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PROCEEDINGS S
(Transcript continues in sequence from
Volume 3.)
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: I think we’re ready for the
next witness.
MS. WHITE: Yes. BellSouth calls Bob Scheye.
Mr. Scheye will also have a couple of exhibits
for his summary, and I’m going to hand those out.
ROBERT C. SCHEYE
was called as a witness on behalf of BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., and having been duly sworn,
testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MS. WHITE:
Q Would you please state your name and address
for the record.
A Robert C. Scheye.
Q By whom are you employed?
A BellSouth Corporate.
Q Have you previously caused to be prepared and

prefiled in this case direct testimony consisting of 94

pages?
A Yes,.
Q Do you have any substantive additions,

corrections or changes to make to that testimony at this
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time?

A I do not.

Q If I were to ask you the same questions that
were posed in your prefiled direct testimony today,
would your answers to those questions be the same?

A Yes.

Q Did you prepare seven exhibits associated with
your testimony?

A Yes.

Q Are there any substantive corrections or
changes to any of these exhibits?

A There are not.

Q I would like to have the seven exhibits
attached to Mr. Scheye’s testimony marked for
identification. I believe that would be composite
Exhibit 19.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: It will be Composite
Exhibit 19,
(Exhibit No. 19 marked for identification.)
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: And short titled RCS -- how
many did you say?
MS. WHITE: Seven,
CHATRMAN JOHNSON: 1 through 7.
Q {By Ms., White) Mr. Scheye, did you cause to

be filed, prepared and prefiled in this case, rebuttal




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

385

testimony consisting of 66 pages?

A Yes, I did.

Q Do you have any additions or changes or
corrections to that rebuttal testimony?

A I do not.

o) If I were to ask you the same questions that
were posed in your rebuttal testimony today, would your
answers be the same?

A Yes.

MS. WHITE: Madam Chairman, I would like to
have the direct and rebuttal testimony inserted into the
record as if read.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: It will be so inserted.
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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT C. SCHEYE
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL
JULY 7, 1997

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND POSITION WITH
BELLSOUTH.

My name is Robert C. Scheye, and I am employed by BellSouth Corporation
as a Senior Director. My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street,

Atlanta, Georgia 30375.

PLEASE GIVE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF YOUR BACKGROUND AND

EXPERIENCE.

I began my telecommunications company career in 1967 with the Chesapeake
and Potomac Telephone Company (C&P) after graduating from Loyola
College with a Bachelor of Science degree in Economics. After several
regulatory positions in C&P, T went to AT&T in 1979, where I was responsible
for the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) Docket dealing with
competition in the long distance market. In 1982, with the announcement of
divestiture, our organization became responsible for implementing the
Modification of Final Judgment (MFJ) requirements related to

nondiscriminatory access charges. In 1984, our organization became part of

-1-




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

387

the divested regional companies’ staff organization which became known as
Bell Communications Research, Inc. (“Bellcore™). I joined BellSouth in 1987
as a Division Manager responsible for jurisdictional separations and other FCC
related matters, and I moved to the BellSouth Strategic Management

organization in 1993. I recently moved to BellSouth Corporation.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpose of this testimony is to discuss the means by which BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth™ or “the company™) has met the
requirements of Section 252 (f) and has fully implemented each of the
checklist items of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act™).
Specifically, I address each of the items contained in the 14-point competitive
checklist found in Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the Act. For each item, 1 provide:

1) an explanation of the checklist item; 2) the specific offering being made
available, including the rate, if applicable, and the specific reference to Florida
arbitration decisions or other decisions; 3) references where applicable to
negotiated agreements; and, 4) a discussion of how an alternative local
exchange company (“ALEC”) is provided these capabilities. My discussion of
the checklist items responds to Florida Public Service Commission (hereinafter

referred to as the “Commission™) Issues No. 2 through 15 for this Docket.

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH ASKING THE COMMISSION TO DO?

The draft Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions (Exhibit

-2-
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RCS-1), attached to my testimony, complies with the requirements of Section
252(f) of the Act, the 14-point checklist outlined in Act, and FCC rules.
Therefore, I request that the Commission confirm, within sixty days from the
date the Statement is formally filed with the Commission, that it does in fact
meet the 14-point checklist requirements, and that BellSouth has fully
implemented each of the checklist items. Once this approval has been granted,
BellSouth will offer the terms of the Statement to any ALEC authorized to

provide local service in Fiorida.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE EXHIBITS ATTACHED TO THIS TESTIMONY.

