu. 

propod is to bopin utilintion of loop fscilitios 

of dim loop carria 

1 look forward to discussing these issues with you at the meeting. Please call me at (212) 
843-3056 if you would like to discuss my of thuc issues before hand. 

Oary J. Bdl 
Director of Rsguhory A&in 
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September 16,1995 

R.C. Schcye 
BellSouth Tcltcommunicntions 
Room 1 lAlS 
675 West Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlauta, GA 30375 

Dear Bob, 

Thank you for your response to the initial meeting bawccn M€S and BellSouth. Since our 
initial meeting. MFS has reorganized its regulatoty group. Tim Devine is now the Senior 
D m r  of Regulatov Affairs for the Southern Region, and will be taking over the responsibility 
of negotiations for local service beginning at h e  August 18th meeting. As I will not be in 
attendance, I felt it appropriate to clarify some ofthe points of agreement and disagreement that 
occurred in the first meeting. Please send me a clarifying response if any of the statements below 
are not an accurate pomyal of our mcering, or of BellSouth's position on any afthese issues. 

- Then appear to be no disagemmts regarding the ability of MFS to 
obtain its own NXX codes through the established industry guidelines. 

. .  - The key arca of diEagnansnt appears to be in 
which carrier will bill the residual interconnection charge (RIC). It is MFS' position (and has 
been its experience in other states) that the carrier providing the end office switching, (in rhis 
case MFS), is the carrier that mCives the RIC. BellSouth disagrees, and would like to bill and 
collect rhe RIC itself. 

- Regarding physical inarco~caion, there 
was a general agrement between the two panics to identify meet-points for the exchange of 
local M c ,  and that both toll a d  local trafXc can be passed over a single trunk group utilizing a 
percent local utilization factor (PLU). In terms of the rates that carriers will pay each other for 
the termination of local calls, BellSouth has suggested that its tariared &ansport and local 
switching rate elements will be used as a reciprocal rate betweem canien, and that the RIC and 
the carrier common line charge bc used as an interim means of funding u n i v d  savice and be 
charged by BellSouth only. While MFS shares BellSouth's concern for the pmmation of 
universal service. it is OUT undersunding thar this issue will be separately dcalt with in regulatory 
proceedings in both Georgia and Florida, and Uta1 negotiating universal service funding was not 
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contemplated in either stm's recently pwcd legislation. As such, MFS would like to focur on 
the interconnection rate only, with the assumption that universal service funding will be dealt 
with in the appropriate regulatory proceedings. Regarding the propasal for local switching, it is 
MFS' understanding that BellSouth's currently tarifTed rate for local switching is approximately 
LOO8 p a  minute of use, tandem switching is .0007, and vansport is .00004 per mile and .00036 
fixed. As Georgia and Florida has flat-nne calling for both business and rcsidenual customers. it 
is cleat that these rates arc far too high to faeilitc local exchange competition. Additionally, it 
is wiaCly acknowledged throughour the indusuy and by regulators that current switched access 
rates are not cost-based, and in fact far exceed costs. For all of these reasons, MFS proposes a 
bill and keep arrangement as the most appropriate reciprocal compcnsation plan. 

]V. 
91 1 savicc, although no specific arrangements ~lat ing to 91 1 W i n g  have teen discussed. 
Regarding directory listings, BellSouth has agreed to provide a fm initial listing of MFS 
cusulmers in its white and yellow pages, free lining in the directory assistance database, as well 
as free publishing and delivery of books. Both parties agmd to further research issues relating 
to the Master Street Address Guide (MSAG), Busy Line Verification and Inrermpt and Billing 
Arrangemenu for Mass Announcement Services such as 51 1 Kniice. 

- Then was gCnCrd agreement regarding the co-provision of 

- BellSouth has a& to provide unbundled loops assuming a 
MFS-provided digital loop carrier system can be utilized in a virtual collocation arrangement. 
For your informatian, MFS will conclude a technical rrial wirh Bell Atlantic at the end of August 
which demonstrates the feasibility of utilizing unbundled loops in a v h d  collocation 
arrangement. Additionally, MFS is also working with Ameritech on the sarrie issuc. R e g d g  
pricing, while M'FS has not reviewed thc rates in BellSouth's private line tariff, It has been MFS' 
experience that, in most cases, the tariffed rate of a private line service exceeds the tariffed rate 
of a bundled dial tone business or residence line. If this is the w e ,  applying such rates for 
unbundled loops will place MFS in a price.squeeze, in that it would be paying more for the 
unbundled loops than it wuld be allowed to recover throughend user retail rates. MFS proposes 
that the rate for an unbundled loop not exceed its proportion of the total bundled dial tone rate for 
a measured business lie (one that does not have usage built in), until such a time as the forward 
lookmg costs of loops are determined. 

VI. 1- - BellSouth has agreed to provide remote call f o m d i n g  
functionaliry as a means of providing interim number pvmbility, and has agreed to route calls 
over the same trunk groups as other traffic on an SS7 basis. Regarding the collection of 
taminarig access charges. BellSouth has proposed to keep the difference W e e n  toll access 
charges it collects h m  IXCs, and the local access charges it would pay to MFS. MFS disagrees, 
in that it has ful! rights to receive all  revenues associatcd with its piece of provisioning switched 
access services. Additionally. BellSouth has not proposed any pricing for utilizing interim 
number portability outside of its tariffed mail rate. MFS believcs such pricing is inappropriate, 
and proposes instead that M F S  and BellSouth reciprocally provide interim number portability to 

-one another without charge. 

Additionally, you mentioned some possible issues relating to CLASS services in terms of 
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transmitting appropriate information, such as priw.cy indicators, betwccn carriers to allow the 
intempexability of thex  services. It has been MFS’ experience in other states that there arc no 
impediments to full CLASS interoperability between carriers. 

I hope this bas been an accurate assessment of om first meeting. Plcase call me at (212) 843 - 
3056 if you would like to discuss any of these issues before the August 18th meeting. 

sincerely, 

GaryJ. all 

cc: T.Devine 
A. Harris 
J. Forbes 
D. Cmw, 
L. Mead 
T. Hamby 
NSims 
R. Robemon 
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Network issuer: Contact Vie Atherton 

Trunking k r u r  
(205) 977-5041 

- GeorgeJung 
- Nancy Kallus 
- MLane 
- Bill McAllister 
- RobMcKibben 
- Jim Pritchetl 

- RussAnaga 
- JaneRaulenon 
- Stan Spiibrs 

Number PortrMllty Issues 
- LwaineBeyel 
- SteveOttaway 

- NeilRusso 

- Shamntnvin 
- John Jackson 
- EdJones 

Signaling krues 

- *Robert 

Loop ksuer 

Overall Fact Finding Team 
- Bob Scheye (404) 420-8327 
- Richard Robertson (205) 977-5690 
- State Regulatory Vice President - 

Varies by State 
- Other Organizations and Function- 

provided on an as needed basis 

0. 
911 Services Issuer: Contact Evelyn Parks Operator Services Issues: \ 
(404) 529-2527 Contact Barbara Watson (404) 529-74i6 

- Jeff Anderson - Sandra Hall 
- CadJackson - DavidRose 
- DougKennedy 
- Bill Marczak 
- Ron Pardue 
- GaryRobert 
- BrendaSknnager 

Unbundled Features and Functions Issues: 
Contact Jerry Latham (205) 977-2213 
CMDS AND ITORP 

- Stephanie Reardon 
- TimYelton 

- PamTipton 
Collocation 

BOO Data Base 

Access To NUmbeN 

Switching and Po- 

- ElbertBakh 

- HarryColeman 

- TBD 

Ordering, Bllllng, and Repair Services 
Issues: Contact Gloria Caihoun 
(404) 5294579 

- SherryBrannon 
- JaneRauterson - DanaSirwn 

- ShirkyWlcox 
- EdWekh 

Other ksuer Not Described Above: 
Contact Bob Scheye (404) 4204327 or your 
BoilSouth Account Representative 

- JaneRaulerson 
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*** MFS Team Membrs *** 

* WImplementation 
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ArresstoNumhers 

* Looplsues 
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Switching and Ports 

* 91lIsues 
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3 OperntorServiees 
Directory Services 

Ti Devine 

LDyMeade - 
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(201)938-7387 

(201)938-7346 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
AND AGREEMENT 

The Parties, each of which currently provides or intends to  provide Exchange 
Services over their own respective switching networks in the State of 

, agree pursuant to this Stipulation and Agreement to extend certain 
arrangements to one another as described and according to the terms, conditions and 
pricing specified hereunder. The Parties enter into this agreement without prejudice 
to any positions they have taken previously,' or may take in .the future in any 
legislative, regulatory, or other public forum. 

1. 

WHEREAS, universal COnneCtiVitV between common carriers is the defining 
characteristic of the public switched tdecommunications network in which a11 common 
carriers participate; and 

WHEREAS, absent such connectivity the utility of communications services to 
individual consumers and to society as a whole would be severely and unnecessarily 
diminished; and 

WHEREAS, encouraging fair, efficient and reasonable connectivity of networks 
has been identified as being in the public interest and as a guiding principle of U.S. 
telecommunications policy throughout this century'; and 

WHEREAS, the events of the last three decades have made it abundantly clear 
that competition in communications markets has been highly baneficial to consumers 
and society as a whole; and 

WHEREAS, it is now possible and eminently desirable to extend the benefits of 
competition t o  the local exchange services market; and 

WHEREAS, the most basic prerequisite for the mere introduction of local 
exchange competition is. the establishment of certain arrangements between and 
among incumbent and entrant local exchange carriers; and 

WHEREAS, in order that the greatest possible benefits should accrue to 
consumers and society. such arrangements must: (1) allow the natural development 
of full, fair, efficient and effective local exchange competition; (2) allow each carrier 
to recognize and respond to competitive market incentives to configure robust, high 
quality, least-cost, efficient networks, to innovate, to optimiza overall operations, to 
improve total customer service and customer responsiveness; and (3) ensure optimal 
inter-operability and service transparency to all end users; regardfess of the carrier from 
which the end user chooses to receive service; and 

1 Beginning at least wah the 'Kqrbwy Comrnitmrnt of 191 3'. wherein the Bdl Synm, 
in a bid to stave off anti-nusr anion. cornmittad to ttm United Statu Attornmy Genard to, rmong other 
things, connect its networks with those of independent telephone cornpclnior. 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
AND AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, in order for efficiency and fairness to uphold in these arrangements, 
it is essential that each incumbent and entrant local exchange carrier be allowed the 
greatest possible flexibility and discretion to develop its own bastc business strategies 
-- especially with respect to network design, technology and capital choice and 
deployment, management of operating expenses, product offerings and product 
packaging -- and should take sole responsibility for, and bear all risks associated with 
its own strategies and decisions in these areas; and 

WHEREAS, no carrier should be in a position to shift any burdens arising from 
its own  unilateral decisions and strategies-in these area6 onto its competitors, nor be 
able to confiscate from a competitor any benefits arising from that competitor's own 
unilateral decisions and strategies; and 

WHEREAS, in the service of maximum inter-operability, each incumbent and 
entrant local exchange carrier should be able to efficiently, flexibly, and robustly 
exchange traffic and signaling with every other carrier operating in the aame area at 
well-defined and standardized points of mutually agraed interconnection; 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual provirions'contained herein 
and other good and valuable consideration. the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, ELEC and ILEC hereby covenant and agree as follows: 

II. 

A. "Automatic Number Identification" or "ANI" refers to  the number 
transmitted through the network identifying the calling party. 

"Central Office Switch", "Central Office" or "CO" means a switching 
entity within the public switched telecommuncations network, including 
but not limited to: 

0. 

"End Office Switches" which are Class 5 switches from which end 
user Exchange Services are directly connected and offered. 

"Tandem Office Switches" which are Class 4 switches which are 
used to  connect and switch trunk circuits between and among 
Central OWtce Switches. 

Central Office Switches may be employed as combination End 
Office/Tandem Office switches (combination Class 5/Clars 4). 

C. "CLASS Features" (also called "Vertical Faatures") include: Automatic 
Call Back; Automatic Recall; Call Forwarding Busy LinelDon't Answer; 
Call Forwarding Don't Answer: Call Forwarding Variable; Call Forwarding - Busy Line; Call Trace; Call Waiting; Call Number Delivery Blocking Per 

Privi&ed B C0nfidenU.l Stlp 911 1196 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
AND AGREEMENT 

Call; Calling Number Blocking Per Line; Cancel Call Waiting; Distinctive 
Ringing/Call Waiting; incoming Call Line Identification Delivery; Selective 
Call Forward; Selective Call Rejection; Speed Calling; and Three Way 
CallinglCall Transfer. 

D. To-Location" or "Co-Location Arrangement" is an interconnection 
architecture method in which one carrier extends network transmission 
facilities to a wire centerhggregation point in the network of a second 
carrier, whereby the first carrier's facilities are terminated into equipment 
installed and maintained in that wire center by or on the behalf of the 
first carrier for the primary purpose of interconnecting the first carrier's 
facilities to the facilities of the second carrier. 

E. "Common Channel Signaling" or "CCS" means a method of digitally 
transmitting call set-up and network control data over a special network 
fully separate from the public switched network that carries the actual 
call. 

F. "Cross Connection" means an intra-wire center channel connecting 
separate pieces of equipment including equipment between separate CO- 

location facilities. 

"OS-1 " is a digital signal rate of 1.544 Mbps (Mega Bit Per Second). 

"OS-3" is a digital signal rate of 44.736 Mbps. 

"DSX panel" is a cross-connect baylpanel used for the termination of 
equipment and facilities operating at digital rates. 

"Entrant Local Exchange Carrier" or "ELEC" means a LEC which is not the 
current or former Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier in any geographic 
area. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

J. 

K. "Exchange Message Interface" or "EMI" is the standard used for 
exchange of telecommunications message information between )oca1 
exchange carriers and interexchange carriers. Data is provided between 
companies via unique record layouts that contain customer billing 
information, account summary and tracking analysis. 

"Exchange Message Record" or "EMR" is the standard used for exchange 
of telecommunications message information among Local Exchange 
Carriers for billable, non-billable, sample, settlement and study data. 

L. 

M. "Exchange Service" refers to all basic access line, PBX trunk, 
CentrexlESSX-like services, ISDN services, or any other services off ered 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
AND AGREEMENT 

to end users which provide end users with a telephonic connection to, 
and a unique telephone number address on, the public switched 
telecommunications network, and which enable such end users to place 
or receive calls to all other stations on the public switched 
telecommunications network. , 

N. 

0. 

P. 

Q. 

R. 

S. 

T. 

"Incumbent Local Exchange Carrler" or "ILEC" means a LEC which is 
currently or was previously the exclusive LEC in a given geographic area. 

"Interconnection" means the connection of separate pieces of equipment, 
transmission facilities, etc., within, between or among networks. The 
architecture of interconnection may include several methods including, 
but not limited to co-location arrangements and mid-fiber meet 
arrangements. 

"Interexchange Carrier" or "IXC" means a provider of stan&alone 
interexchange telecommunications services. 

"Interim Number Portability" or "INP" means the transparent delivery of 
Local Telephone Number Portability I"tTNP"t capabilities, from a 
customer standpoint in terms of call completion, and from a carrier 
standpoint in terms of compensation, through the use of direct inward 
dial ("DID") andlor remote call forwarding ("RCF") capabilities between 
netw orks . 
"ISDN" means Integrated Services Digital Network; a switched network 
providing end-to-end digital connectivity for the simultaneous 
transmission of voice and data. Basic Rate Interface-ISDN (BRI-ISDN) 
provides for digital transmission of two 64 Kbps bearer channels and one 
16 Kbps data channel (26 + DI. Primary Rate InterfactlSDN IPRI-ISDN) 
provides for digital transmission of 8 28 + D channel sets. 

"Line Side" refers to an end office switch connection that has been 
programmed to treat the circuit as an local line connected to  a ordinary 
telephone station set. Line side connections offer only those 
transmission and signaling feutures appropriate for a connection between 
an end office and an ordinary telephone station set. 

"Link Element" or "Link" is a component of an Exchange Service; for 
purposes of generel illustration, the "Link Element" is the transmission 
facility (or channel or group of channels on such facility) which extends 
from a Main Distribution Frame, DSX-panel, or functionally comparable 
piece of equipment in an ILEC end office wire center, to a demarcation 
or connector block inlet a customer's premises. Traditionally, links were 
provisioned as 2-wire or &wire copper pairs running from the end office 

Privit~ged & Conffcknthl 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
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distribution frame to the customer premise; however, a link may b 
provided via other media. including radio frequencies, as a channel on a 
high capacity feederldistribution facility which may in turn be distributed 
from a node location to  the customer premise via a copper or coax drop 
facility, etc. Links fall into the following categories: 

"2-wire analog voice grade links" will support analog transmission 
of 300-3000 Hz. repeat loop start or ground start seizure and 
disconnect in one direction (toward the end office switch), and 
repeat ringing in the other direction (toward the end user). This 
link is commonly usad for local dial tone service. 

"2-wire ISDN digital grade links" will support digital transmission 
of two 64 Kpbs bearer channels and one 16 Kbps data channel. 
This is a 2 B + D  basic rate interface Integrated Services Digital 
Network (BAI-ISDN) type of loop which will meet national ISDN 
standards. 