Attached to this testimony are a series of exhibits that are referred to at various

points within the testimony. These exhibits are as follows:

RCS-1 Draft Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions - The
Statement allows an ALEC to interconnect with BellSouth,
purchase unbundled network elements and/or resell BellSouth
services without negotiating an individual agreement with
BellSouth.

RCS-2  BellSouth Price List - The price list provides a comprehensive
listing of the prices BellSouth offers for interconnection and the
purchase of network elements.

RCS-3  Typical Applications - This exhibit provides examples of how each
of the 14 checklist items may be used by ALECs.

RCS-4  Checklist Cross-Reference - This exhibit provides a quick reference

-3-
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for locating a particular checklist item in the draft Statement of
Generally Available Terms and Conditions, in this testimony, in the
AT&T agreement and in orders issued by the Commission.

RCS-5  Local Interconnection and Facilities Based Ordering Guidelines -
These guidelines address comprehensive ordering procedures for
ALECs to use in ordering interconnection arrangements with
BellSouth.

RCS-6  Resale Ordering Guidelines - These guidelines address
comprehensive ordering procedures for the resale of BellSouth’s
retail services.

RCS-7  BellSouth Telecommunications Negotiations Handbook for
Collocation - This handbook provides the procedures for requesting

physical collocation arrangements from BellSouth.

UPON WHAT BASIS IN THE ACT IS BELLSOUTH FILING ITS
STATEMENT OF GENERALLY AVAILABLE TERMS AND
CONDITIONS?

BellSouth is submitting the attached draft Statement of Generally Available
Terms and Conditions (“Statement™) as Exhibit RCS-1 pursuant to Section 252
(f) of the Act as advance information for the Commission. BellSouth
anticipates formally filing this Statement with the Commission in the near
future. BellSouth will formally request that the Commission review and
approve the Statement under Section 252(f) of the Act. Further, the

Commission should find that the Statement is in conformance with the 14-

-4-
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point competitive checklist found in Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the Act.

WHY IS BELLSOUTH SUBMITTING THE STATEMENT AT THIS TIME,
YET NOT FORMALLY FILING UNTIL SOME LATER DATE?

The Commission established this proceeding to review the various aspects of
BellSouth’s entry into the in-region interLATA services arena under the terms
of the Act. This Statement is one component of this review because it provides
a vehicle for demonstrating that BellSouth can provide checklist items in the
absence of ALEC orders for a particular item, and because it will provide the
basis for ALECs not desiring to negotiate an interconnection agreement to
enter into competition with BellSouth. It is a part of one avenue through which
BellSouth may petition for interLATA authority. BellSouth is submitting an
advance draft of the Statement to provide additional time for review by the
Commission because under Section 252(f)(3) of the Act “{t]he State
commission to which a statement is submitted shall, not later than 60 days after
the date of such a submission — (A) complete the review of such statement
under paragraph (2) (including any reconsideration thereof), unless the
submitting carrier agrees to an extension of the period of such review; or (B)
permit such statement to take effect.” We will formally file the Statement at a
time which will enable the Commission to review and approve it in the context

of this proceeding and the procedural schedule set by the Commission.

WHAT DOES BELLSOUTH BELIEVE IS THE PROPER FORMAT FOR
TERMS AND CONDITIONS?
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The Act does not provide for a particular format for a submission of terms and
conditions under Section 252(f). BellSouth has elected to develop a format
that is similar to negotiated and arbitrated interconnection agreements.
BellSouth believes this is appropriate and will hopefully facilitate the review
by the Commission and by the ALECs who may wish to operate under these

terms and conditions,

PLEASE DISCUSS BELLSOUTH’S APPROACH IN DEVELOPING
GENERALLY AVAILABLE TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

New entrants have several different avenues to obtain the interconnection and
access arrangements they require. The Statement recognizes this and is
developed in a manner that is both straightforward and as simple as possible,
while at the same time meeting the requirements of the Act. The Statement
includes the capabilities required under the Act for a new entrant to compete
with BellSouth. To the extent a specific item is not contained within the
Statement, a Bona Fide Request process is included, or the party can choose to

negotiate terms and conditions.

BellSouth has included many of the operational and procedural matters in
separate handbooks, licegsing agreements, etc., in order to facilitate a new
entrant’s understanding of the capabilities being offered. Similarly, Exhibit
RCS-3, titled Typical Applications, illustrates how each of the checklist items

might be used.
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While the Statement can be used by any new entrant, one could expect that the
larger carriers may want to, at least initially, negotiate their own agreements.
Experience with the interexchange market indicates that carriers of all sizes
may wish to enter the local telecommunications business without negotiating

an agreement, and the Statement accommodates this eventuality.

Included as Exhibit RCS-4 is a matrix which cross-references each checklist
item with the Statement reference, testimony reference and decisions of this
Commission. This will hopefully help in the review process in assuring that all
elements have been dealt with adequately. For case of reference in reviewing
the 14-point checklist requirements as they are discussed in this testimony, the

checklist item and testimony reference from Exhibit RCS-4 are provided

below:
Item # | Item Description Testimony Pages

1 Interconnection 14-21

2 Nondiscriminatory Access to Network Elements 21-34

3 Nondiscriminatory Access to Poles, Ducts, 34-37
Conduits and Rights-of-way

4 Unbundled Loops 37-43

5 Local Transport 43-46

6 Unbundled Local Switching 46-52

7 Nondiscriminatory Access to 911, Directory 52-64
Assistance and Operator Services

-7-
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Item # | Item Description Testimony Pages
8 White Pages Directory Listing 64-68
9 Nondiscriminatory Access to Telephone Numbers 68-69
10 | Nondiscriminatory Access to Databases and 69-77
Signaling
11 Interim Number Portability 77-83
12 | Local Dialing Parity 83-85
13 Reciprocal Compensation 35-87
14 | Resale 87-92

PLEASE EXPLAIN IN BROAD TERMS THE SOURCE OF THE ITEMS
AND THE RATES FOR THOSE ITEMS THAT YOU ARE PROPOSING IN

THE STATEMENT.

Let me explain first the process that was used to determine the items included
in the Statement, and then I will discuss how the rates were established. Four
basic sources were used to determine the actual functions that are included in
the Statement. The first was the Act, specifically Sections 251, 252, and 271
that describe the checklist requirements. Second, the FCC’s First Report and
Order (“FCC’s Order”) in CC Docket 96-98 dealt with many aspects of the
functions included in the checklist. While aspects of that Order remain under
Stay by the Eighth Circuit Court, there are other provisions that are in effect
today. Third, the issues that were presented to the Commission in the
BeliSouth arbitration cases with AT&T, American Communications Services
of Jacksonvilie, Inc. (“ACSI””), MCI, Sprint, and Metropolitan Fiber Systems

-8-
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of Florida, Inc. (“MFS”) were considered. Finally, items contained in

voluntarily negotiated agreements were also included.

By using a broad range of inputs, BellSouth has been able to construct a
Statement that includes all aspects of the competitive checklist and has,
arguably, included items that are beyond the checklist requirements. For
example, if the experience in the negotiation process indicated a need for a
particular capability, BellSouth has included this functionality even though it
was beyond what may be needed to comply with the checklist requirements. In
some instances, where applicable, BellSouth has relied on decisions in other
jurisdictions to provide additional credence to its proposal. Therefore, while
BellSouth has incorporated this Commission’s arbitration decisions, it should
not be surprising that the Statement includes functions and rates that go beyond
those decisions in order to provide a comprehensive list of itemns to create a

Statement that is compliant with the competitive checklist.

WERE THE RATES THAT ARE INCLUDED IN THE STATEMENT
DERIVED IN A SIMILAR MANNER AS DESCRIBED ABOVE FOR THE
FUNCTIONS THAT HAVE BEEN INCLUDED?

Yes. Several sources were used as the basis for the rates that are included in
the Statement. Where a rate was arbitrated, the Commission’s ordered rates
(primarily from Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP) have been incorporated into
the Statement. The Commission-ordered rates are based on BellSouth’s

TSLRIC cost studies. They are permanent rates, with the exception of those

-9-
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functions for which BellSouth did not provide a TSLRIC study. In those
instances, the Commission set interim rates based on either the Hatfield study
results with modifications or BellSouth’s existing tariff rates. Where a rate
was not arbitrated, BellSouth relied on a number of sources. For example,
BellSouth’s proposed price list in the arbitration proceedings, as well as
voluntarily negotiated agreements, provide appropriate sources. The rates
typically include existing tariff rates and rates specifically developed from the
costs provided in the arbitration proceedings. The source of each rate is

described within the discussion of each checklist item.

WERE THE RATES ESTABLISHED BY THE COMMISSION IN THE
ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS BASED ON COST?