"4-wire OS-1 digital grade links" will support full duplex 
transmission of isochronous serial data at 1.544 Mbps. This T- 
1 IDS-1 type of loop provides the equivalent of 24 voice gradelDSO 
channels. 

U. 

V. 

W. 

X. 

"Local Exchange Carrier" or "LEC" means any carrier that provides 
facility-based Exchange Services utilizing a switch it owns or 
substantially controls in conjunction with unique central off ice codes 
assigned directly to that carrier. This includes both Incumbent Local 
Exchange Carriers ("ILEC") and Entrant Local Exchange Carriers ("ELEC"). 

"Local Telephone Number Portability' or "LTNP" means the technical 
ability to enable an end user customer to utilize its telephone number in 
conjunction with any exchange service provided by any Local Exchange 
Camer operating within the geographic number plan area with which the 
customer's telephone numberfs) is associated, regardless of whether the 
customer's Chosen Local Exchange Carrier is the carrier which originally 
assigned the number to the customer, without penalty to  either the 
customer or its chosen local exchange carrier. 

"Main Oistribution Frame" or "MDF" is the primary point at which outside 
plant facilities terminate within a wire center, for interconnection to  other 
telecommunications facilities within the wire center. 

"Mid-Fiber Meet" is an interconnection architecture method whereby two 
carriers meet at a fiber splice in a junction box. 

PrtWagad & Confld.nUai 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
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"Network Data Mover" describes a File Transfer Protocol for 
sendingheceiving data files. 

"Numbering Plan Area" or "NPA" is also sometimes referred to as an area 
code. This is the three digit indicator which is defined by the "A", "B", 
and "C" digits of each 1Odigit 'telephone number within the North 
American Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NPA contains 800 possible 
NXX Codes. There are two general categories of NPA, "Geographic 
NPAs" and "Non-Geographic NPAs". A "Geographic NPA" is associated 
with a defined geographic area, and all telephone numbers bearing such 
NPA are associated with services provided within that geographic area. 
A "Non-Geogrsphic NPA". also known as a "Service Access Code" or 
"SAC Code" is typically associated with a specialized telecommunications 
service which may be provided across multiph geographic NPA areas; 
800, 900, 700, nod 888 are examples of Non-Geographic NPAs. 

"NXX", "NXX Code", "Central Office Code" or "CO Code" is the three 
digit switch entity indicator which is defined by the "D", "E", and 'F" 
digits of a 10-digit telephone number within the North American 
Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NXX Code contains 10.000 station 
numbers. Historically. entire NXX code blocks h w e  been assigned to 
specific individual local exchange end office switches. 

"On-Line Transfer" means the transferring of an incoming call to another 
telephone number without the call being disconnected. 

"Permanent Number Portability" or "PNP" means the use of a database 
solution to provide fully transparent LTNP for all customers and all 
providers without limitation. 

"Plain Old Telephone Service Traffic" or "POTS traffic" refers to calls 
between two or more Exchange Service users, where both Exchange 
Services bear NPA-NXX designations associated with the same LATA. 

"Port Element" or "Port" is a component of an Exchange Service; for 
purposes of general illustration, the "Port" is a line card and associated 
peripheral equipment on an ILEC end office switch which serves as the 
hardware termination for the customer's exchange service on that switch 
and generates dial tone and provides the customer a pathway into the 
public switched telecommunications network. Each Port is typically 
associated with one (or more) telephone numberts) which sowes as the 
customer's network address. Port categories include: 

"2-wire analog line port" is a line side switch connection employed 
to  provide basic residential and business type Exchonge Services. 
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"2-wire ISDN digital line port" is a Basic Rate Interface (6131) line 
side switch connection employed to provide ISDN Exchange 
Services. 

Ff. 

GG. 

HH. 

11. 

JJ. 

KK. 

"2-wire analog DID trunk port" is a direct inward dialing (DID) 
trunk side switch connection employed to provide incoming trunk 
type Exchange Services. 

"4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk port" is a direct inward dialing (DID) 
trunk side switch connection employed to  provide the equivalent 
of 24 analog incoming trunk type Exchange Services. 

"Rate Canter" means a geographic area which a LEC has identified as the 
area within which it will provide Exchange Services bearing e particular 
NPA-NXX designation. Rate Centers are used to rate distance sensitive 
calls inbound to the Exchange Services bearing a given NPA-NXX 
designation. 

"Rating Point" means a location which a LEC has designated OK its own 
network as the homing point for traffic inbound to Exchange Services 
provided by the LEC which bear a certain NPA-NXX designation. 
Pursuant to Bellcore Practice BR 795-100-100, the Rating Point may be 
an "End Office" location, or a "LEC Consortium Point of Interconnection". 
Pursuant t o  that same Bellcore Practice, examples of the latter shall ba 
designated by a common language location identifier (CLLI) code with 
(x)KD in positions 9, 10, 11, where {x) may be any alphanumeric A-2 or 
0-9. 

"Reference of Calls" referes to a process in which calls are routed to an 
announcement which states the new telephone number of an end user. 

"Service Control Point" or "SCP" is the node in the signaling network to  
which informational requests for service handling, such as routing, are 
directed and processed. The SCP is a real time database system that, 
basad on a query from the SSP, performs subscriber or application- 
specific service logic, and then sends instructions back to tho SSP on 
how to continue Cal i  processing. 

"Signal Transfer Point" or "STP" performs a pocket switching function 
that routes signaling messages among SSPs, SCPs and other STR in 
order to  set up calls and to query databases for advanced services. 

"Switched Access Service" means the offering of facilities for tho 
purpose of the origination of termination of non-POTS traffic to  or from 
Exchange Services offered in a given area. Switched Access Services 
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include: 
access, and 900 access. 

"Trunk Side" refers to a central office switch connection that is capable 
of, and has been programmed to treat the circuit as connecting to 
another switching entity, for example a private branch exchange ("PBX") 
or another central office switch. Trunk side connections offer those 
transmission and signaling features appropriate for the connection of 
switching entities, and can not be used for the direct connection of 
ordinary telephone station sets. 

MM. "Wire Center" means a building or space within a building which serves 
as an aggregation point on a given carrier's network, where transmission 
facilities and circuits are connected or switched. 

Feature Group A. Feature Group 0. Feature Group 0, 800 

LL. 

Ill. 

LECs shall interconnect their networks as necessary to effect the Co-Carrier 
Arrangements identified in Parts V., VI., VII, and IX. Any two or more LECs 
shall be free to employ whatever network interconnection architecture and at 
whatever points as the may mutually agree, provided that each LEC makes 
available the same arrangements to each other LEC operating within the same 
areas. Notwithstanding any mutual agreements which may be established 
between carriers regarding the architecture of network interconnection 
arrangements they may voluntarily establish between their networks, each LEC 
shall minimally make available to each other LEC interconnection arrangements 
conforming to the default network interconnection architecture defined below: 

A. Each LATA within which at  least one ELEC provides exchange services, 
shall be divided into one or more Default Network interconnection 
Districts ("0-NID"). 

B. Within each 0-NID, a single Default Network Interconnection Point ("0- 
NIP") shall be designated and established as a point at which all LECs 
operating within the corresponding D-NID may interconnect to all other 
LECs operating within that 0-NID. 

Initial D-NIDs shall correspond to  the geographic area served by a single 
ILEC access tandem.' Within each initial D-NID, the ILEC wire center 
housing the ILEC access tandem shall be designated as an initial 0-NIP. 

C. 

id, an area comprised of all the exchango oroar served by end office rwi tch.~  which 
subtend a given acceaa tandem for the prowdon of rwitckd acceos aeniic(L0 to intenxchanpr un ion .  

a 
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0.  D-NIDs and D-NIPS shall be renewed every 36 months, subject to the 
following process: 

1. Beginning no later than 24 months after adoption of the then- 
current 0-NIDs and D-NIPs: all LECs operating in a given LATA 
shall meet to renew or revise the D-NID and 0-NIP configuration 
for that LATA, specifically with respect to number of D-NIDs, 0- 
NID boundaries and location of 0-NIPS. 

2. Decisions to renew or revise will require unanimous assent of all 
LECs operating in the LATA. Upon reaching a unanimous decision 
to renew or revise, all LECs shall implement such decision within 
30 days, unless the LECs unanimously agree to implement on 
some other date. 

3. In the event the LECs are unable to reach a unanimous deckGon to 
renew or revise, or to extend discussions within 90 days of mitially 
opening discussions, any single LEC shall have the right to  petition 
the Public Utility Commission to  resolve the issue. 

4. The Commission shall provide notice to the parties, convene a 
hearing to receive evidence from the interested parties, and make 
a determination within 90 days of receiving such petition. In 
making such a determination, the Commission shall be limited to: 
(1  I renewing the existing D-NIOs and 0-NIPS: or (2) approving and 
imposing an alternate 0-NIDID-NIP plan which has been sponsored 
by one of the parties, and for which the Commission finds that the 
weight of the record demonstrates that such plan is more 
consistent with the public interest than any others presented 
during the course of its hearing. In no case however, shall the 
Commission approve a plan which would create a larger number 
of D-NIDs and D-NIPS than exist at the time of the hearing. 
Commission decisions shall be implemented by dl LECs within 30 
days of issuance of the Commission's decision. 

E. Where an ELEC and an ILEC interconnect at a D-NIP, ELEC shall have the 
right to  specify any of the following interconnection methods: 

1. a mid-fiber meet at the 0-NIP, or in a manhole or other appropriate 
junction point near t o  or just outside the D-NIP; 

2. a digital cross-connection hand-off, DSX panel to DSX panel, 
where both the ELEC and the ILEC maintain such facilities at the 
0-NIP; 

Riuihgeddr Conf&nthI Stip SI11196 
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3. a co-location facility maintained by ELEC, or by a 3rd-party with 
whom ELEC has contracted for such purposes, at an ILEC wire 
center, where such wire center has been designated as the 0-NIP; 
or 

4. a co-location facility maintained by ILEC. or by a 3rd-party with 
whom ILEC has contracted for such purposes; at an ELEC wire 
center, where such wire. center has been designated as the 0-NIP. 

G .  In extending network interconnection facilities to  the D-NIP, ELEC shall 
have the right to extend its own facilities or to  lease dark fiber facilities 
or digital transport facilities from ILEC or from any 3rd-party, subject to 
the following terms: 

1.  Such leased facilities shall extend from any point designated by 
ELEC on its own network (including a co-location facility 
maintained by ELEC at an ILEC wire center) to the 0-NIP or 
associated manhole or other appropriate junction point. 

2.  Where ELEC leases such facilities from ILEC, ELEC shall have the 
right to lease under the most favorable tariff or contract terms 
ILEC offers. 

H. Where an interconnection occurs via a co-location facility, no incremental 
cross-connection charges shall apply for the traffic exchange circuits. 

1. Upon reasonable notice, ELEC may change from one of the 
interconnection methods specified above, to one of the other methods 
specified above, with no penalty. conversion, or rollover charges. 

IV. 

A. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed to in any manner limit or 
otherwise adversely impact any LEC's right to request and be assigned 
central office INXX) codes pursuant to the Central Office Code 
Assignment Guidelines'. 

B. As contemplated by the Central Office Code Assignment Guidelines, each 
LEC shall designate within the geographic NPA with which each of its 
assigned NXX codas is associated, a Rate Center area within which it 
intends to offer Exchange Services bearing that NPA-NXX dasignation. ' 

Laat published by the Industry Numbering Comrninw I'INC'J on November 1 (I, 1994, 3 

as IL-94/11-013. 
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C. Each LEC will also designate a Rating Point for each assigned NXX code. 
A LEC may designate one location within each Rate Center as the Rating 
Point for the NPA-NXXs associated with that Rate Centar; alternatively. 
the LEC may designate a single location within one Rate Center to serve 
as the Rating Point for all the NPA-NXXs associated with that Rate 
Center and with one or more other Rate Centers served by the LEC within 
the same LATA. 

D. To the extent any ILEC serves as Central Office Code Administrator for 
a given region, the ILEC will suppon all other LEC requests related to 
central office (NXX) code administration 8nd assignmnts in an effective 
and timely manner. 

All LECs will comply with code administration requirements as prescribed 
by the Federal Communications Commission, the Public Utilities 
Commission, and accepted industry guidelines. 

It shall be the responsibility of each LEC to program end update its own 
switches and network systems to recognize and route traffic to each 
other LEC's assigned NXX codes at all times. No party shall impose any 
fees or charges whatsoever on any other carrier for such activities. 

E. 

F. 

V. 

A. 

1. Each ELEC may at its sole option and discretion establish meet- 
point billing arrangements with an ILEC in order to provide 
Switched Access Services to third parties via an ILEC access 
tandem switch, in accordance with the Meet-Point Billing and 
Provisioning guidelines adopted by the Ordering and Billing Forum, 
except as modified herein. 

2. Except in instances of capacity limitations, ILEC shall allow ELEC 
to subtend the ILEC access tandem switch(e3 nearest to  the 
ELEC Rating Pointk) associated with the NPA-NXX(s) tolfrom 
which the Switched Access Services are homed. In instances of 
capacity limitation at a given access tandem switch, ELEC shdl be 
allowed to subtend the next-nearest ILEC access tandem switch 
in which sufficient capacity is available. 

3. Except in those instances where ELEC and ILEC have negotiated 
mutually-agreeable alternative network interconnection 
arrangements, interconnection for the meet-point arrangement 
shall occur at the D-NIP nearest to the ILEC access tandem. 
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4. Common channel signalling ("CCS") shall bs utilized in conjunction 
with meet-point billing arrangements to extent that such signaling 
is resident in the ILEC access tandem switch. 

ELEC and ILEC will use their best reasonable efforts, individually 
and collectively. to maintain provisions in their respective federal 
and state access tariffs. andlor provisions within the National 
Exchange Carrier Association ("NECA") Tariff No. 4, or any 
successor tariff, sufficient to  reflect this meet-point billing 
arrangement. 

ELEC and ILEC will in a timely fashion exchange all information 
necessary to accurately. reliably and promptly bill third parties for 
Switched Access Services traffic jointly handled by ELEC end ILEC 
via the meet-point arrangement.' Information shall be exchanged 
in Electronic Message Interface format. 

5 .  

6 .  

A. At ELEC's option. billing to  3rd-parties6 for the Switched Access 
Services jointly provided by ELEC and ILEC via the meet-point 
arrangement shall be according to the single-billlsingle tariff 
method, single-billlmultiple-tariff method, multiple-billlsingle-tariff 
method, or multiple-billlmultiple-tariff method. 

Where ELEC specifies one of the single-bill methods, ILEC shall 
calculate the charges to  3rd-parties utilizing the rates specified in 
ELEC' and ILEC's respective federal and state access tariffs, in 
conjunction with the appropriate meet-point billing percentege 
factors specified for each meet-point arrangement either in those 
tariffs or in the NECA No. 4 tariff. ILEC shall bill and collect from 
3rd-parties, promptly remitting to ELEC the total collected meet- 
point revenues associated with the jointly handled switched access 
traffic, lest that percentage of local transport element chargesa to  
which ILEC is entitled pursuant to the abovareferencd tariff 
provisions. 

6. 

Including. as necessary. call detail recorda. interrtatonntrmmhmraLATA percent of 
use factors, carrier name and billing address, carrir identification codea, rrving win  canter 
designation, etc., associated with such switched access traffic. 

4 

Including any future ILEC saparate intaraxchange aubsidiarles. 3 

For purpoaes of clarification, thi6 doea not include the interconnection charge, which (I 

is to be remitted to the end office provider, which in thia caae would bo CLEC. 
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VI I CAL T R A F F P  

A. 

LECs shall reciprocally terminate POTS calls originating on each others' 
networks. Except in those instances where two lor more) LECs have 
negotiated mutually-agreeable alternative network interconnection 
arrangements, reciprocal traffic exchange shall occur as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

LECs shall make available to each other interconnection facilities 
for the reciprocal exchange of POTS traffic a t  each D-NIP. The 
POTS reciprocal traffic exchange facilities established between MY 
t w o  LECs shall be configured as two separate trunk groups, 
whereby the first LEC shall utilize the first trunk group to  terminate 
traffic to the second LEC, and the second LEC shall utilize the 
second trunk group to  terminate traffic to the first LEC. 

The connections between the interconnection trunk groups shall 
be made at a DS-1 or multiple OS-1 level (including SONET) and 
shall be jointly-engineered to  an objective P.01 grade of service. 

Initial connections shall be made at an aggregate network level per 
D-NIP, such that a single trunk group shall be established in each 
direction between the two LEC networks at each D-NIP, unless 
otherwise agreed to  by the two LECs. 

In those instances where the total traffic in either direction 
between the networks of two LECs (other than the ILEC with the 

for a sustained period of , the ILEC which carries the 
greatest amount of traffic within the LATA shall allow those two 
LECs to route traffic between their respective networks via the 
aggregate traffic exchange trunk groups each LEC maintains with 
the ILEC for the exchange of traffic with the ILEC. In such 
instances, ILEC shall route traffic between the two LECs as if the 
originating LEC network was a single switching entity within the 
ILEC's own network. 

greatest traffic in the LATA) is less than per 

Whenever the total traffic in either direction between discrete 
switching entities in two separate LEC networks exceeds 

, per for a sustained period of 
, disaggregated traffic exchange trunk group paths 

shall be established between those two switching entities at the 
option of either LEC. t h e  intorconnection architecture shall be the 
same as that which pertained for the aggregated connections. 
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5. Each party shall deliver to each other party POTS traffic addrossed 
to  each NPA-NXX at the D-NIP associated with the D-NID in which 
the Rating Point associated with such NPA-NXX is located. 