Yes. The standard by which the Commission arbitrated the rates was
established in Section 252(d) of the Telecommunications Act. Section
252(d)(1) states that “interconnection and network element charges... shall be
based on cost (determined without reference to a rate of return or other rate-
based proceeding) of providing the interconnection or network element
(whichever is applicable) and [be] nondiscriminatory, and may include a
reasonable profit.” Further, according to Section 252(c)(2), “in resolving by
arbitration...any open issues and imposing conditions upon the parties to the
agreement, a State commission shall...establish any rates for interconnection,

services or network element according to subsection (d)...”

In the arbitration proceedings, the Commission found that TSLRIC is the

-10-
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“appropriate costing methodology™ and ordered BellSouth to file TSLRIC cost
studies for those rates for which interim rates were set. (December 31, 1996
Final Order on Arbitration for consolidated Docket Nos. 960833-TP (AT&T),
960846-TP (MCI) and 960916-TP (ACSI), at page 33.) (Hereinafter, the
aforementioned Order will be referred to as the “December 31, 1996 Final
Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets.”) BellSouth filed the
applicable cost studies on March 18, 1997. The ordered rates are consistent

with both Sections 252(c)(2) and (d)(1) of Act.

HAVE RATES APPROVED IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS BEEN BASED
ON COST?

Yes. Many Commissions have set rates based on cost. For example, in the
Georgia proceedings on Section 271, Witness Don Wood (MCI) recognized
that interim rates set by the Georgia PSC were based on an acceptable cost
standard. The following is an excerpt of the transcript from the deliberations

on Friday, March 7, 1997:

COMMISSIONER D. BAKER: And as a general observation, would it be fair
to say that, at least the majority of states have also adopted some form of

forward-looking incremental cost in pricing?

THE WITNESS: Yes, absolutely. I can think, actually, of only one that has
done something different than that, and that’s Iowa, which has got a base that

they call forward-looking -- I call -- it’s some version of forward-looking

-11-
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embedded. They actually use investments in place, but apply them and convert
them to expenses as if it were on a forward-looking basis. So it’s kind of a

melded approach.

Other than that, conceptually the details are different, but forward-looking

incremental cost has been broadly accepted, as it should be. [emphasis added]

HOW HAS BELLSOUTH MET THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST IN
EACH AREA?

With the enactment of the Act, the checklist items contained in Section 271
became the focal point for negotiations and arbitration decisions. When an
issue has been arbitrated, BellSouth has included provisions in its Statement

based on those decisions.

In deciding the various arbitration issues, the Commission conducted detailed
proceedings in which, to date, BellSouth, AT&T, MCI, ACSI, Sprint, and MFS
each submitted testimony and presented witnesses on their areas of concern.
From these parties, the Commission heard a host of witnesses provide their

perspective on these issues.

In accordance with the requirements of the Act, the Commission heard the
cases and issued Orders in a timely manner. Rather than deviate from the
Commission’s decisions, BellSouth has adhered to those findings. It shouid be

clear that in making its decisions regarding arbitrated issues, the Commission

-12-



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

398

explicitly considered and applied the requirements of the Act and applicable
rules promulgated by the FCC. Similarly, as the Commission decides whether
a particular checklist item is being met, it should consider factors similar to

those examined in the arbitration cases.

It would be illogical for the Commission to have decided an issue in a
particular manner in the arbitration proceedings and then, in this proceeding,
determine that their decision would not meet the checklist requirement. For
example, the price established for an unbundled loop was part of three
arbitration proceedings and one generic proceeding, and the Commission has
made decisions in all of these proceedings. The vast majority of the rates that
were deemed to be most significant and important for the development of
competition were determined through these same generic and arbitration

proceedings in which the Act and the FCC decisions were considered.

The Florida Commission was very deliberate in its efforts to comply with the
requirements of the Act and with those portions of the FCC’s Order in CC
Docket No. 96-98 not stayed by the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. Asa
result, BellSouth’s Statement meets not only the requirements of the
Commission, but also the requirements of the Act’s 14-point competitive

checlklist.

-13-
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DISCUSSION OF EACH CHECKLIST ITEM

CHECKLIST ITEM NQ. 1: INTERCONNECTION IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 251(c)(2) AND 252(d)(1)
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 2)

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 251(¢)(2) AND
252(d)(1) OF THE ACT REGARDING INTERCONNECTION?

Section 251(c)(2) of the Act outlines the additional obligations of incumbent
local exchange companies (“ILECs”) regarding interconnection. Specifically,
an JLEC, such as BellSouth, has the duty to provide interconnection of
requesting telecommunications carriers’ facilities and equipment with its
network for the purposes of transmission and routing of telephone exchange
service and exchange access. This interconnection must be provided at any
technically feasible point that is at least equal in quality to that provided by the
ILEC to any other party, including any subsidiary or affiliate of the ILEC.

Section 252(d)(1) of the Act specifies the pricing standards of such
interconnection. In essence, rates are to be considered just and reasonable
when they are based on the cost of providing the interconnection, are

nondiscriminatory and include a reasonable profit.

PLEASE DESCRIBE INTERCONNECTION AS COVERED BY THIS
CHECKLIST ITEM.

-14-
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Interconnection allows for the exchange of local traffic between BellSouth and
an ALEC over trunks terminated at specified interconnection points. Such
interconnection typically involves the following components in establishing
complete and efficient interconnection of networks: 1) trunk termination
points; 2) trunk directionality; 3) trunk termination method; 4) interconnection

of ALECs to each other; and 5) interconnection billing.

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH OFFERING TO ALECS IN ITS STATEMENT
THAT COMPLIES WITH CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 1 AND PROVIDES THE
COMPONENTS OF INTERCONNECTION?

Section I of BellSouth’s Statement provides for interconnection of networks
that satisfies all of the components identified above. Although BellSouth
recognizes that the interconnection offered in its Statement does not encompass
every possible means of interconnection, it does offer reasonable and
appropriate interconnection at terms, conditions and prices that are consistent
with the Act and with decisions of the Commission. Any party is free to, and
encouraged to, negotiate alternative means of interconnection with BellSouth
to meet their specific needs and desires. To the extent ALECs want another
form of interconnection under the Statement, these arrangements will be

negotiated, or the Bona Fide Request process is available.

For trunk termination, BellSouth’s Statement offers ALECs interconnection at

BellSouth tandems and/or end offices for the reciprocal exchange of local

-15-
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traffic. For trunk directionality, BellSouth offers routing of local and
intraLATA traffic over a single one-way trunk group. Access traffic, as well as
all other traffic utilizing BellSouth’s intermediary tandem switching function,
can be routed via a separate trunk group which is typically a two-way trunk
group. When traffic other than local is routed on the same facilities as local
traffic, the Percentage Local Usage (“PLU”) will determine the amount of local

minutes to be billed to the other company.

The Commission, in its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the
consolidated dockets, found it appropriate to establish separate rates for tandem
and end office switching, because the ALECs may use one or both switches to
terminate a call. The Commission stated: “A call terminated at an access
tandem may require more switching and transport than a call terminated at an

end office.” (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, Page 68)

As a method of trunk termination, BellSouth offers interconnection of facilities
and equipment through: 1) virtual collocation; 2) physical collocation; and 3)
interconnection via purchase of facilities from either company by the other
company. For interconnection of ALECs to each other, BellSouth offers
intermediary local tandem switching and transport services for ALEC
connection of its end user to a local end user of another ALEC or an incumbent
LEC other than BellSouth. This service is available if the two parties are

connected through the same BellSouth tandem.

For access billing, BellSouth will bill its rate elements to the interexchange

-16-
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carrier (“IXC”) on a meet-point basis when BellSouth and an ALEC both
provide an access service connection to an IXC. In such cases, each company
will bill its own access services rates to the IXC. Using what is typically
referred to as “multi-billed,” meet-point access will assure that the IXC is
billed the appropriate rate elements by the two LECs providing the service in a

manner similar to the way incumbent LECs perform these functions.

Once again, BellSouth’s Statement offers a reasonable means of
interconnection for any company electing to operate under the terms,
conditions and prices of the Statement. There are numerous other
arrangements that can be negotiated. For example, some companies may
prefer a mid-span meet for interconnection in addition to or in lieu of tandem
and/or end office interconnection. The details of such an arrangement can be
developed between the parties. For this arrangement as well as other
alternatives, an ALEC may avail itself of the Bona Fide Request process,

which is Attachment B of BellSouth’s Statement.

WHAT ARE BELLSOUTH’S PRICES FOR INTERCONNECTION
SERVICES?

As specified in Exhibit RCS-2, attached to this testimony, BellSouth offers the

following rates for interconnection:

17-
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Interconnection Component Rate Per Minute

Interconnection at an end office $0.002

Interconnection at a tandem

— Tandem Switching* $0.00125
— Common Transport (Common transport is
included in the overall
— Facility Termination rate for transport and
— Per Mile termination)
Intermediary Tandem (in addition to tandem $0.00050
switching and transport)

* The Commission adopted a “total” interconnection charge for a call terminated at an end
office or at the tandem. If the call is transported through both a tandem and an end office,
these rates are added.