6. LECs will provide Comm0.n Channel Signalling (CCS) to  ono 
another, where and as available, in conjunction with all trpffic 
exchanged at a D-NIP. LECs will cooperate on the exchange of 
TCAP messages to facilitate full inter-operability of CCS-based 
features between their respective networks, including all C U S S  
features and functions. . All CCS signalling parameters will be 
provided including automatic number identification (ANI), 
originating lino information (OL1) calling party category, charge 
number, etc. All privacy indicators will be honored. For traffic for 
which CCS is not available, in-band multi-frequency (MF), wink 
start, E&M channel-associated signalling with ANI will be 
forwarded. 

7. LECs shall establish company-wide CCS interconnections STP-to- 
STP. Such interconnections shall be made at one or more 0-NIPS, 
as necessary. 

Either party may, upon 60 days advance written notice to  the 
other party, utilize a D-NIP arrangement to carry non-POTS traffic 
which would otherwise be carried to  or from the same NPA-NXXs 
via Feature Group D ("FGD") Switched Accew Service which that 
party would otherwise purchase from the other party. All non- 
POTS traffic carried over the traffic exchange arrangement shall be 
subject to the applicable tariffed FGO Switched Access charges 
which would otherwise apply to such traffic, as described below. 

8. 

B. 

1. A POTS call handed-off at the D-NIP corresponding to  the 0-NID 
in which the call is ultimately terminated, shall be exchanged on 
an in-kind basis, with no charges applying in either direction. No 
CCS-associated charges shall apply for the termination of POTS 
traffic. 

A POTS call which is routed between two LECs via the aggregate 
traffic exchange trunk groups which each LEC maintains between 
its own network and the network of the largest ILEC operating in 
the LATA, shall be exchanged on en in-kind basis, with no chargas 
applying in either direction between the two LECs at either end of 
the call. However, the LEC on whose network the call originated 
shall pay the ILEC the lesser of : 11) ILEC's interstate Switched 

2. 
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Access Service per minute tandem switching rate element; (2) 
ILEC’s intrastate Switched Access Service per minute tandem 
switching rate element; or (3) s per minute rate of 50.002. 
Should non-POTS traffic be exchanged over such arrangements, 
in either direction, such traffic will be subject to the standard 
meet-point billing compensation and procedures which would 
otherwise apply. 

3. FGD charges for non-POTS traffic carried over a 0-NIP 
arrangement shall be’calculated as follows: 

a. FGD charges for non-POTS traffic shall be applied as if the 
D-NIP is the serving wire center for the FGD service. 

Non-POTS traffic which would otherwise be subject to 
originating FGD charges will be rated and billed according to 
procedures which otherwise apply for the rating and billing 
of originating FGD traffic. 

Non-POTS traffic which would otherwise be subjact to 
terminating FGD charges will be rated and billed according 
to the procedures which otherwise apply for the rating and 
billing of terminating FGD traffic, with the following 
modifications: 

b. 

c. 

(1) The initial wr’men notification that non-POTS traffic 
will be carried over the 0-NIP arrangement shall 
include percentage of use factors for POTS traffic, 
intrastate non-POTS traffic, and interstate non-POTS 
traffic (the sum of which should equal 100%) the 
party expects to  terminate over the traffic exchange 
arrangement. 

The initial estimated percentages shall be employed 
by the billing party to rate and bill all traffic 
terminated over the 0-NIP, beginning on the date on 
which non-POTS traffic is initially terminated over the 
D-NIP arrangement, up to and including the last day 
of the calendar quarter following the quarter in which 
such terminations were initiated. 

(21 

13) Beginning with the calendar quarter immediately 
following the calendar quarter in which terminaion of 
non-POTS traffic was initiated, by the 45th day of 
each new calendar quarter, the actual terminating 
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traffic percentages from the immediately preceding 
calendar quarter shall be provided for application in 
the next following calendar quarter. The party 
receiving such traffic shall utilize these percentages 
in calculating . the terminating traffic exchange 
charges, terminating intrastate FGD charges, and 
terminating interstate FGD charges due from the 
other party. 

VII. m F T W O R K  PUTF- 

A. Wira 

1.  

ILEC will enable any two  ELECs to directly interconnect thdr 
raspective networks, where both ELECs maintain co-location 
facilities at the same ILEC wire center, by effecting a CIOII- 

connection between those co-location facilities, w jointly directed 
by the two  ELECs. 

2. 

For cross-connections between two ELEC co-location facilitias in 
the same ILEC wire center, ILEC will charge.each ELEC one-half 
the standard tariffed special access cross-connect rate. 

1. 

a. . ELEC will interconnect to the ILEC 9-1-llE-9-1-1 hubls) 
serving the araas in which ELEC provides exchanga 
services, for the provision of 9-1-1/E9-1-1 services and for 
access to all sub-tending Public Safety Answering Points. 

b. Except in those instances where ELEC and ILEC have 
negotiated mutually-agreeabla attarnative network 
interconnection arrangements, interconnection shall be 
made at the 0-NIP designated by ILEC for 9-1-1/E-9-?-1 
interconnection. 

C. ILEC and ELEC will arrange for the automated input and 
daily updating of 9-1 -1 /E-9-1-1 database information related 
to  ELEC end users. 
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d. ILEC will use its best efforts to facilitate the prompt. robust, 
reliable and efficient interconnection of ELEC systems to the 
9-1 -1 /E-9-1 -1 platforms. 

2. 

[To be defined based on local 9-1-1 funding methodology 
and arrangements with independent LECsl. 

C. 

1. 

a. 

b. 

2. 

Except in those instances where ELEC and ILEC have 
negotiated mutually-agreeable alternative network 
interconnection arrangements, ELEC shall deliver 
information services traffic originated over ELEC's Exchange 
Services to information services provided over ILEC's 
information services platform (de, 9761 over the reciprocal 
traffic exchange trunk groups interconnected at the D-NIP 
designated by the ILEC for receipt of such trsffic. 

ILEC will a t  ELEC's option provide a direct real-time 
electronic feed or a monthly magnetic tape in a mutually- 
specified format, listing the appropriate billing listing and 
effective daily rate for each information service by 
telephone number. 

c. To the extent ELEC determines to provide a competitive 
information services platform, ILEC will cooperate with 
ELEC to develop a LATA-wide NXX codeb) which ELEC 
may use in conjunction with such platform. Additionally, 
ILEC shall route calls to such platform and ELEC will provide 
billing listing/daily rate information on terms reciprocal to 
those specified above. 

a. ELEC will bill and collect from its end users the specific end 
user calling rates ILEC bills its own end users for such 
services, unless ELEC obtains tariff approval from the Public 
Utilities Commission ("PUC") specifically permitting ELEC to 
charge i ts end users a rate different than the rate set forth 
in ILEC's tariff for such services. 
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b. ELEC will remit the full specified charges for such traffic 
each month to ILEC, less $0.05 per minute, and less 
uncollectibles. 

C. In the event ELEC provides an information service platform, 
ILEC shall bill its end users and remit funds to ELEC on 
terms reciprocal to those specified above. 

1.  

The directory listings and distribution terms and rate specified in 
this section shall apply to listings of ELEC customer numbers 
falling within NXX codes directly assigned to ELEC, and t o  listings 
of ELEC customer telephone numbers which are retained by ELEC 
pursuant to Local Telephone Number Portability Arrangements 
described below. 

a. 

b. 

ILEC will include ELEC's customers' telephone numbers in 
its "White Pages" and "Ydlow Pages" directory listings and 
directory assistance databases associated with the areas in 
which ELEC provides services to such customers, and will 
distribute such directories to such customers, in the 
identical and transparent manner in which it provides those 
functions for its own customers' telephone numbers. 

ELEC will provide ILEC with its directory listings and daily 
updates to those listings in a format required by ILEC; ILEC 
will provide ELEC a magnetic tape or computer disk 
containing the proper format. 

c. ELEC and ILEC will accord ELEC' directory listing 
information the same level of confidentiality which ILEC 
accords its own directory listing information, and ILEC shall 
ensure that access to ELEC's customer proprietlny 
confidential directory information will be limited solely to 
those ILEC employees who are directly involved in the 
preparation of listings. 

2. 

a. ILEC shall remit t o  ELEC a roysky payment for sales of any 
bulk directory lists to third parties, where such lists include 
ELEC customer listings. 
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b. Such royalty payments shall be in proportion to the number 
of ELEC listings to ILEC listings contained in the list 
purchased by the third party, less 10% which ILEC may 
retain as sales commission. 

E. 

1. 

At ELEC' request, ILEC Will: 

a. provide to ELEC operators or to an ELEC-designated 
operator bureau on-line access to  ILEC's directory 
assistance database, where such access is identical to the 
type of access ILEC's own directory asaistance op$rators 
utilize in order to provide directory assistance se rv~~es  to 
ILEC end users; 

b. provide to ELEC unbranded directory assistance service 
ELEC which is comparable in every way to  the directory 
assistance service ILEC makes available to its own end 
users; 

c. provide to ELEC directory assistance service under ELEC's 
brand which is comparable in every way to  the directory 
assistance service ILEC makes available to its own end 
users; 

d. allow ELEC or an ELEC-designated operator bureau to  
license ILEC's directory assistance. database for use in 

. providing competitive directory assistance services; and/or 

e.. in conjunction with VILE. 1 .b. or VII.E.l .c., above, provide 
caller-optional directory assistance call completion service 
.which is comparable in every way to  the directory 
assistance call completion service ILEC makes wailable to 
its own end users. 

2. 

ILEC will charge ELEC: 

0. 

b. 

$0.0 -_ per directory assistance database query. 

$0.0 - per unbranded directory arristmca call. 
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c. 

d. 

e. $0.0 per use of caller-optional directory assistance call 

$0.0- per branded directory assistance call. 

$- for licensing of each directory assistance database. 

com&ion. 

F .  

G.  

H. 

ILEC will work cooperatively with ELEC to ensure that Yellow Page 
advertisements purchased by customers who switch their service to 
ELEC (including customers utilizing ELEC-assigned telephone numbers and 
ELEC customers utilizing co-carrier number forwarding) are meintained 
without interruption. ILEC will allow ELEC customers to purchase new 
yellow pages advertisements without discrimination, a t  non- 
discriminatory rates, terms and conditions. l E C  and ELEC will implement 
a commission program whereby ELEC may act as a sales, billing and 
collection agent for Yellow Pages advertisements purchased by ELEC's 
exchange service customers. 

When an end user customer changes from ILEC to ELEC, or from ELEC 
to ILEC, and does not retain its original telephone number, the party 
formerly providing service to the end user will provide a transfer of 
service announcement on the abandoned telephone number. This 
announcement will provide details on the new number to be dialed to 
reach this customer. These arrangements will be provided reciprocally, 
free of charge to either the other carrier or the end user customar. 

ELEC and ILEC will employ the following procedures for handling 
misdirected repair calls: 

1. ELEC end ILEC will educate their respective customers as to the 
correct telephone numbers to call in order to  access their 
respective repair bureaus. 

2. To the extent the correct provider can be determined, misdirected 
repair calls will be referred to the proper provider of local exchange 
service in a courteous manner, at no charge, and the end user will 
be provided the correct contact telephone number. Extraneous 

stlp a11 1/95 
Paw 20 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
AND AGREEMENT 

communications beyond the direct referral to the correct repair 
telephone number are strictly prohibited. 

ELEC and ILEC will provide their respective repair contact numbers 
to one another on a reciprocal basis. 

3. 

I .  

1. 

Each LEC shall establish procedures whereby its operator bureau 
will coordinate with the operator bureaus of each other LEC 
operating in the LATA in order to provide Busy Line Verification 
("BLV") and Busy Line Verification and lnterupt ("BLVI") services 
on cblls between their respective respectiva end users. BLV and 
BLVl inquiries between operator bureaus shall be routed over the 
Reciprocal Traffic Exchanga Trunk groups. 

2. 

Each LEC shall compensate each other LEC for BLV and BLVl 
inquiries according to the following rates: 

BLV $0.- 

BLVl $0.- 

VIII. H 

A. 

ILEC shall immediately unbundle all i ts  Exchange Services into two 
separate packages: (1 link element plus cross-connect element; and (2) 
port element plus cross-connect element. The following link and port 
categories shall be provided: 

2-wire analog voice grade 
2 wire ISDN digital grada 
4-wire DS-1 digital grade 

2-wire analog line 
2-wire ISDN digital line 
2-wire analog DID trunk 
&wire DS-1 digital DID trunk 

Privibpd 8 COnfMNlaW stip 911 1/96 
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ILEC shall unbundle and separately price and offer these elements such 
that ELEC will be able to lease and interconnect to whichever of these 
unbundled elements ELEC requires, and to combine the ILEC-provided 
elements with any facilities and services that ELEC may itself provide, in 
order to  efficiently offer telephone services to end users. pursuant to  the 
following terms: 

1 . Interconnection shall be achieved via co-location arrangements 
ELEC shall maintain at  the wire center at which the unbundled 
elements are resident. 

2. At ELEC' discretion. each link or port element shall be delivered to  
the ELEC co-location arrangement over an individual 2-wire hand- 
off, or in multiples of 24 over a digital DS-1 hand-off in eny 
combination or order ELEC may specify. 

All transport-based features, functions, service attributes, grades- 
of-service, install, maintenance and repair intervals which apply to 
the bundled service should apply to unbundled links. 

All switch-based features, functions. service attributes, grades-of- 
service, and install, maintenance and repair intervals which apply 
to the bundled service should apply to unbundled ports. 

ILEC will permit any customer to convert its bundled service t o  an 
unbundled service and assign such service to ELEC, with no 
penalties, rollover, termination or conversion charges to  ELEC or 
the customer. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. ILEC will bill all unbundled facilities purchased by ELEC (either 
directly or by previous assignment by a customer) on a single 
consolidated statement wr wire center. 

7. Where ILEC utilizes digital loop carrier ("DLC")' technology to 
provision the link element of an bundled Exchange Service to an 
end user customer who subsequently determines to assign the link 
element to ELEC and receive Exchange Service from ELEC via such 
link, ILEC shall deliver such link to ELEC on an unintegrated basis, 
pursuant to ELEC' chosen hand-off architecture, without a 
degradation of end user service or feature availability. 

See, Bancore TR-TSY-000008. D&/rallnredace Bar- the SLC-96 Dig&alLoop C a m  
System and Local Oigiral Swircn and TR-TSY-000303. 1ntsgRr.d D&itl Loop Carriet IIDLCJ 
Requirements. 0bjectiv.r. and intarfaco. 

7 
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CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
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8 .  ILEC will permit ELEC to co-locate remote switching modules and 
associated equipment in conjunction with co-location 
arrangements ELEC maintains at an ILEC wire center, for the 
purpose of interconnecting to unbundled link elements. 

0. 

ILEC shall provide links and ports to  ELEC at the following monthly 
recurring rates: 

an individual aclraitd 
Q s l h l d a  

2-wire analog voice grade link $ s 
2 wire ISDN digital grade link s s 
4-wire DS-1 digital grade link S n l a  $ 
2-wire analog line port s $ 
2-wire ISDN digital line port s $ 
2-wire analog DID trunk port s s 
4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk port S n h  $ 

S 

A. 

ILEC and ELEC will provide Local Telephone Number Portability ("LTNP") 
on a reciprocal basis between their networks to enable each of their end 
user customers to utilize telephone numbers associated with an Exchange 
Service provided by one carrier, in conjunction an Exchange Service 

To be provided as a Special Access or Private Line OS-1 Channel Twminationkocal 
Distribution Channel, subjen to the most faVORble tariff or contract terms for which ELEC is 
eligible,except in those situations where: _. The ILEC offers its own end usor cunomen a bundled DS-1 digital grade Exchanga Service at 

a bundled rate which is l e u  than the rum of the unbundled &wire DS-1 digital DID trunk port 
rete and the moat favorable Channel Termination/Local Distribution Channel rate for which 
ELEC is eligible. In such instances. the ILEC shell provide 4-wlre OS-1 digit& grade links to 
ELEC et a rete leu than or equal to the price of the bundled OS-1 did grade Exchango 
Service less tha unbundled &wire DS-1 digital DID trunk part rate, far ELEC's use in the 
provision of DS-1 digital grade Exchange Sarvices. 

The ILEC offers its own end user customers a bundled DS-1 digitel grade Exehage ServiCa 
with performance specifications (Including, but not limited to. instdletion intervals, SOrviCa 
intervals, service priority, bitarror rates, intermptionlaveilability rmu, quality of eondnionlngl 
superior to that provided for Special Access or Private Line Channel TerminationrRoceI 
Dintibution Chsnmls. In such instances, the ILEC rh.n provide the ram or kW POffOfInanca 
characteristics to ELEC for all OS-1 ELEC purcharas for use in t@ provision of DS-1 diaital 
grade ExchangeServices. 