Rates and charges for collocation and facilities are specified in Exhibit RCS-2

attached to this testimony and will apply in addition to the usage rates.

ARE BELLSOUTH’S INTERCONNECTION OFFERINGS IN
COMPLIANCE WITH DECISIONS OF THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. Although BellSouth has negotiated numerous interconnection agreements
with ALECs which contain various combinations of rates, BellSouth has
elected to include the rates resulting from arbitration proceedings and generic

proceedings in its Statement.

In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated

dockets at page 68, the Commission established charges for transport and
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termination including end office switching and tandem switching. Also, in its
October 1, 1996 Order on Motions for Reconsideration in Docket No. 950985-
TP, the Commission set the rate for BellSouth to charge for intermediary
handling of local traffic (Order No. PSC-96-1231-FOF-TP, page 18). The
provision of interconnection and the associated rates are in full compliance

with decisions of the Commission.

In its Order of March 29, 1996, in Docket No. 950985-TP, the Commission
ordered that BellSouth and competing carriers exercise flexibility in
determining points of interconnection. Competing carriers have the option to
interconnect via tandem or end office switching using either one-way or two-
way trunking arrangements. The Statement provides rates for interconnection
via tandem or end office. Other technically feasible methods are available
through the Bona Fide Request process. Thus, the offerings contained within
the Statement, in addition to a new entrant’s ability to negotiate specific
trunking arrangements, place BellSouth’s offerings in compliance with orders

of this Commission.

HAS BELLSOUTH AGREED TO INTERCONNECTION TERMS,
CONDITIONS AND PRICES IN ITS NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS?

Yes. BellSouth has negotiated numerous interconnection agreements with
ALECs, many of which contain prices, terms and conditions for local
interconnection. Examples of such agreements are AT&T, Intermedia

Communications, Inc. (ICI), MCI, and ACSI.
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WHAT PROCESSES ARE OFFERED TO AN ALEC FOR ORDERING
AND BILLING INTERCONNECTION SERVICES?

The ordering and provisioning of interconnection trunking services purchased
from BellSouth by an ALEC are set forth in Exhibit RCS-5, the Local
Interconnection and Facilities Based Ordering Guidelines. Specifically, an
ALEC will order interconnection trunking services using the industry standard
Access Service Request (ASR) procedures as is used for switched access
services. The ALEC will initiate the service order process by sending the ASR
to the Local Carrier Service Center (LCSC), the group responsible for
interconnection service order issuance. The ALEC will initiate the ASR via
the mechanized Exchange Access Control and Tracking (EXACT) system.
ALEC interconnection requests are negotiated and coordinated on an
individual case basis. Due dates for service orders are based on the availability
of facilities and are communicated to the ALEC via a Firm Order Confirmation
(FOC). Interconnection services are billed using the Carrier Access Billing

System (CABS).

WHY DID BELLSOUTH NOT FILE THESE GUIDELINES AS PART OF

ITS STATEMENT?

The guidelines are very detailed, process oriented directions for completing
forms, initiating orders, and for communicating with various subject matter

experts within BellSouth regarding the provision of interconnection services
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and unbundled elements. The forms, processes, contact names and numbers
will be revised as necessary to maintain up to date information. Filing these
guidelines as part of the Statement would be unduly cumbersome and does not
appear necessary because they do not affect the terms and conditions or the

prices of the services that are being provisioned.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided interconnection or is capable of providing

it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NQ. 2: NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
NETWORK ELEMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 251(c)(3) AND 252(d)(1).

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 3)

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 251(c)(3) AND
252(d)(1) REGARDING NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO

NETWORK ELEMENTS?

Section 251(c)(3) charges BellSouth with the duty to provide
nondiscriminatory access to network elements on an unbundled basis at any
technically feasible point under rates, terms and conditions that are just and

reasonable. Further, requesting carriers are allowed to combine elements in

21-




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

1%

20

21

22

23

24

25

407

order to provide telecommunications service,

Section 252(d)(1) of the Act specifies the pricing standard for unbundled
network elements. In essence, rates for network elements are considered just
and reasonable when they are based on the cost of providing the element, are

nondiscriminatory and can include a reasonable profit.

PLEASE DESCRIBE NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO NETWORK
ELEMENTS AS COVERED BY THIS CHECKLIST ITEM.

Because many of the unbundled network elements BellSouth provides or will
provide come under other items in the 14-point checklist, BellSouth describes
here those remaining elements and issues not covered elsewhere. Specifically,
the components of nondiscriminatory access to network elements addressed in
this item are as follows: 1) Bona Fide Request process; 2) collocation; and 3)
operational support systems. While some of these are not network elements as
defined by the Act, they are included in the Statement and discussed here for

the sake of completeness and for convenience.

WHAT PROCESS IS BELLSOUTH PROVIDING TO ALECS IN ORDER
TO ADDRESS SPECIFIC REQUESTS FOR SERVICES AND ELEMENTS?

BellSouth has jointly developed a Bona Fide Request process with AT&T and
with MFS to request a change to services and elements including features,

capabilities or functionality. The Bona Fide Request process was not a subject
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of arbitration. This process is available to any new entrant with a need for
interconnection or unbundled capabilities not included in the Statement. This
process addresses procedures and time frames for requests such that each party
has full understanding of the progress of each request. For example, the
process requires BellSouth to acknowledge in writing, within two business
days, its receipt of the Bona Fide Request, and further requires BellSouth to
identify a single point of contact for that request. In most cases, BellSouth will
provide a preliminary analysis of the request within 30 days of its receipt and a
firm quote in not more than 90 days from receipt of the request. The
requesting party then has 30 days to notify BeliSouth of its acceptance or
rejection of the proposal. An ALEC initiates a Bona Fide Request through its
BellSouth Account Team representative who is responsible for overall

coordination of the request.

The Bona Fide Request process is provided as Attachment B to BeliSouth’s
Statement. Prices for capabilities offered through the Bona Fide Request
process will be developed in accordance with the Act and any applicable FCC

and Commission rules and regulations.

IS THE BONA FIDE REQUEST PROCESS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE
ACT AND WITH DECISIONS OF THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. Although not specifically addressed in the Act, the Bona Fide Request
process provides a method by which BellSouth can satisfy its duty under the

Act to provide nondiscriminatory access to network elements as requested by
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any telecommunications carrier. This is appropriate for inclusion in the
Statement to recognize that new entrants may, over time, desire additional

capabilities.

Further, the Commission has not addressed Bona Fide Requests either
generically or in arbitration proceedings. BellSouth has, however, negotiated
agreements with new entrants that provide for handling of such requests. The
inclusion of such a process should also provide assurance to the parties
operating under the Statement that they will be able to request additional

capabilities over time.

DOES BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT OFFER COLLOCATION TO NEW
ENTRANTS UNDER TERMS AND CONDITIONS CONSISTENT WITH

THE ACT?

Yes. While not specifically mentioned as a checklist item, Section 251(c)(6)
charges BellSouth with the duty to provide for physical collocation of
equipment necessary for interconnection or access to unbundled network
elements at rates, terms and conditions that are just and reasonable. BellSouth
will provide for virtual collocation when physical collocation is not practical

for technical reasons or because of space limitations.

BellSouth offers both virtual and physical collocation to new entrants. The
rates, terms and conditions for virtual collocation are set forth in Florida’s

Access Service Tariff in Section E20.1, “Virtual Expanded Interconnection
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Service.” The rates for physical collocation are as follows:

Physical Collocation Monthly | Nonrecurring
Application Fee $3,848.30
Space Preparation Fee ICB

Space Construction Fee $29,744.00
Cable Installation - per entrance cable $4,650.00
Floor Space Zone A, per square foot $9.31

Floor Space Zone B, per square foot $8.38

Power, Per AMP $5.14

Cable Support Structure, per entrance cable $13.35

POT Bay (Optional Point of Termination Bay)

2-Wire cross-connect $0.18
4-Wire cross-connect $0.440
DS1 cross-connect $1.20
DS3 cross-connect $5.00

Cross-Connects

2-Wire Analog $0.30 $9.25

4-Wire Analog $0.50 $9.25

DS1 $9.28 $113.75 1st
$14.25 Add’L

DS3 $72.48 $113.75 st
$14.25 Add’L

Security Escort

Basic - 1st half hour/additional $41.00/25.00
Overtime -  1st half hour/additionat $48.00/30.00
Premium -  1st half hour/additional $55.00/35.00
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IS THE PROVISION OF COLLOCATION DESCRIBED ABOVE
CONSISTENT WITH DECISIONS OF THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. In its December 16, 1996 Order on Petition for Arbitration with MFS,
Docket No. 960757-TP, the Commission adopted the physical collocation rates
contained in the BellSouth Telecommunications Negotiations Handbook for
Collocation (“Collocation Handbook™) and required BellSouth to provide
TSLRIC studies, which were subsequently provided. BellSouth offers
collocation in its Statement at the rates ordered in the MFS arbitration case
(Order No. PSC-96-1531-FOF-TP), and to the extent that rates were not
specified in the proceeding, BellSouth has included rates from the
Interconnection Agreement between BellSouth and AT&T. This latter

situation is limited to the 2-wire and 4-wire POT Bay and cross-connect rates.