8 

endlor _ _  
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provided by the other carrier. upon the coordinated or simultaneous 
termination of the first Exchange Service and activation of the second 
Exchange Service. 

1. ELEC and ILEC will provide reciprocal LTNP immediately upon 
execution of this agreement via Interim Number Portability ("INP") 
measures. ILEC and ELEC will migrate from INP to a databese- 
driven Permanent Number Portability ("PNP") arrangement as soon 
as practically possible, without interruption of service to their 
respective customers. . 

INP shall operate as follows: 2. 

a. A customer of Carrier A elects to become a customer of 
Carrier B. The customer elects to  utilize the oiiginal 
telephone numberfs) corresponding to  the Exmange 
Service(s) it previously received from Carrier A, in 
conjunction with the Exchange Servica(s) it will now receive 
from Carrier 6. Upon receipt of a signed letter of agency 
from the customer assigning the number to Carrier 6, 
Carrier A will implement one of the following arrangements: 

(1) For the portability of telephone number8 which are 
npt part of a DID number block, Carrier A will 
implement an arrangement whereby all calls to the 
original telephone numberls) will be forwarded to a 
new telephone numberls) designated by Carrier B. 
Carrier A will route the forwarded traffic to Carrier B 
via the mutual traffic exchange arrangements, as if 
the call had originated from the original telephone 
number and terminated t o  the new telephone 
number. 

(21 For the portability of telephone numbers which are 
p a n  of a DID number block, Carrirr A will provide 
Carrier B an aggregated, digital DS-1 or higher grade 
DID trunk group at each 0-NIP (interface to be 
achieved in the same manner a8 the traffic exchange 
trunk groups at  each D-NIP), such that all inbound 
traffic to ported DID number8 will be delivered to 
Carrier B over this digital DID trunk facility. In order 
for a customer to port it8 Dl0 numbers from Carrier 
A to  Carrier 8, the customer will be required to 
assign entire 20-numbor DID blocks t o  Carrier 8. 

PlMrbpSd & Confidentid Sdp 911 1198 
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b. Carrier B will become the customer of record for the original 
Carrier A telephone numbers subject to the INP 
arrangements. Carrier A will provide Carrier B a single 
consolidated master billing statement each month for all 
collect and 3rd-number billed calls associated with those 
numbers. with subaccount detail by retained number. 

c. Carrier A will update its Line Information Databe- ("LIDB") 
listings for retained numbers. and restrict or cancel calling 
cards associated with those forwarded numbers, as directad 
by Carrier 8. 

Within two (2) business days of receiving notification from 
the customer, Carrier 8 shall notify Carrier A of the 
customer's termination of service with Carrier 8, and shall 
further notify Carrier A as to the Customer's instructions 
regarding its telephone number(s). Camer A will cancel the 
INP arrangements for the customer's telephone number(& 
If the Customer has chosen to retain its telephone 
numberk) for use in conjunction with Exchange Services 
provided by Carrier A or by another LEC which participatm 
in INP arrangements with Carrier A, Carrier A will 
simultaneously transition the number(s) to the customer's 
preferred carrier. 

d. 

3. Under either an INP or PNP arrangement, ELEC and ILEC will 
deliver consolidated billing statements to  one another in magnetic 
tape formats which are compstible with their respective systems 
in order to re-bill their end users for collect. calling card and 3rd- 
number billed calls. Additionally, ELEC and ILEC will implement a 
prOCeS8 to coordinate LTNP cut-overs with Unbundled Link 
conversions (as described in Paragraph VIII., above]. ELEC and 
ILEC pledge to use their best efforts to ensure that LTNP 
arrangements will not be utilized in instances where a customer 
chenges locations and would otherwise be unable to retain Its 
number without subscribing to  foreign exchange service. 

8. 

1. ELEC and ILEC shall provide LTNP (either INP or PNP) 
arrangements to  one another at no charge, except for authorized 
collect, calling card and 3rd-number billed calls billed to  the 
ratained numbers. However, for all traffic forwarded between 
ELEC and ILEC in the manner described above, reciprocal 
compensation charges (pursuant to paragraph VI., above) and 
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Switched Access charges (pursuant to each carrier's respective 
access tariffs). for POTS traffic and non-POTS traffic. respectively, 
shall be passed through as if the caller had directly dialed the new 
telephone number. 

In INP arrangements, in ardor to effect thio pass-through of 
reciprocal compensation and Switched Access charges to which 
each carrier would otherwise have been entitled if the ported 
traffic had been directly dialed to the new number, each comer will 
be required to classify and include ported traffic in its quarterly 
percentage of use reports as POTS, intrastate non-POTS, or 
interstate non-POTS. 

2. 

X. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

ILEC and ELEC agree to treat each other fairly, non-discriminatorily, and 
equally for all items included in this agreement. or reiatsd t o  the support 
of items included in this agreement. 

ELEC and ILEC will work cooperatively to minimize fraud associated with 
3rd-number billed calls, calling card calls, or any other services re la td to 
this agreement. 

ELEC and ILEC agree to  promptly exchange all necessary records for the 
proper billing of all traffic. 

For network expansion, ELEC and ILEC will review engineering 
requirements on a quarterly basis and establish forecasts for trunk 
utilization. New trunk groups will be implemented as dictated by 
engineering requirements for both ILEC and ELEC. ILEC and ELEC are 
required to  provide each other the proper call information (Le. originated 
call party number and destination call party number, CIC, OZZ, etc.) to 
enable each company t o  bill accordingly. 

There will be no rearrangement, reconfiguration, disconnect, or other 
non-recurring fees associated with the initial reconfiguration of each 
carrier's traffic exchange arrangements upon execution of this 
agreement, other than the cost of establishing a new co-location 
arrangement where one does not already exist. 

ILEC shall assess no cross-connect fee on ELEC where ELEC establishes 
a meet-point billing connection, a 0-NIP interconnection, or accessea a 
91 1 or E91 1 port through a co-location arrangement at a ILEC wire 
center. 
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IERM X I .  

ELEC and ILEC agree to provide service to each other on the terms defined in 
this agreement for a period of years from the date of execution 
of this agreement. or until standard arrangements are approved by the Public 
Utilities Commission. whichever occurs first. BY mutual agreement, ELEC and 
ILEC may amend this agreement to extend the term of this agrwment. Also by 
mutual agreement, ILEC and ELEC may jointly petition the appropriate regulafory 
bodies for permission to have this agreement supersado any future standardized 
agreements or rules such regulators might adopt or approve. 

XII. 

XIII. 

XIV . 

ILEC and ELEC shall effectuate all the terms of this agreement by 
-. 

ELEC and ILEC will work cooperatively to install and maintain a reliable network. 
ELEC and ILEC will exchange appropriate information Casy maintenance contact 
numbers, network information, information required to  comply with law 
enforcement and other security agencies of the Government, etc.) to achieve 
this desired reliability. 

ELEC and ILEC will work cooperatively to apply sound network management 
principles by invoking network management controls to alleviate or to prevent 
congestion. 

TO Fl~ECT 01- 

If. at  any time while this agreement is in effect, either of the parties to this 
agreement provides arrangements similar to those described herein to  a third 
party operating within the same LATAs as for which this agreament applies, on 
terms diff erent from those available under this agrmmant (provided that the 
third party is authorized to provide local exchange services). then the other 
party to  this agreement may opt to adopt the rates, terms, and conditions 
offered to  the third party for its own reciprocal arrangements with the first 
party. This option may be exercised by delivering written notice to the first 
party. The party exercising its option under this paragraph must continue to 
provide services to  the first party as required by this agreement, subject either 
to the rates, terms, and conditions applicable to the third party or to the rates, 
terms, and conditions of this agreement, whichever is more favorable to the first 
party. 
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Bob Scbeye 
Senior Dirator 
Swccgv Dcvclopmat Cox Businas 

September 19, 1995 

Mr. Tim Devine 
MFS 
250 Williams Street 
Suite 2200 
lnforum Building 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

Room IIAIS 
675 West Fkachtsc Strca. N.E 
A h 0  Gemgin 30375 
(404) 420-8327 

Dear Tim: 

As we discussed, BellSouth is working toward filing lo&l interconnection and 
unbundling tariffs in both Georgia and Florida later this year. The attached 
worksheet lists items and price ranges that could be included in these filings. 
We are requesting your input of demand forecasts for each of these iterns. This 
information is intended for tariff filing purposes only and your company 
data will not be identified uniquely. Further, this information will not be 
used for any other purposes by BellSouth. 

We request that you keep this document confidential within your company and 
not share it outside your company for any reason. Please contad me at your 
convenience if you have any questions or concerns. 

NOTE: Please provide data for Georgia and Florida separately. Simply write in 
Florida (where Georgia is shown) on the attachment if you are providing 
information for that state. 

This entire document is intended to be confidential between BellSouth and MFS. 
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BELLSOUTH 
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October 6.1995 

Tim Devine 
MFS Communications Company, Inc. 
2SQ Williams Street 
suite 2200 
Atlaota,GA 30303 

Dear Tim, 

Bob Scheye asked m cc i YOU our rhouehu, on th 

Soulh E511 
3535 Colonnade Parrwav 
0irrnmgh.m. Alabama 352- 

I major issues mceming your 
I -  

mposed stipulation agreement. The attached comments are designed to provide 
clarification 00 BST's positioos on the major points you listed, but may not include all of 
BST's concern with yourdocument. 

After you have had a c k  to d e w  the anafhcd, please give Bob Scheye a call to 
discuss in more detail. If you occd to contact me, I can k reached at 205-977-2213. 

Manager - Local InrercOnqeaion 
Interconnection Msrlcctirsg 

Attachment 



Issues for MFS Response 

. .  D e C t m  

It should be noted that BST'a intmirn number portability offering is not designed to 
provide service transparency. 
Initially, BST plans 0 provide a 2-wkc voice grade unbundled loop and a 2-wirc 
voice grade unbundcd port. 

BST plans to intcrConDect with dl ELECn at the BST tandem and/or wire ccntcr kvel 
for the purpose of Ibrigimiq/eminating locat traffic to/from EL= within a 
LATA. We arc uhyrtain how a D-NID and a D-NIP conespand to BST's win 
centers, tandems, UT& ctc. and would prefer to use ndohing tnmiaology to 
describe the interconnection arrangement. 
BST has no plans to of€"a mid-fiber meet with any interconnector. 
BST does not plan to waive charges for thc uoss-conncctioa of collocation facilities. 
N o d  rariff charges should apply for nanaagemcnu, conversions, rollovcrs, ctc.. 

. 

BST docs not plan to use the OBF guidelines for OLEC intenonnection and proposes 
a new document that ip designed specifically for OLEC iarangemcnts. 
BST would e ~ ~ h a n g c * ~ ~ ~ O l d s  With OLECS Using Excharye Message Record (EMR) 
format as opposed to Electronic Message Interface @MI) format. 
BST plans to offa multiple bill, single tariff billing. 
Paragraph B.B. on p ~ y p  12 should be delered in its entirev. 
Footnote 6 on page 12 refers to the interconnection charge being remitted to the end 
office company. it is BST's intention to bill this as the tandem provider. 

BST does not suppoa a bill-and-keep arrangcmcnt for local eaffic exchange With 
OLECs and would expect to be compensated separately when it pcrfoms an 
intermediary function. 
BST and the OLEC would each provide a aunk for tcnninating local traffic to each 
other. 
provisioning of other types of W i c  such as Operator Services, IXC, etc.. 
When BST provides an intermediary k c t i o n  between an OLEC and an' 
company for the pwposes of completing local calls, BST proposes to charge r 

entity. 

Additional crunks would be required from thc OLEC to BST for tj 

~ o c a ~  interconnection charges plus an additional intermdmy + "-- fee 6 the ori 

10/6/95 

I 



Issues for MFS Response 

BST plans to oEer sipding int+nonneCion at a tariffed ratc to all intaconnectors. 
This will include l d  and port elements. Thc port charge would initially be a 
flat-rated surrogate unoil BST could develop and bill a usage-sensitive charge. 
BST plans to charge &e OLEC originating FGD access charges for non-local calls 
that arc passed to the OLEC from a BST end-uscr that is located witbin the local 
calling area. 

Network PI- 

N o d  tariffed rates h u l d  apply for each interconnector that utilizes a collocation 
arrangement. 
BST does not offer Idormation Services Billing and Collections today and does not 
expect to offer this to the OLECs as a part of our uubundled tariff. 
BST does not plan to pay a royalty on the sale of dirrctoiy listings. 
BST proposes to provide Busy Line Verification and Interrupt services via its &sting 
tariffs. 

BST will provide an uubundled 24n voice grade loop and a 2-wite analog port in 
its initial tariff filing package. 
BST proposes that an ELEC will not be allowed to wmbine an unbundled loop with 
an unbundled port when both elements are provided by BST. 
BST will interface whh the OLECs at a DS-I level for the purposes of deliwring 
unbundled loops and )om to the OLEC's facilitter. 
BST will work cooppatively to provide unbundled loops to the OLECs on an 
unintegratcd basis where practicable. However, BST wodd like to barer understand 
whet MFS means by "unintegrated". 
BST's collocation tarif€ does not allow collocaton to place switching quipment in a 
collocation space. 
BST will provide Renore Call Fonvsrding (RCF) andlor Dir#t Inward Dialing (DID) 
technology at a tariffed rate for OLECs wishing to port numbers from BST's network 
to the OLEC. BST will pay a terminating inurconuection charge to the OLEC for 
these calls but will retain the witched access charges on interLATA calls that 
tenninate through the BST network using RCF or DID. 
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PRMLEGEDANDcoMrIDpRuL 

PRIVILEGE AND WORK 
SUBJECTTOTEEA~ORNEY- 

I 

The undersigned parties nene that the issues addrcsred in tbc aforementioned 
I 

proc&ings,*which have been framed in response to thc requiremenrS of thc *,vc-xefeed 

a c c k  of Florida Chapter Law 95-403, shall k resolved u follows: 

Section 364.162, Rorida Stafuta, provides that UI ALEC shall have until August 31, 

1995. or rixty (60) days, to negoriatc wid the LMI m-y acceptable prices, tumr anti 

condidom of inttrcaancctioa and for the male of lavisu ad fadlirh. ThC statute alto 

provide# that if the partiu are not able to negotiate a prlce by A u p t  31,1995. or within &y 

npr, t n m s d  

 conditio^ of int- 'on and for the resale of strvicer md kilitk3. wbtthtr set by 

days, eithcr puty may petition tbt Commission to emblihh noll.dircnmmrtay . .  

shall be filed with the Commkrion before their effetive date. 

The p r t k  were mblo  to negotiate muhutly acceptable prias, term aud dt im of 

htqonndon by August 31, 1995, or within dxty drys, and om puty, Tekport 

ComsnudcrtiorU Group (TCC3"). hu filed a petition with tbe cornmiuionto stablbh the ma, 

tom ood conditiolrr for intmoM& o n u d t b e ~ e o f m c q P i t h 6  After 

2 
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PRMLEGS AND WORK FRODUCT 
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I 

further ncgotirdons, however. the uadertigncd partiu now agree to the followIq 

tem and conditions for iotufoaneftion and thc exchange of uaffii: 

pricu, I 

I 

! 

! 

! 

! 
I 
! 

I 

! 

I 

and c e o n  will be mutual. Each ALEC will pay BellSourh. and vice 

the form of cash or a carh equivalent. In tho abmcc of an in-kindtraffic 
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-E AND WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE 

For example. if in a given month Bollsouth has 10,oOO minutes of local traffic 

terminated on nn ALEC'8 local exchrmge network md the ALEC ~IU 15,000 - 

ALEC would be rqutnd to compmsUc Bellsopth for locrl iptuConncction on 

the buir of 11,OOotaminacingrnimneS (10,OOoa5a~. x 110% ss 11,oOamins.). 

~ 
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switched IC~CI) rate6 (and inserrnus if rhe same plul were 8doptrd by the FCC 

for Florida).' The xatw for local interconnectiolr and tesminulpe switched 
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a lusteoable revenuce man8 r e p ~ ~ 1 0 6  aswciated with 
ALEC’a provimion of beaic local teleconnuuaicationm rervicea 
defined in Section 364.02(2) ,  Florida Statute6 - and t 
amsociatad vartital or ancillary rerviecs and network ace 
8ervIcer. Amemrobla revenues do not include AtBC rave 
received from baric local tel.ecommunicatfonr setviccr offered 
pries compar8ble to the incumbent L I I C ’ ~  or Lifeline menrice or f 
local interconnection and network accass ecrvicem. 
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Propoocd 
11101195 

S0.01061 
so.02921 

5o.ooo62 

SO.005159 

$0.00004 
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50.00014 
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EXHIBIT TTD-2 

D I D A V I T  OF TTMOTRY T. DEVIlyE 

I, Timothy T. Devine, do hereby swear as follows: 

At approximately 4:15 p.m. on Monday, October 30, 1995 1 received a voice mail 
message from Robert C. Scheye. Senior Director, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. wbch 
stated as follows: 

Tim, this is Bob Schcyc from BellSouth returning your call. If you want to 
make an alternate proposal for Florida, I’d certainly be willing to talk to you 
about it. Obviously, you know we’re not going to be willing to agec to - 
sometlung that deviates a huge amount from hat, but I don’t know that we 
have to foreclose discussions. That agreement is predicated upon the universal 
service fund plan. If for some reason that plan doesn’t go into effect, we’re 
going IO have to reconsider anyhow because that’s the way it’s written, $o i f  
you’ve got an altemaie proposal that you’d Iike to put in the hopper that’s at 
Iean in line with that thing to some degree, I think wc ought to talk about it. I 
don’t have any problem discussing it, so give me a call at your convenience at 
420-8237. f 

Based on this voice mail, and conversations 1 have had with Mr. Scheye, it is my 
uiideistanding at this date that BellSouth will require that its universal senrice proposal be a 
part of any mterconneclion or unbundling agreement wth MFS-FL In Florida Docket 
95-0985-TP or Florida Docket 95-0984-TP. Because MFS-FL does not believe that the 
inclusion of universal service issues is appropriate in either of these dockets, I have come to 
the conclusion at this date that MFS-FL and BellSouth will not reach a negotiated settlement 
in either of these dockets 

Dated: November 10, I995 

5zL-==+m 
Timothy T. Devine 
Senior Director, External and 

MFS Communications Conipany, Inc. 
Regulatory Affairs 
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EXHIBIT TTD-3 

pescrlDt ia Dominant Local Exchange Company ("DLEC) and Competitive Local 
Exchange Company ("CLEC") will provide Co-Carrier Number Forwarding ("CCNF") 
arrangements to m e  another on a reciprocal baas. as an Interim measure to mulate trite 
local number portability. The arrangement shall operate as follows: 

- A customer of Carrier A elects to become a customer of Carrier B. The customer 
elects to utilize the original telephone nmber(s) corresponbing to the exehange 
service(s) it previously received from Carrier A. in conjunction with the exchange 
service(s) it will now receive from Carrier 6. Upon receipt of a signed letter of 
agency from the customer assigning the number to Carrier B, Carrier A will 
implement an arrangement. whereby all calls to the original telephone number@) 
will be forwarded to a new telephone number(s) designated by Carrier 8. Carrier 
A will route the forwarded traftic to Carrier 8. via the mutual trsffic exchange 
arrangements, as if the cell had originated from the orlglnal telephone number and 
terminated to the new telephone number. 

Carrier B will become the customer of record for the orlglnal Camer A telephone 
numbers subject to thii arrangement, and will receive a single consolidated master 
billing statement each month far all collect and 3rdnumber billed calls associated 
with those numbers, with sub-account deteil by Wined number. Carrier A will 
update its LlDB listings for retained numbers, and restrid or cancel calling cards 
associated with those forwarded numbers, as directed by Carrier B. 

CLEC and DLEC will deliver consolidated billing statements to one mother in magnetic 
tape formats which are compatible with their respective systems in order to re-bill their end 
users for collect. calling card and 3rd-number billed calls. Addflionally, CLEC and DLEC 
will implement a process to coordinate CCNF cut-overs with Unbundled Link conversions 
(as described in Paragraph lE., above). CLEC and DLEC pledge to use their best effwts 
to M S U ~  that CCNF arrangements will not be utilied In instems where e axtamer 
changes locations and would otherwise be unable to retain its number without subscribing 
to foreign exchange service. 

C o m m  sation CLEC and DLEC shall provide this arrangement to one another at no 
charge, except for authorized colled calling card and 3rdnumber billed calls billed to the 
retained numbers. However. for all traffic forwarded by Carrier A to Carrier B vla the 
method described above, Carrler A will compensate Carrier B as if the caller had d i w y  
dialed the new telephone number, as follows: (1) for CCNF'ed traffic from long distsnce 
carrlers, Carrier A will pass through to Carrier B the full access rewnues collected from 
interexchange carriers for such traffic: (2) for CCNF'ed POTS treffic, C d w  A will 
compensate Carrier B under the standard POTS reciprocal compensation plm Mi& 
applies to norrCCNF'ed traffic. Carrier A will be requirsd to classify and include fo- 
traffic in I t s  quarterly percentage of use reports as POTS, intrastate non-POTS, or 
interstate non-POTS. 

- 

zoom 



AND AGREEMENT 

EXHIBIT TTD-4 

The Parties, each of which currently provides or intends to  provide Exchange 
Services over their own respective switching networks in the State of Florida, agree 
pursuant to this Stipulation and Agreament to extend certain arrangements to one 
another as described and according to the terms, conditions and pricing specified 
hereunder. The Parties enter into this .agreement without prejudice to any positions 
they have taken previousiy. or may take in the future in any legislative, regulatory, or 
other public forum. 

WHEREAS, universal connectivity between common carriers is the defining 
characteristic of the public switched telecommunications network in which all common 
carriers participate; and 

WHEREAS, absent such connectivity the utility of communications services to 
individual consumers and to society as a whole would be severely and unnecessarily 
diminished; and 

WHEREAS, encouraging fair, efficient and reasonable connectivity of networks 
has been identified as being in the public interest and as a guiding principle of U.S. 
telecommunications policy throughout this century'; and 

WHEREAS, the events of the last throe decades have made it abundantly clear 
that competition In communications markets has been highly beneficial to consumers 
and society as a whole; and 

WHEREAS, it is now possible and eminently desirable to  extend the benefits of 
competition to the local axchange services market; and 

WHEREAS, the most basic prerequisite for the mere introduction of local 
exchange competition is the establishment of certain arrangements between and 
among incumbent and entrant local exchange carriers: and 

WHEREAS, in order that the greatest possible benefits should accrue to 
consumers and society, such arrangements must: { 1 ) allow the natural development 
of full, fair, efficient and effective local exchange competition; (2) allow each carrier 
to recognize and respond to competitive market incentives to configure robust, high 
quality, least-cost, efficient networks, to innovate, to optimize overall operations, to 
improve total customer service and customer responsiveness; and (3) ensure optimal 
inter-operability and service transparency to all end users, regardless of the carrier from 
which the end user chooses to receive service; and 

Beginning a: leas with the "Kingsbury Commttment of 191 3", WheNin the Bell System, 
in a bid to wave off anti-trust ecdon. committed to the United States Attorney General to, among other 
things. connect its networke with those of independent telephone companieu. 

1 

&idged & Con-tid 1 118i96 
- 1  
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WHEREAS, in order for efficiency and fairness to uphold in these arrangements, 
it is essential that each incumbent and entrant local exchange carrier be allowed the 
greatest possible flexibility and discretion to develop its own basic business strategies 
-- especially with respect t o  network design, technology and capital choice and 
deployment, msnsgament of operating expenses, product offerings and product 
packaging -- and should take sola responsibility for, and bear all risks associated with' 
its own strategies and decisions in these areas; and 

WHEREAS, no carrier should be in a position to shift any burdens arising from 
its own unilateral decisions and strategies in these areas onto its competitors, nor be 
able to confiscate from a competitor any benefits arising -from that competitor's own 
unilateral decisions and strategies; and 

WHEREAS, in the service of maximum inter-operability, each incumbent and 
entrant local exchange carrier should be able to efficiently, flexibly, and robustly 
exchange traffic and signaling with every other carrier operating in the same area at  
well-defined and standardized points of mutually agreed interconnection; 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual provisions contsined herein 
and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, ELEC and ILEC hereby covenant and agree as follows: 

A. "Automatic Number Identification" or "ANI" refers to the number 
transmitted through the network identifying the calling party. 

"Central Office Switch", "Central Office" or "CO" means a switching 
entity within ths public switched telecommunications network, including 
but not limited to: 

E. 

"End Office Switches" which are Class 5 switches from which end 
user Exchange Services are directly connected and offered. 

"Tandem Office Switches" which are Class 4 switches which are 
used to  connect and switch trunk circuits between and among 
Central Office Switches. 

Central Office Switches may be employed as combination End 
Officeflandern Office switches (combination Class 5/Claos 4). 

C. "CLASS Features" (also called "Vertical Features") include: Automatic 
Call Back Automatic Recall; Call Forwarding Busy LinelDon't Answer; 
Call Forwarding Don't Answer; Call Forwarding variable; Call Forwarding 
- Busy Line; Call Trace: Call Waiting; Call Number Delivery Blocking Per 



FLORIDA CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I, 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M . 

N. 

Call; Calling Number Blocking Per Line; Cancel Call Waiting; Distinctive 
Ringing/Call Waiting; Incoming Call Line Identification Delivery; Selective 
Call Forward; Selective Call Rejection; Speed Calling: and Three Way 
CallinglCall Transfer. 

'To-Location" or "Co-Location Arrangement" is an interconnection 
architecture method in which one carrier extends network transmission 
facilities to a wire centerlaggregation point in the network of a second 
carrier, whereby the first carrier's facilities are terminated into equipment 
installed and maintained in that wire center by or on the behalf of the 
first carrier for the primary purpose of interconnecting the first carrier's 
fecilities t o  the facilities of the second carrier. 

"Cornmission" means the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC). 

"Common Channel Signaling" or "CCS" means a method of digitally 
transmitting call set-up and network control data over a special network 
fully separate from the public switched network that carries the actual 
call. 

"Cross Connection" means an intra-wire center channel connecting 
separate pieces of telecommunications equipment including equipment 
between separate co-location faciliiies. 

"DID" means direct inward dialing. 

"DS-1" is a digital signal rate of 1.544 Mbps (Mega Bit Per Second). 

"DS-3" is a digital signal rate of 44.736 Mbps. 

"DSX panel" is a cross-connect baylpanel used for the termination of 
equipment and facilities operating at digital rates. 

"Electronic File Transfer" refers to  any system/proeess which utilizes an 
electronic format and protocol to send/receive data files. 

"Entrant Local Exchange Carrier" or "ELEC" means a LEC which is not the 
current or former Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier in any geographic 
area. 

"Exchange Massage Record" or "EMR" is the standard used far exchange 
of telecommunications message Information among Local Exchange 
Carriers for billable, non-billable, sample, settlement and study data. 
EMR format is contained in BR-010-200-010 CRlS Exchange Message 

Pwihged & COnfMendisl 11 18/95 
Page 3 
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Record. a Bellcore document which defines industry standards for 
exchange message records. 

0. 

P. 

Q. 

R. 

S. 

.T. 

U. 

v. 

"Exchange Service" refers to all basic access line, PBX trunk, 
CentrexlESSX-like services, ISDN services, or any other services offered 
to  end users which provide end users with a telephonic connection to, 
and a unique telephone number address on, the public switched 
telecommunications network, and which enable such end users to place 
or receive calls to  all other stations on the public switched 
telecommunications network. 

"Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier" or "ILEC" means a LEC which Is 
currently or was previously the exclusive LEC in a given geographic area. 

"Interconnection" means the connection of separate pieces of equipment, 
transmission facilities, etc., within, between or among networks. The 
architecture of interconnection may include several methods including, 
but not limited to co-location arrangements and mid-fiber meet 
arrangements. 

"Interexchange Carrier" or "IXC" means a provider of stand-alone 
interexchange telecommunications serwces. 

"Interim Number Portability" or "INP means the transparent delivery of 
Local Telephone Number Portability ("LTNP") capabilities, from a 
customer standpoint in terms of call completion, and from a carrier 
standpoint In terms of compensation, through the use. of existing and 
available call routing, forwarding, and addressing capabilities. 

"ISDN" means Integrated Services Digital Network a switched network 
service providing end-to-and digital connsctivity for the simultaneous 
transmission of voice and data. Basic Rate Interface-ISDM (BRI-ISDN) 
provides for digital transmission of two 64 Kbps bearer channels and one 
16 Kbps data channel (2B+ 0). F'rlmary Rate Interface-ISDN (PRI-ISDN) 
provides for digital transmission of twenty-three (23) 64 Kbps bearer 
channels and one 16 Kbps data channel (23 B+D). 

"Line Side" refers to an end office switch ccnnaction that has been 
programmed to treat the circuit as a local line connected to a ordinary 
telephone station set. Line side connections offer only those 
transmission and signaling features appropriate for a connection between 
an end office and an ordinary telephone station set. 

"Link Element" or "Link" is a component of an Exchange Service; for 
purposes of general illustration, the "Link Element" is the tr&smission 

&ivilegad & Canfidendld 1 1/6/96 
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facility (or channel or group of channels on such facility) which extends 
from a Main Distribution Frame, DSX-panel, or functionally comparable 
piece of equipment in an ILEC end office wire center, to a demarcation 
or connector block inlat a customer's premises. Traditionally, links were 
provisioned as %wire or 4-wire copper pairs running from the end office 
distribution frame to the customer premise; however, a link may be 
provided via other media, including radio frequencies, as a channel on a 
high capacity feederldistribution facility which may in turn be distributed 
from a node location to the customer premise VIS a copper or coax drop 
facility, etc. Links fall into the following categories: 

"2-wlra analog voice grade links" will support analog transmission 
of 300-3000 Hr, repeat loop start or ground start seizure and 
disconnect in one direction (toward the end office switch), and 
repeat ringing in the other direction (toward the end user). This 
link is commonly used for local dial tone service. 

"2-wire ISDN digital grade links" will support digital transmission 
of two  64 Kbps baarer channels and one 16 Kbps data channel. 
This is a 26+0 basic rate interface integrated Services Digital 
Network (BRI-ISDN) type of loop which will meet national ISDN 
standards. 

"4-wire DS-1 digital grade links" wlll support full duplex 
transmission of isochronous serial data at 1.544 Mbps. This T- 
1 /DS1 type of loop provides the equivalent of 24 voice gradelDS0 
channels. 

W. "Local Exchange Carrier" or "LEC" means any carrier that  provides 
facility-based Exchange Services utilizing a switch it owns or 
substantially controls in conjunction with unique central office codes 
assigned directly to tha t  carrier. This includes both Incumbent Local 
Exchange Carriers ("ILEC") and Entrant Local Exchange Carriers ("ELEC"). 

"Local Telephone Number Portability" or "LTNP" means tho technical 
ability to enable an end user customer to utilize its telephone number In 
conjunction with any exchange service provided by any Local Exchange 
Carrier operating within the geographic number plan area with which the 
customer's telephone number(s) is associated, regardless of whether the 
customer's Chosen Local Exchange Carrier is the carrier which originally 
assigned the number t o  the customer, without penalty to either the 
customer or Its chosen local exchange carrier. 

X. 
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Y. 

2. 

AA. 

BB. 

cc. 

DD. 

EE. 

"Main Distribution Frame" or "MDF" is the primary point a t  which outside 
plant facliities terminate within a wire center, for interconnection to other 
telecommunications facilities within the wire center. 

"Meet-Point Billing" or "MPB" refars to an arrangement whereby two 
LECs jointly provide the transport element of a switched access service 
to one of the LEC's end office switches, with each LEC receiving an. 
appropriate share of the transport element revenues as defined by their 
effective access tariffs. 

"MECAB" refers to the Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (IWECABI 
document prepared by the Bllllng Committee of the Ordering and Billing 
Forum (OBF), which functions under the auspices of the Carrier Liaison 
Committee (CLC) of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry 
Solutions (ATIS). The MECAB document, published by Bellcore 8s 
Special Report SR-BDS-000983, contains the recommended guidelines 
for the billing of an access service provided by two or more LECs, or by 
one LEG in two or more states within a single LATA. 

"MECOD" refers t o  the Multiple Exchange Carriers Ordertng and Design 
(MECOD) GuideJines for Access Services - hiustry Support Interface, a 
document developed by the Ordering/Provisioning Committee under the 
auspices of the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF), which functions under 
the auspices of the Carrier Liaison Committee (CLCI of the Alliance for 
Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). The MECOD document, 
published by Bellcore as Special Repoit SR STS-002643, establish 
methods for processing orders for access service which is t o  be provided 
by two or more LECs. 

"Mid-Fiber Meet" is an interconnection architecture method whereby two 
carriers meet at a fiber splice in a junction box. 

"NANP" means the "North American Numbering Plan", the system of 
telephone numbering employed in the Unlted States, Canada, and the 
Caribbean countries which employ NPA 809. 

"Numbering Plan Area" or "NPA" is  also sometimes referred to as an area 
code. This is the three digit indicator which is defined by the "A", "B", 
and "C" digits of each 10-digit telephone number within the North 
American Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NPA contains 800 possible 
NXX Codes. .There are two general categories of NPA, "Geographic 
NPAs" and "Non-Geographic NPAs". A "Geographic NPA" is essociated 
with a defined geographic area, and 8ll telephone numbers bearing such 
NPA are asaoclsted with services provided within that geographic area. 
A "Nan-Geographic NPA", also known as a "Service Access Code" or 
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GG. 

HH. 

il. 

JJ. 

"SAC Code" is typically associated with a specialized telecommunications 
service which may be provided across multiple geographic NPA areas; 
800, 900, 700, and 888 are examples of Non-Geographic NPAs. 

"NXX", "NXX Code", "Central Office Code" or "CO Code" is the three 
digit switch entity indicator which is defined by the "D", "E", and "F" 
digits of a 10-digit telephone number within the North American 
Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NXX Code contains 10,000 station 
numbers. Historically, entire NXX code blocks have been assigned to 
specific individual local exchange end office switches. 

"On-Une Transfer" means the transfewing of an incoming call t o  another 
telephone number without the call being disconnected. 

"Permanent Number Portability" or "PNP" means the use of a database 
solution to provide fully transparent LTNP for all customers and all 
providers without limitation. 

"Plain Old Telephone Service Traffic" or "POTS treffic" refers t o  calls 
between two or more Exchange Service users, where both Exchange 
Services bear NPA-NW designations associated with the same LATA or 
other authorized area (s.g., Extended Area Service Zones in adjacent 
LATA$). POTS traffic includes the traffic types that have been 
traditionally referred to as "local calling", as "extended area service 
(EAS)", and as "intraLATA toll". 

"Port Element" or "Port" is a component of an Exchange Service; for 
purposes of general illustration, the "Port" is a line card and associated 
peripheral equipment on an ILEC end office swltch which serves as the 
hardware termination for the customer's exchange service on that switch 
and generates dial tone and provides the customer a pathway into the 
public switched telecommunications network. Each Port is typically 
associated with one (or more) telephone number(s1 which serves as the 
customer's network address. Port categories include: 

"2-wire analog line port" is a line side switch connection employed 
to provide basic residential and business type Exchange Services. 

"2-wire ISDN digital line port" is a Basic Rate Interface (BRI) line 
side switch connection employed to provide ISDN Exchange 
Services. 

"2-wire analog DID trunk port" is a direct inward dialing (DID) 
trunk side switch connection employed to provide incoming trunk 
type Exchange Services. 
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"+wire DS-1 digital DID trunk port" is a direct inward dialing (DID) 
trunk side switch connection employed to provide the equivalent 
of 24 analog incoming trunk type Exchange Services. 

"4-wire ISDN digital DS-1 trunk portnis a Primary Rate Interface 
IPRI) trunk side switch connection employed to provide the ISDN 
Exchange Services. 

KK. "Rate Center". means the specific geographic point and corresponding 
geographic area which have been identified by a given LEC as being 
associated with a particular NPA-NXX code which has been assigned to 
the LEC for its provision of Exchange Sarvlcea. The "rate cenrer point" 
is the finite geographic point identified by a specific V&H coordinate, 
which is used to measure distance-sensitive enduser traffic to/from 
Exchange Services bearing the particular NPA-NXX designation 
associated with the specific Rate Center. The "rate center area" is the 
exclusive geographic area which the LEC has identified as the area within 
which it will provide Exchange Services bearing the particular NPA-NXX 
designation associated with the specific Rate Center. The Rate Center 
point must be located within the Rate Center area. 

"Rating Point", somethnas also referred to as "Routing Point" maans a 
location which a LEC has designated on its own network as the homing 
(routing) point for traffic inbound to Exchange Services provided by the 
LEC which bear a certain NPA-NXX designation. Pursuant to Bellcore 
Practice BR 795-100-100, the Rating Point may be an 'End Office" 
location, or a "LEC Consortium Point of Interconnection". Pursuant to 
that same Bellcore Practice, examples of the latter shall be designated by 
a common language location identifier ICLLI) code with (x)KD in positions 
9, 1.0, 1 1, where (XI may be any alphanumeric A-Z or 0-9. The Rating 
PointlRouting Point need not be the same as the Rate Center Point, nor 
must it be located within the Rate Center Area. 

LL. 

MM. "Reference of Calls" refers to a process in which calls are routed to an 
announcement which states the new telephone number of an end user. 

"Service Control Point" or "SCP' is the node In the signaling network to  
which informational requests for service handling, such as routing, are 
directed and processed. The SCP is a real time database system that, 
based on a query from the SSP, performs subscriber or application- 
specific service logic, and then sends instructions back to  the SSP on 
how to continue call processing. 

NN. 
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00. "Signal Transfer Point' or "STP" performs a packet switching function 
thet  routes signaling messages among Ssps, ScPs and other STPs in 
order to set up calls and to query databases for advanced services. 

"Synchronous Optical Network' or "SONET" means ... 
'Switched Access Service" means the offering of facilities for the 
purpose of the origination or termination of non-POTS traffic to or from 
Exchange Services offered in a given area. Switched Access Services 
include: Feature Group A, Feature Group B, Feature Group D, 800 
access, and 900 acces$. 

"Trunk Side" refers to a central office switch connection that is capable 
of, and has been programmed to  treat the circuit as, connecting to 
another switching entity, for example a private branch exchange ("PBX") 
or another central office switch. Trunk side connections offer those 
transmission and signaling features appropriate for the connection of 
switching entities, and can not be used for the direct connection of 
ordinary telephone station sets. 

"Wire Center" means a building or space within a building which serves 
as an aggregation point on a given carrier's network, where transmission 
facilities and circuits are connected or switched. 

PP. 

QQ. 

FIR. 

SS. 

111. NNF-ITECTUqE 

LECs shall interconnect their networks as necessary to effect the Co-Carrier 
Arrangements identified in Parts V., VI., VII., and iX. Any two or more LECs 
shall be free to  employ whatever network interconnection architecture and at  
whatever points as the may mutually agree, provided that each LEC makes 
available the same arrangements to each other LEC operating within the same 
areas. Notwithstanding any mutual agreement$ which may be established 
between carriers regarding the architecture of network interconnectlon 
arrangements they may voluntarily establish between their networks, each LEC 
shall, upon request by any other LEC, minimally make available to that LEC 
interconnection arrangements conforming to the default network lnterconnectlon 
architecture defined below: 

A. In each LATA within which at least one €LEG provides Exchange Service, 
the ILEC wire center housing the ILEC tendem switch with the greatest 
traffic volume in the LATA shall be designated as the Default Network 
Interconnection Point ("D-NIP"). The D-NIP shall be the point at which 
all LECs providing Exchange Services within the LATA shall have the right 
to interconnect to all other LECs providing Exchange Services within the 
LATA. 
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B. Where an ELEC and en ILEC interconnect a t  a D-NIP. ELEC shall have the 
right to specify any of the following interconnection methods: 

1. a mid-fiber meet at  the D-NIP, or in a manhole or other appropriate 
junction point near to or just outside the D-NIP; 

e digital cross-connection hand-off, DSX panel to DSX panel, 
where both the ELEC and the ILEC maintain such facilities at the 

2. 

D-NIP; 

3. a co-location facility maintained by ELEC, or by a 3rd-party with 
whom ELEC ha6 contracted for such purposes, at an ILEC wire 
center, where such wire center has been designated as the D-NIP 
or 

4. a co-locution facility maintained by iLEC, or by a 3rd-party with 
whom ILEC has contrected for such purposes, at an ELEC wire 
center, where such wire center has been designated as the D-NIP. 

C. In extending network interconnection facilities to the D-NIP, ELEC shall 
have the right to extend its own facllities or to lease dark fiber facilities 
or digital transport facilities from ILEC or from any 3rd-party, subject to  
the following terms: 

1. Such leased facilities shall extend from any point designated by 
ELEC on its own network (including a co-location facility 
maintained by ELEC at an ILEC wire center) to the D-NIP or 
associated manhole or other appropriate junction point. 

Where ELEC leases such facilities from ILEC, ELEC shall have rho 
right to lease under the most favorable tariff or contract terms 
ILEC offers. 

2. 

D. Where an interconnection occurs via a co-location facility, no incremental 
cross-connection charges shall apply for the circuits required by this 
agreement. 

E. Upon reasonable notice, ELEC may change from one of the 
interconnection methods specified above. to one of the other methods 
specified above, with no penalty, conversion, or rollover charges. 

IV. 

A. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed to  in any manner limit or 
otherwise adversely impact any LEC's right to employ or to request and 
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be assigned any NANP number resources including, but not limited to, 
central office (NXXI codes pursuant to the Central Office Code 
Assignment Guidelines'. 

As contemptated by the Central Mflce Code Assignment Guidelines, each 
LEC shall designate within the Heographic NPA with which each of its 
assigned NXX codes is associated, a Rate Center area within which it 
intends to offer Exchange Services bearing that NPA-NXX designation, 
and a Rate Center point to serve as the measurement point for distance- 
sensitive traffic to/from the Exchange Services baaring that NPA-NXX 
designation. 

Each LEC will also designate a Rating Point for each assigned'NXX code. 
A LEC rnay designate one location within each Rate Center as the Rating 
Point for the NPA-NXXs associated with that Rate Center; alternatively, 
the LEC rnay designate a single location wlthln one Rats Center to serve 
as the Rating Point for all the NPA-NXXs associated with that Rate 
Center and with one or more other Rate Centers served by the LEC within 
the eame LATA. 

To the extent any ILEC serves as Central Office Code Administrator for 
a given region, the ILEC will support all other LEC requests related to 
central office (NXX) code administration and assignments in an effective 
and timely manner. 

All LECs will comply with coda administration requirements as prescribed 
by the Federal Communications Commission, the Public Service 
Commission, and accepted industw guidelines. 

It shall be the responsibilii of each LEC to program and update its own 
switches and network systems to recognize and route traffic to sach 
other CEC's assigned NXX codes at  all times. No LEC shall impose any 
fees or charges whatsoever on any other LEC for such activities. 

8. 

. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

V. MFm-POINT Bf' L- 

A. 

1. Each ELEC may at its sole option and discretion establish rneet- 
point billing arrangements with an ILEC in order to provide 
Switched Access Services to third parties via an ILEC access 
tandem switch, in accordance with the Meet-Point Billing 

Last published by the  Industry Numbering Committee ('INC"t as INC 95-0407908, 
Revision 4/7/95, formerly ICCF 93-0729-010. 

PrMkged & Ca&&ntkl 1 1/8/96 
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guidelines adopted by, and contained in the Ordering and Billing 
Forum's MECAB and MECOD documents, except as modified 
herein. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

7. 

Except in instances of capacity limitations, ILEC shall permit and' 
enable E L K  to sub-tend the ILEC access tandem switch(es) 
nearest to the ELEC Rating Pointls) associated with the NPA- 
NXX(s) to/from which the Switched Access Services are hom'ed. 
In .instances of capacity limitation a t  a given access tandem 
switch, ELEC shall be allowed to sub-tend the next-nearest ILEC 
access tandem switch in which sufficient capacity is available. 

Except in those instances where ELEC and ILEC have negotiated 
mutually-agreeable alternative network Interconnection 
arrangements, interconnection for the meet-point arrangement 
shall occur at the D-NIP. 

Common channel signalling ("CCS") shall be utilized in conjunction 
with meet-point billing arrangements to the extent such signaling 
is resident in the ILEC access tandem switch. 

ELEC and ILEC will use their best reasonable efforts, individually 
and collectively, t o  maintain provisions in their respective federal 
and state access tariffs, and/or provisions within the National 
Exchange Carrier Association ("NECA") Tariff No. 4, or any 
successor tariff, sufficient to  reflect this meet-poinr billing 
arrangement, including meet-point billing percentages. 

As detailed in the MECAB document, ELEC and ILEC will in a 
timely fashion exchange all information necessary to accurately, 
reliably and promptly bill third parties for Switched Access 
Services traffic jointly handled by ELEC and ILEC via the meet- 
point arrangement.' Information shall be exchanged in Electronic 
Message Record ("EMR") format, on magnetic tape or via a 
mutually acceptable electronic file transfer protocol. 

ELEC and ILEC shall employ the calender month billing period for 
meet-point billing. and shall provide each other, at no charge, the 
Usage Data. 

3 Including. as necessary. call detail records, interstate/intrcaata/intralATA percent of 
use factors. carrier name and billing address, carrier identification codes, sewing wire cents, 
designation. etc.. associated wirh such switched acceos traffic. 
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VI. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

6.  

At ELEC's option. billing t o  3rd-parties4 for the Switched Access 
Services jointly provided by ELEC and ILEC via the meet-point 
arrangement shall be according to the single-billkingle tariff 
method, single-bill/multiple-tariff method, multiple-bill/single-tariff 
method, or multiple-billlmultiple-tariff method. 

Switched Access charges t o  3rd-parties shall be calculated utilizing 
the rates specified in ELEC's and ILEC's respective federal and 
state access tariffs, in conjunction with the appropriate meet-point 
billing factors specified for each most-point arrangement either in 
those tariffs or in the NECA No. 4 tariff. 

ELEC shall ba entitled to  the balance of the switched access 
charge revenues associated with the jointly handled switched 
access traffic, less the amount of transport element charge 
revenues5 to which ILEC is entitled pursuant to the above- 
referenced tariff provisions. 

Where ELEC specifies one of the singlebill method& ILEC shall bill 
and collect from 3rd parties, promptly remitting to  ELEC the total 
collected switched access charge rovenues associated with the 
jointly-handled swltched access traffic, less only the m o u n t  of 
transport element charge revenues to  which ILEC is otherwise 
entitled. 

MPB will apply for all traffic bearing the 800, 888, or any other 
non-gaographic NPA which may be likewise designated for such 
traffic in the futuro, where the responsible party is an IXC. In 
those situations where the responsible party for such traffic is a 
LEC, full switched access rates will apply. 

EClPROCAt TRAFFIC FXCHANQF AR RAN- 

A. 

LECs shall reciprocally terminate POTS calls originating on each others' 
networks. Except in those instances where two (or more) LECs have 

including any furure ILEC separate inrerexchenge subsidiaries. 

For purposes of clarification. this does not include the interconnection charge, which 

d 

is t o  be remitted to thn and office provider. which tn this ease would be ELEC. 



negotiated mutually-agreeable alternative network interconnection 
arrangements, reciprocal traffic exchange shall occur as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

LECs shall make available to each other interconnection facilittes 
for the reciprocal exchange of POTS traffic at the D-NIP. The 
POTS reciprocal traffic exchange facilities estabiished between any 
two  LECs shall be configured as two separate trunk groups, 
whereby the first LEC shall utilize the first trunk group to terminate 
traffic to the second LEC, and the second LEC shall utilize the 
second trunk group to terminate traffic t o  the first LEC. 

The connections between the interconnection trunk groups shall 
be made at a DS-1 or multiple DS-1 level (including SONET) and 
shall be jointly-engineered to an objective P.01 grade of service. 

Initial connections shall be made at  an aggregate network level per 
D-NIP, such that a single trunk group shall be established in each 
direction between the two LEC networks, unless otherwise agreed 
t o  by the two LECs. 

In those instances where the total traffic in either direction 
between the networks of two  LECs (other than the ILEC with the 
greatest traffic in the LATA) is less than 2,000,000 per month for 
a sustained period of six (6) months, the ILEC which carries the 
greatest amount of traffic within the LATA shall allow those two 
LECs to route traffic between their respective networks via the 
aggregate traffic exchange trunk groups each LEC maintains with 
the ILEC for the exchange of traffic with the ILEC. In such 
instances, ILEC shall route traffic between the two LEGS as If the 
originating LEC network was a single switching entity within the 
ILEC's own network. 

Whenever the total traffic in either direction between discrete 
switching entities in two separate LEC networks exceeds 
2,000,000, per month for a sustained period of three (3) months, 
disaggregated traffic exchange trunk group paths shall be 
established between those two switching entities at the option of 
either LEC. The interconnection architecture shall be the same as 
that which pertained for the aggregated connections. 

Each party shall deliver to each other party POTS traffic at the D- 
NIP associated with the LATA in which the POTS traffic occurs. 

LECs will provide Common Channel Signalling (CCSJ t o  one 
another, where and as available, In conjunction with all traffic 
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exchanged at the D-NIP. LECs will cooperate on the exchange of 
Transactional Capabilities Application Part (TCAP) messages to 
facilitate full inter-operabiliiy of CCS-based features between their 
respective networks, including all CLASS features end functions. 
All CCS signalling parameters will be provided Including automatic 
number identification (ANI), originating line information (OLI) 
calllng party category, charge number, stc. All privacy indicators 
will be honored. Network signalling information such as Carrier 
Identification Parameter lCCS platform) and ClClOZZ information 
(non-CCS environment) will be provided wherever such information 
is needed for call routing or billing. For traffic for which CCS is 
not available, in-band multi-frequency IMF), wink ,start, E&M 
channel-associated signalling with ANI will be forwarded. 

LEO shall establish company-wide CCS interconnections STP-to- 
STP. Such interconnections shall be made et the D-NIP, as 
necessary. 

Where any two LECs exchange traffic at the D-NIP, one LEC may 
request, and the second LEC shall provide within 60 days of 
receiving such request, e separated trunk group from the -D-NIP to 
a specific end office or tandem switching entity in the network of 
the second LEC, in that the first LEC may utilize such separated 
trunk group in order to  both terminate POTS traffic to points 
subtending that specific switch, and terminate and originate to  
such polnts non-POTS which would otherwise be terminated or 
originated to such switch via Feature Group ("FGD") Switched 
Access Services which the first LEC would otherwisr, purchase 
from the second LEC. All POTS traffic carried over such trunk 
group shall be subject solely to the compensation arrangements 
specified below for POTS traffic. All non-POTS traffic carried over 
such trunk group shall be subjact solely to the applicable tariffed 
FGD Switched Access charges which would otherwise apply to 
such traffic, as described below. 

7. 

8. 

B. 

1. A POTS call handed-off at  the D-NIP corresponding t o  the LATA 
in which the call occurs, shall be exchanged on an in-kind basis, 
with no charges, including CCS charges, applying in either 
direction. 

A POTS call which is routed between two LECs via the aggregate 
traffic exchange trunk groups which each LEC maintains between 
its own network and the network of the largest ILEC operating in 

2. 
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the LATA, shall be exchanged on an in-kind basis, with no charges 
applying in elthnr direction between the two LECs at either end of 
the call. However, the LEC on whose network the call originated 
shall pay the ILEC the lesser Of : (1) ILEC's interstate Switched 
Access Service per minute tandem switching rate element; (2) 
ILEC's intrastate Switched Access Service per minute tandem 
switching rate element; or (3) a per minute rate of  $0,002. 
Should non-POTS traffic be exchanged over such arrangements, 
in either direction, such traffic will be subject to the standard 
meet-point billing cornpensetion and procedures which would 
otherwise apply. 

FGD charges for non-POTS traffic carried together with POTS 
traffic over a separated trunk group shall be calculated as follows: 

3. 

a. FGD charges for non-POTS traffic shall be applied as if the 
D-NIP is the serving wire center for the FGD service. 

Non-POTS traffic which would otherwise be subject to 
originating FGD charges will be rated and billed according to 
procedures which otherwise apply for the rating and billing 
of originating FGD traffic. 

Non-POTS traffic which would otherwise be subject to 
terminating FGD charges will be rated and billed according 
to the  procedures which otherwise apply for the rating and 
billing of terminating FGO traffic, with the following 
modifications: 

(1 ) 

b. 

c. 

The initial written request for separated trunk groups 
to a specific switching entity shall include percentage 
of use factors for POTS traffic, intrastate non-POTS 
traffic, and interstate non-POTS traffic (the sum of 
which should equal 100%) the requesting (first) LEC 
expects to terminate over the separated trunk group. 

The initial estimated percentages shall be employed 
by the second LEC to rate and bill all traffic 
termlneted over the separeted trunk group, beginning 
on the date on which non-POTS traffic is initially 
terminated over over such trunk group, up to and 
including the last day of the calendar quarter 
following the quarter in which such terminations 
were initiated. 

(2)  
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(3) Beginning with the calendar quarter immediately 
following the calendar quarter in which termination of 
non-POTS traffic was initiated, the first LEC shall by 
the 45th day of each new calendar quarter provide to 
the second LEC the actual terminating traffic 
percentages from the immediately preceding calendar 
quarter shall be provided for application in the nex-t 
following calendar quarter. The second LEC shall 
utilize these percentages in calculating the 
terminating traffic exchange charges, terminating 
intrastate FGD charges, and terminating Interstate 
FGD charges due from the first LEC. 

VII. SHAREO N E T W K  PI ATF- 

A. nection B m  El ECs Co-l o c a  in an !I FC Wire Center 

ILEC will enable any two ELECs to directly interconnect their 
respective networks, where both ELECs maintain co-iocatlon 
facilities at the same ILEC wire center, by effecting a cross- 
connection between those co-locatlon facilities, as jointly directed 
by the two ELECs. 

2. 

For cross-connections between two ELEC co-location facilities in 
the same ILEC wire center, ILEC will charge each ELEC one-half 
the standard tariffed special access cross-connect rate. 

a. ELEC will interconnect to the ILEC 9-1 -1 /E-9-1-1 selective 
routersl911 tandems which serve the areas in which ELEC 
provides exchange services, for the provision of 9-1 -1 E9-1- 
1 services and for access to ell sub-tending Public Safety 
Answering Points (”PSAP”). ILEC will provide ELEC with 
the appropriate CLLl codes and specifications of the tandem 
serving area. 
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b. Except in those instances where ELEC and ILEC have 
negotiated mutually-agreeable alternative network 
interconnection arrangements. interconnection shall be 
made at the D-NIP. 

ILEC and ELEC will arrange for the automated input and 
daily updating of 9-1 -1 /E-9-1 -1 database information related 
to ELEC end users. ILEC will provide ELEC with the Master 
Street Address Guide (MSAG) SO that ELEC can ensure the 
accuracy of the data transfer. Additionally, ILEC shall 
provide to ELEC the ten-digit POTS number for each PSAP 
that sub-tends each ILEC selective router/9-1-1 tandem to 
which ELEC IS interconnected. 

ILEC will use its best efforts to facilitate the prompt, robust, 
reliable and efficient interconnection of ELEC systems to the 
9-1 -1/E-9-1-1 platforms. 

c. 

d. 

2. 

No charges shall apply for the provision of 91 l /ES l  1 
services between IECs  and ELECs. 

C. Inform a t  inn Services 

1. 

a. Except in those instances where ELEC'and ILEC have 
negotiated mutually-agreeable alternative network 
interconnection arrangements, ELEC shall deliver 
information services traffic originated over ELEC's E5changc 
Services to information services provided over ILEC's 
information services platform & g ~  976) over the reciprocal 
traffic exchange trunk groups interconnected at the D-NIP 
designated by the ILEC for receipt of such traffic. 

b. ILEC will at ELEC's option provide a direct real-time 
electronic feed or a daily or monthly magnetic tape in a 
mutually-specified format, listing the appropriate billing 
listing and effective daily rate for each information service 
.by telephone number. 

To the extent ELEC determines to provide a competitive 
information services platform, ILEC will cooperate with 
ELEC to develop a LATA-wide NXX code(s) which ELEC 

c. 



may use In conjunction with such platform. Additionally, 
ILEC shall route calls to such platform and ELEC will provide 
billing llstingldaily rate information on terms reciprocal to  
those specified above. 

2. 

a. ELEC will bill and collect from its end users the spaclfic end 
user calling rates ILEC bills its own end users for such 
services, unless ELEC obtains tariff approval from the Public 
Service Commission ("PSC") specifically permitting ELEC to 
charge its end users a rate different than the rate set forth 
in ILEC's tariff for such services. 

ELEC will remit the full specified charges for such traffic 
each month to ILEC, less $0.05 per minute, and less 
uncollectiblss. 

b. 

c. In the event ELEC provides an information service platform, 
ILEC shall bill i ts end users and remit funds to ELEC on 
terms reciprocal to those specified above. 

i s t r i b u  D. and D u t o r v  D . .  

1. 

The directory listings and distribution terms and rate specified in 
this section shall apply t o  listings of ELEC customer numbsrs 
falling wlthin NXX codes directly assigned to ELEC, and t o  listings 
of ELEC customer telephone numbers which are retained by ELEC 
pursuant to Local Telephone Number Portability Arrangements 
described below. 

a. ILEC will include ELEC's customers' telephone numbers in 
its "White Pages" and "Yellow Pages" directory listings and 
directory assistance databases associated with tho areas in 
which ELEC provides services to such customers, and will 
distribute such directories to such customers, in the 
identical and transp~rent manner in which it provides those 
functions for its own customers' telephone numbers. 

ELEC will provids ILEC with its directory listings and daily 
updates to those listings in in an industry-accepted format; 
ILEC will provide ELEC a magnetic tape or computer disk 
containing the proper format. 

b. 
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c. ELEC and ILEC will accord ELEC' directory listing 
information the same level of confidentiality which ILEC 
accords its own directory listing information, and ILEC shall 
ensure that access to ELEC's customer proprietary 
confidential directory information will be limited solely to 
those ILEC employees who are directly involved in the 
preparation of listings. 

a. ILEC shall remit to ELEC a royalty payment for sales of any 
bulk directory lists to third parties, whare such lists include 
ELEC customer listings. 

Such royalty payments shall be in proportion to the number 
of ELEC listings to ILEC listings contained in the list 
purchased by the third pany, less 10% which ILEC may 
retain as sales commission. 

b. 

E. Uec to rv  

1. 

At ELEC' request, ILEC will: 

a. provide to ELEC operators or to an ELEC-designated 
operator bureau on-line access to ILEC's directory 
assistance database, where such ECCeS6 is identical to the 
type of access ILEC's own directory assistance operators 
utilize in order t o  provide directory assistance services to 
ILEC end users; 

provide to  ELEC unbranded directory assistance service 
ELEC which is comparable in every way to  the directory 
assistance service ILEC makes available to its own end 
users; 

b. 

c. provide to  ELEC directory assistance service under ELEC's 
brand which is comparable in every way to the directory 
assistance service ILEC makes available to  its own end 
users; 

d. allow ELEC or an ELEC-designated operator bureau to 
license ILEC's directory assistance database for use in 
providlng competitive directory bssistance services: and/or 

Rfvikged & Comwentid 1 1/8/95 
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2. 

e. in conjunction with VII.E.1.b. or VII.E.l.c., above, provide 
caller-optional directory assistance call completion service 
which is comparable in every way to the directow 
assistance call completion service ILEC makes available to  
i ts own end users. 

ILEC will charge ELEC Long Run Incremental Cost (LRIC)--based 
rates for the following functionality: 

a. 

b. 

e. 

d .  

e. 

$0.0- per directory assistance database query. 

$0.0 - per unbranded directory assistance call. 

$0.0 - per branded directory assistance call. 

$- for licensing of each directory assistanca database. 

$0.0- per use of caller-optional directory assistance call 
completion. (ILEC will provide calling and billing detail to  
ELEC in an acceptable format t o  ELEC for customer billing. 

ILEC will work cooperatively with ELEC to ensure that Yellow Page 
advertisements purchased by customers who switch their service t o  
ELEC (Including customers utilizing ELEC-assigned telephone numbers and 
ELEC customers utilizing cg-carrier number forwarding) are maintained 
without interruption. ILEC will allow ELEC customers to purchase new 
yellow pages advertisements without discrimination, at non- 
discriminatory rates, terms and conditions. ILEC and ELEC will implement 
a commission program whereby ELEC may, at ELEC's sole discretion, act 
as a sales, billing and collection agent for Yellow Pages advertisements 
purchased by ELEC's exchange service customers. 

G. 

When an end user customer changes from ILEC to ELEC, or from ELEC 
to  ILEC, and does not retain its original telephone number, the party 
formerly providing service to the end user will provide a transfer of 
service announcement on the abandoned telephone number. This 
announcement will provide details on the new number to be dialed to 

privir(eged & Confidentid 1 1/8/95 
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reach this customer. These arrangements will be provided reciprocally, 
free of charge to either the other carrier or the end user customer. 

H. 

ELEC and ILEC will employ the following procedures for handling 
misdirected repair calls: 

1. ELEC and ILEC will educate their respectwe customers as t o  the 
correct telephone numbers to call in order to access their 
respective repair bureaus. 

To the extent the correct provider can be determined, misdirected 
repair calls will be referred to the proper provider of local exchange 
service in a courteous manner, at no charge, and the end user will 
be provided the correct contact telephone number. Extraneous 
communications beyond the direct referral to the correct repair 
talephone number are strictly prohibitsd. 

ELEC and ILEC will provide their respective repair contact numbers 
to  one another on a reciprocal basis. 

2. 

3. 

. .  
1. Busv L i n e n  and IrUfuwgt 

1. 

Each LEC shall establish procedures whereby its operator bureau 
will coordinate with the operator bureaus of each other LEC 
operating in the LATA in order to provide Busy Line Verlfication 
("BLV") and Busy Line Verlfication and Interrupt ("BLVI") services 
on calls between their respective end users. ELV and BLVl 
inquiries between operator bureaus shall be routed over the 
Reciprocal Traffic Exchange Trunk groups. 

2. 

Each LEC shall equally and reciprocally compensate each other LEC 
for BLV and BLVl inquiries according to the following LRIC-based 
rates: 

BLV $0.- 

BLVl $0.- 
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J. 

ILEC will include in the "Information Pages" or comparable section of its 
White Pages Directories for areas served by ELEC, listings provided by 
ELEC for ELEC's installation, repair and customer service and other 
information. Such listings shall appear in the manner and likenesses as 
such Information appears for subscribers of the ILEC and other LECs. 

K. -rice D-e ( O m  

ILEC will provide the ELEC with monthly updates of the ILEC's Operator 
Reference Database (ORDB) in electronic format at no charge to enable 
ELECs to promptly respond to emergency agencies (Le. fire, police. etcl 
in an timely fashion when emergencies occur. 

VIII. JNBUNDl FD F- ARRANGEMENTS 

A. Descrbt iw 

ILEC shall immediately unbundle all its Exchange Services into two  
separate packages: (1) link element plus cross-connect element: and (2) 
port element plus cross-connect element. The following link and port 
categories shall be provided: 

1 ink Ca twu iw i  
2-wire analog voice grade 
2 wire ISDN digital grade 
4-wire DS-1 digital grade 

- 
2-wire analog line 
2-wire ISDN digital line 
2-wire analog DID trunk 
4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk 
4-wire ISDN DS-1 digital trunk 

ILEC shall unbundle and separately price and offer these elements such 
that ELEC will be able to lease and interconnect to whichever of these 
unbundled elements ELEC requires, and to combine the ILEC-provided 
elements with any facilities and services that ELEC may itself provide, in 
order to efficiently offer telephone services to end users, pursuant to the 
following terms: 

1. Interconnection shall be achieved via co-location arrangements 
ELEC shall maintain at the wire center a t  which the unbundled 
elements are resident. 

2. At ELEC' discretion, each link or port element shall bo delivered to 
the ELEC co-location arrangement over an individual 2-wire hand- 

1 1/8/96 Privhged & Contkfentid 
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off, in multiples of 24 over a digital DS-1 hand-off in any 
combination or order ELEC may specify. or through other 
technically feasible and economically comparable hand-off 
arrangements requested by ELEC (e.g., SONET STS-1 hand-off). 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

All transport-based features, functions. service attributes, grades- 
of-service, install, maintenance and repair intervals which apply to 
the bundled service should apply to unbundled links. 

All switch-based features, functions, service attributes, grades-of- 
service, and install, maintenance and repair intervals which apply 
t o  the bundled service should apply to unbundlmd ports. 

ILEC will permit any customer to convert its bundled service to an 
unbundled service and assign such service to ELEC, with no 
penalties, rollover, termination or conversion charges to ELEC or 
the customer. 

ILEC will bill all unbundled facilities purchased by ELEC (either 
directly or by previous assignment by a customer) on a single 
consolidated statement per wire center. 

Where ILEC utilizes digital loop carrier ("DLC")4 technology to 
provision the link element of an bundled Exchange Service to an 
end user customer who subsequantly determines to assign the link 
element to ELEC and receive Exchange Service from ELEC via such 
link, ILEC shall deliver such link to ELEC on an unintegrated basis, 
pursuant to ELEC' chosen hand-off architecture, without a 
degradation of end user service or feature availability. 

ILEC will permit ELEC to co-locate remote switching modules and 
associated equipment in conjunction with co-location 
arrangements ELEC maintains at an ILEC wire center, for the 
purpose of interconnecting to unbundled link elements. 

ILEC shall provide ELEC with an appropriate on-line electronic file 
transfer arrangement by which ELEC may place, verify and receive 
confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue and 
track trouble-ticket and repair requests associated with unbundled 
elements. 

See, Bellcore TR-TSY-000008. D&iaIlnterface Bennrm the SLC-96 0igM.Loop Carrier 
System and Local Digitd Switch end TR-TSY-000303, Integrated &imi Loop Cnrhr IlDlCJ 
Requirements, Objectives, and interface. 

Mvhged bc ConHdenznbl 1 118195 
-24 



x.io',lJ* ;it 0 " U U  a t s 1  3 l L * . ' < l A ,  b., A i . & "  0.J I I . , . r C  

FLORIDA CO-CARRIER STIPULATION 
AND AGREEMENT 

4 u - 5  1131 

0. 

Prices for unbundled elements should be based on long run service 
incremental cost, should depart from cost in equal proportions, and 
should be imputed into the bundled service rates, such that the 
following pricing formulae are satisfied: 

PBlCe = PUCL = PPICP = PClCc 
and 

PB = PL + PP 4- PC 
YYhWx: 

P B =  

CE = 

PL - 
CL = 
PP - 
CP = 
Pc - 
cc = 

Price of the bundled service (inctudlng all 
applicable discounts). 
Longrun service incremental cost ("LRSIC") of 
the bundled service. 
Price of the unbundled link element. 
LRSlC of the unbundled link element. 
Price of the unbundled port element. 
LRSlC of the unbundled port element. 
Price of the unbundled cross-connect element. 
LRSIC of the unbundled cross-connect 
dement. 

ILEC shall provide links and ports to ELEC at the following monthly 
recurring rates: 

h when &Livered ova: 
an individual adigital 
?-wire hand-pff 

2-wire analog voice grade link $ s 
2 wire ISDN digital grade link 8 s 
4-wire DS-1 digital grade link $A $ 7 

To be provided as a Special Access or Private Line DS-1 Channrl Tenination/Local 
Disrribution Channd, subject to the most famrable tariff or contrad terms for which ELEC is eligible, 
except in those situations wh6re: 
I- The ILEC offers iu own wnd user customers e bundled DS1 digital grade Exchengc Service at 

a bundled rate which is h w  than the rum of t h  unbundled 4-wlro DS-1 digital DID trunk port 
rate and th6 most favorable Channel Terminstion/Local Distribution Channel rate for which 
ELEC is eligible. In such instancw, the ILEC shall provide &wire OS-1 digital grade links to 
ELEC at  a rate 1888 than or equal to the price of the bundled DS-1 dialtat grade Exchange 
Service lass the unbundled &wire DS.1 digital DID trunk port rate, for ELEC'a use in the 
provision of DS-1 digital grad6 Exchange Services. 

The ILEC offers its own end usor customers a bundled DS-1 digital grade Exchange Service 
(continued. ..I 

1 1 /wns 
Re= 

7 

and/or _ _  

Privileged d? C0nMmti.l 
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2-wire analog line port s 5 
2-wire ISDN digital line port 9 8 
2-wire analog DID trunk port $ s 
4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk port 5 nla 6 
4-wire ISDN-PRI digital trunk port S ~ nla $ 

Process for Fkawas for F u m s e n t  C. ial F A  

In the event that an ELEC identifies a new essential facility or function 
that would facilitate its provision of a competitive basic local exchange 
service offering, it shall submit a written request to the Commission and 
the appropriate ILEC for tho provision of that essential facility or function. 
This request shall contain the name of the requesting entity, the date of 
the request, and the specific type of unbundling requested. The ILEC 
shall file a tariff providing the new essential facility or function service 
offering within 60 days, or within 30 days it should file a statement with 
the Commission indicating why it would not be technologically practicable 
to provide the component as a separate service offering. Any provider 
whose request for the provision of an essential facility or function is 
denied or not acted upon in a timely manner may file a complaint in 
accordance with current Commission rules. 

. .  . 

IX. I OCAL TFI FPHONF NUmER PORI#ILUY AR- 

A. Oescriotion 

ILEC and ELEC will provide Local Telephone Number Portability (”LTNP”) 
on a reciprocal basis between their networks to enable each of their end 
user customers to utilize telephone numbers associated with an Exchange 
Service provided by one carrier, in conjunction an Exchange Service 
provided by the other carrier, upon the coordinated or simultaneous 
termination of the first Exchange Service and activation of the second 
Exchange Service. 

1. ELEC and ILEC will provide reciprocal LTNP immediately upon 
execution of this agreement via Interim Number Portability (“INP”) 
maasures. ILEC and ELEC will migrate from INP to a database- 
driven Permanent Number Portability (“PNP”) arrangement as soon 

(...continued) 7 

with performance specifications (including, but not limited to, installation intervals. service 
intervals, servico priority. bitcrror rates. interruptionlavailabilio/ rates. quality or conditioning) 
superior to that provided for Special Access or Private tine Channsl Terminations/Local 
Distribution Channels. In such inatancea. the ILEC rhaii provide the same or better performance 
characteristics to ELEC for all DS-1 digital grade links ELEC purchasas for use in the provision 
of DS-1 digital orade Exchange Services. 
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as practically possible, without interruption of service to their 
respective customers. 

2. INP shall operate as follows: 

a. A customer of Carrier A elects to become e customer of 
Carrier B. The customer elects to utilize the original 
telephone nurnber(s1 corresponding to the Exchange 
Servlce(s) it previously received from Carrier A, in 
conjunction with the Exchange Service(6) It will now receive 
from Carrier €3. Upon receipt of a signed letter of agency 
from the customer assigning the number to Carrier 6, 
Carrier A will implement one of the following arrangements: 

(1) For the portability of telephone numbers which are 
apt part of a DID number block, Carrier A will 
implement an arrangement whereby all calls to the 
original telephone nurnber(s) will be forwarded to a 
new telephone number(s) designated by Carrier B. 
Carrier A will route the forwarded traffic to Carrier B 
vie the mutual traffic exchange arrangements, as if 
the call had originated from the original telephone 
number and terminated to the new telephone 
number. 

(2) For the portability of telephone numbers which are 
part of a DID number block, Carrier A will provide 
Carrier B an aggregated, digital DS-1 or higher grade 
DID trunk group at each D-NIP (interface to be 
achieved in the same manner as the traffic exchange 
trunk groups a t  each D-NIP), such that all inbound 
traffic to ported DID numbers will be delivered to 
Carrier B over this digital DID trunk facility. In order 
for a customer to port its DID numbers from Carrier 
A to Carrier B, the customer will be required to 
assign entire 20-number DID blocks to Carrier B. 

b. Carrier B will become the customer of record for the original 
Carrier A telephone numbers subject to the INP 
arrangements. Carrier A will provide Carrier B a single 
consolidated master billing statement for all collect, calling 
card, and 3rd-number billed calls associated with those 
numbers, with sub-account detail by retained number. At  
Carrier B’s sole discretion, such billing statement shall be 
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3. 

delivered in real time via an agreed-upon electronic data 
transfer, or via daily or monthly magnetic tape. 

Carrier A will update its Line Information Database ("LIDB") 
listings for retained numbers, and restrict or cancel calling 
cards associated with those forwarded numbers, as directed 
by Carrier 8. 

Wrthin two (2) business days of receiving notification from 
the customer, Carrier B shall notify Carrier A of the 
customer's termination of service with Carrier B, and shall 
further notify Carrier A as to the Customer's instructions 
regarding its telephone number(s). Carrier A will cancel the 
INP arrangements for the customer's telephone number(s). 
If the Customer has chosan to  retain its telephone 
number(s) for use in conjunction with Exchange Services 
provided by Carrier A or by another LEC which participates 
in INP arrangements with Carrier A, Carrier A will 
simultaneously transition the nurnber(s1 to the customer's 
preferred carrier. 

c. 

d. 

Under either an INP or PNP arrangement, ELEC and ILEC will 
implement a process to  coordinate LTNP cut-overs with 
Unbundled Link conversions (as described in Paragraph VIII., 
above). E L K  and ILEC pledge to use their best efforts to ensure 
that LTNP arrangements will not be utilized in instances where a 
customer changes locations and would otherwise be unable to 
retain its number without subscribing to foreign exchange service. 

1. ELEC and ILEC shall provide LTNP (either INP or PNP) 
arrangements to one another at no charge, except for authorized 
collect, calling card and 3rd-number billed calls billed to the 
retained numbers. However, for all traffic forwarded between 
ELEC and ILEC in the manner described above, reciprocal 
compensation charges (pursuant to peragraph VI., above) and 
Switched Access charges (pursuant to each carrier's respective 
access tariffs), for POTS traffic and non-POTS traffic, respectively, 
shall be passed through as if the caller had directly dialed the new 
telephone number. 

in INP arrangements, in order to  effect this pass-through of 
reciprocel compensation and Switched Access cherges to which 
each carrier would otherwise have been entitled if the ported 

2. 



traffic had been directly dialad to the new number, each carrier will 
bo required to  classify and include ported traffic in i ts quarterly 
percentage of use reports as POTS, intrastate non-POTS, or 
interstate non-POTS. 

X. ITIES OF THE PARnFS 

A. ILEC and ELEC agree to treat each other fairly, non-discriminatorily, and 
equally for all items included in this agreement, or related to the support 
of items included in this agreement. 

ELEC and ILEC will work cooperetively to minimize fraud associated with 
3rd-number billed calls, calling card calls, or any other services related to 
this agreement. 

ELEC and ILEC agree to promptly exchange all necessary records for the 
proper billing of all traffic. 

B. 

C. 

D. For network expansion, ELEC and ILEC will review engineering 
requirements on a quarterly basis and establish forecasts for trunk 
utilization. New trunk groups will be implemented as dictated by 
angineering requiraments for both ILEC and ELEC. ILEC and ELEC are 
required t o  provide each other the proper call information (e.g., originated 
call paw number and destination call party number, CIC, OZZ, etc.) to 
enable each company to  bill in a complete and timely fashion. 

There will be no re-arrangement, reconfiguration, disconnect, or other 
non-recurring fees associated with the initial reconfiguration of each 
carrier's traffic exchange arrangements upon execution of this 
agreement, other then the cost of establishing a new co-locaion 
arrangement where one does not already exist. 

E. 

F. ILEC shall assess no cross-connect fee on ELEC whera ELEC establishes 
a meet-point billing connection, a D-NIP interconnection, or accesses a 
91 1 or E91 1 port through a co-location arrangement at a ILEC wire 
center. 

ELEC and ILEC agree to provide service to  each other on the terms defined in 
this agreement until superseded by another agreement or until standard 
arrangements are approved by the Public Service Commission, whichever occurs 
first. By mutual agreement, ELEC and ILEC may amend this agreement to 
extend the term of this agrasment. Also by mutus1 agreement, lLEC and ELEC 
may jointly petition the appropriate regulatory bodies for permission to have 
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this agreement supersede any future standardized agreements or rules such 
regulators might adopt or approve. 

XII. JNSTALLA Tlm 

ILEC and ELEC shall effectuate all the terms of this agreement by within 90 
days upon execution of this agreement. 

XIII. WWO- AND MANAGEMENT 

ELEC and ILEC will work cooperatively to install and maintain a reliable network. 
ELEC and ILEC will exchange appropriate information (w, maintenance contact 
numbers, network information, information required to comply with law 
enforcement and other security agencies of the Government, etc.) to achieve 
this desired reliability. 

ELEC and ILEC will work cooperatively to apply sound network management 
principles by invoking network management controls to alleviate or to prevent 
congestion. 

DPTION TO FI FCT WHF- 

If, at any time while this agreement is in effect, either of the parties to this 
agreement provides arrangements similar to  those described herein to a third 
party operating within the same LATAs (including associated Extended Area 
Service Zones in adjacent LATAs) as for which this agreement applies, on terms 
different from those available under this agreement (provided that the third party 
is authorized to provide local exchange services), then the other party to this 
agreement may opt to  adopt the rates,  terms, and conditions offered to the third 
patty for its own reciprocal arrangements with the first party. This option may 
be exercised by delivering written notice to the first party. The party exercising 
its option under this paragraph must continue to  provide services to  the first 
party as required by this agreement, subject either to  the rates, terms, and 
conditions applicable to the third party or to the rates, terms, and conditions of 
this agreement, whichever is more favorable to the first party. 

XIV. 

XV. W L L A T I O N .  CO-SION. a 
Neither ELEC nor ILEC shall impose cancellation charges upon each other. 

XVI. 

It0 be inserted] 
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Each of the signatories below agree to abide by the terms of this stipulation end 
agreement. 

Bell South Telecommunications Date 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. bate 
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1 1 1 West Madison Street, Room 812 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 

Clay Phillips 
Utilities & Telecommunications 
House Office Building, Room 410 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

Nels Roseland 
Executive Office of the Governor 
Office of Planning and Budget 
The Capital, Room 1502 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001 

Greg Krasovsky 
Commerce & Economic Opportunities 
Senate Office Building, Room 426 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

H. W. Goodall 
Continental Fiber Technologies, Inc. 
4455 BayMeadows Road 
Jacksonville, Florida 3221 7-4716 

Steven D. Shannon 
MCI Metro Access 

2250 Lakeside Boulevard 
Richardson, Texas 75082 

Transmission Services, Inc. 

Leslie Carter 
Digital Media Partners 
1 Prestige Place, Suite 255 
Clearwater, Florida 34619-1098 

Leo I. George 
Winstar Wireless 
of Florida, Inc. 

1146 19th Street, N.W., Ste. 200 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Patricia Kurlin 
Intermedia Communications 

9280 Bay Plaza Blvd. Suite 720 
Tampa, Florida 33619-4453 

David Erwin, Esq. 
Young Law Firm 
P.O. Box 1833 
225 South Adams Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1833 

of Florida, Inc. 

Graham A. Taylor 
TCG South Florida 
1001 West Cypress Creek Road 
Suite 209 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33309-1949 

John Murray 
Payphone Consultants, Inc. 
3431 N.W. 55th Street 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33309-6308 

Richard A. Gerstemeier 
Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P. 
225 1 Lucien Way, Suite 320 
Maitland, Florida 3275 1-7023 

Gary T. Lawrence 
City of Lakeland 
501 East Lemon Street 
Lakeland, Florida 33801-5079 



Marsha Rule, Esq. 
Wiggins & Villacorta 
P.O. Drawer 1657 
501 East Tennessee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Kimberly Caswell, Esq. 
c/o Richard M. Fletcher 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
106 East College Avenue, Ste. 1440 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7704 

F. Ben Poag 
SprintAJnited - Florida 
SprintKentel-Florida 
P.O. Box 165000 (M.C. #5326) 
555 Lake Border Drive 
Apopka, Florida 32703 

J. Phillip Carver, Esq. 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
Southern Bell Telephone 
& Telegraph Company 

150 South Monroe Street, Ste. 400 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 

Robin Dunsan, Esq. 
AT&T 
200 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Promenade I, Room 4038 
Atlanta, Florida 30309 

Donald Crosby, Esq. 
7800 Belfort Parkway 
Suite 200 
Jacksonville, Florida 32256-6825 
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Sheila M. Beattie 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 hereby certify that on this 1 1 th day of November, 1995, a copy of the foregoing 
documents, Docket No. 950985A-TP, was federal expressed to the following parties: 

Mr. Michael Tye 
AT&T Communications 

106 East College Avenue, # 1420 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7733 

Ms. Laura Wilson 
Florida Cable Telecommunications Assoc., 
Inc. 
310 North Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

of the Southern States, Inc. (TI741) 

Richard Melson, Esq. 
Hopping Law Firm 
123 South Calhoun Street 
P.O. Box 6526 (zip 32314) 
Tallahassee. Florida 32301 

Kenneth Hoffman, Esq. 
Rutledge, Ecenia, 

P.O. Box 55 1 
215 South Monroe Street 
Suite 420 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Underwood, Purnell & Hoffman 

Mr. Michael J. Henry 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
(TI73 1 )  
780 Johnson Ferry Road, Ste. 700 
Atlanta, Georgia 30342 

Floyd Self, Esq. 
Messer Law Firm 
215 South Monroe Street 
Suite 701 
P.O. Box 1876 (zip 32302) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Mr. Timothy Devine 
Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
(TAO 12) 
250 Williams Street, Ste. 2200 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-1034 

Peter Dunbar, Esq. 
Pennington Law Firm 
21 5 South Monroe Street 
Suite 200 
P.O. Box 10095 (zip 32301) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Jodie Donovan-May, Esq. 
Teleport Communication Group - 
Washington, D.C. 
2 LaFayette Center 
1133 Twenty-First Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Ms. Jill Butler 
Time Warner Communications 
2773 Red Maple Ridge, Ste. 301 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Patrick Wiggins, Esq. 
Wiggins Law Firm 
501 East Tennessee Street 
Suite B 
P.O. Drawer 1657 (zip 32302) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 

Lee L. Willis, Esq. 
J. Jeffrey Wahlen, Esq. 
McFarlane, Ausley, et al. 
227 South Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 



Anthony I’. Gillnian, Esq. 
Kimberly Caswell, Esq. 
GTE Florida Incorporated, FLTC0007 
201 North Franklin Street 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

Charles W. Murphy, Esq. 
Pennington Law Firm 
215 South Monroe Street: 2nd Floor 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Charles Beck, Esq. 
Deputy Public Counsel 
Office of Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
11 I West Madison Street, Room 812 
Tallahassee. Florida 32399-1 400 

Clay Phillips 
Utilities & Telecommunications 
House Office Building, Room 410 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

Nels Roseland 
Executive Office of the Governor 
Office of Planning and Budget 
The Capital, Room 1502 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001 

Greg Krasovsky 
Commerce & Economic Opportunities 
Senate Office Building, Room 426 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

H. W. Goodall 
Continental Fiber Technologies, Inc. 
4455 BayMeadows Road 
Jacksonville, Florida 32217-4716 

Steven D. Shannon 
MCI Metro Access 

2250 Lakeside Boulevard 
Richardson, Texas 75082 

Transmission Services, Inc. 

Leslie Carter 
Digital Media Partners 
1 Prestige Place, Suite 255 
Cleanvater. Florida 34619-1098 

Leo I. George 
Winstar Wireless 
of Florida, Inc. 

1146 19th Street, N.W., Ste. 200 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Patricia Kurlin 
Intermedia Communications 

9280 Bay Plaza Blvd. Suite 720 
Tampa, Florida 33619-4453 

David Erwin, Esq. 
Young Law Firm 
P.O. Box 1833 
225 South Adams Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1 833 

Graham A. Taylor 
TCG South Florida 
1001 West Cypress Creek Road 
Suite 209 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33309-1949 

of Florida. Inc. 

John Murray 
Payphone Consultants, Inc. 
3431 N.W. 55th Street 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33309-6308 

Richard A. Gerstemeier 
Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P. 
225 1 Lucien Way, Suite 320 
Maitland, Florida 32751-7023 

Gary T. Lawrence 
City of Lakeland 
501 East Lemon Street 
Lakeland, Florida 33801-5079 



Marsha Rule, Esq. 
Wiggins & Villacorta 
P.O. Drawer 1657 
501 East Tennessee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Kimberly Caswell, Esq. 
c/o Richard M. Fletcher 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
106 East College Avenue, Ste. 1440 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7704 

F. Ben Poag 
SprintNnited - Florida 
SprintKentel-Florida 
P.O. Box 165000 (M.C. #5326) 
555 Lake Border Drive 
Apopka. Florida 32703 

J. Phillip Carver, Esq. 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
Southern Bell Telephone 
& Telegraph Company 

150 South Monroe Street, Ste. 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Robin Dunsan, Esq. 
AT&T 
200 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Promenade I, Room 4038 
Atlanta, Florida 30309 

Donald Crosby, Esq. 
7800 Belfort Parkway 
Suite 200 
Jacksonville, Florida 32256-6825 

Sheila M. Beattie 
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