Additionally, the Commission required in its December 31, 1996 Final Order

on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets that MCI should be able to:

1) interconnect with other collocators that are interconnected with

BellSouth in the same central office,

2) purchase unbundied dedicated transport between the collocation
facility and MCI’s network, and

3) collocate subscriber loop electronics in a BellSouth central office.

BellSouth has included as Exhibit RCS-7 its current Collocation Handbook.
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HAS BELLSOUTH SUCCESSFULLY NEGOTIATED COLLOCATION
WITH NEW ENTRANTS?

Yes. BellSouth has reached agreement with several new entrants on the rates,
terms and conditions of collocation. For example, the negotiated agreements

with ICI, MCI and Teleport Communications Group (“Teleport™) provide for

virtual collocation via FCC Tariff No. 1, and physical collocation via the

Collocation Handbook.

HOW WOULD A NEW ENTRANT GO ABOUT ORDERING A
COLLOCATION ARRANGEMENT?

The collocation arrangement ordering process involves two phases:
Application Inquiry and Firm Order. Both phases are coordinated through the
ALEC’s BellSouth Account Team using an Application Inquiry document and
a Bona Fide Firm Order document. The current process is accomplished either
via facsimile or electronic mail. Services that interconnect to a collocation

arrangement will be ordered using the ordering process for the given service.

The interval for installation of a collocation arrangement varies based on the
building modifications required for the particular central office and the time
required by the ALEC’s equipment vendor to install the ALEC’s equipment. It
is anticipated that installation will take two to four months from a firm order to

equipment installation. The subsequent billing of the arrangement will be
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accomplished through the Carrier Access Billing System (CABS).

DOES BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT INCLUDE THE PROVISION OF
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS AS UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS?

Yes. Though not specifically addressed in the Act, the FCC addressed the
provision of operational support systems (for example, systems that ALECs
will use for pre-ordering, ordering, testing, etc.) in its August 8, 1996 QOrder.
The FCC’s Order at paragraph 516 establishes operational support systems as
network elements that must be unbundled upon request of a
telecommunications carrier, and interprets that such systems are subject to the
nondiscriminatory access duty imposed by sections 251(c)(3) (unbundled
access) and 252(c)(4) (resale) of the Act. As discussed in detail in BellSouth
witness Gloria Calhoun’s testimony, BellSouth offers non-discriminatory
access to the following operational support systems through electronic
interfaces: 1) pre-ordering; 2) ordering and local account maintenance; 3)

provisioning; 4) maintenance and repair; and 5) billing.

The details and specifications of these interfaces are contained in Attachment C
of BellSouth’s Statement and in the ordering guidelines attached as Exhibits

RCS-5 and RCS-6 to this testimony.

HAS THE COMMISSION ADDRESSED OPERATIONAL SUPPORT
SYSTEMS IN ITS RECENT DECISIONS?
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Yes. The Commission addressed the provision of operational support systems
in Docket No. 950985-TP by requesting that BellSouth and ALECs Jointly
develop mechanized operational procedures. BellSouth has worked with
several ALECs and has included these processes in its agreements, including

the one¢ negotiated with MFS.

Additionally, the Commission addressed this issue in the arbitration
proceedings between BellSouth and AT&T and MCI. The Commission noted
in its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets that BellSouth and AT&T agreed on the electronic interface process
and schedule with respect to resale services. The Commission ordered that
electronic interfaces be provided for pre-service ordering, service trouble
reporting, service order processing and provisioning, and local account
maintenance. Similarly, BellSouth will provide Customer Daily Usage Data

that has been requested and ordered by the Commission.

Regarding access to customer service records, the Commission stated:

“BellSouth shall not require MCI and AT&T to obtain prior written
authorization from each customer before allowing access to customer
service records (CSRs). MCI and AT&T shall issue a blanket letter of
authorization to BellSouth which states that it will obtain the
customer’s permission before accessing CSRs. Further, BellSouth shall
develop a real-time operational interface to deliver CSRs to ALECs,

and the interface shall only provide the customer information necessary
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for MCI and AT&T to provide telecommunications service.” (Order
No. PSC-97-0298-FOF-TP, Final Order on Motions for
Reconsideration in Docket Nos. 960833-TP, 960846-TP and 960916-
TP and Amending Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, March 19, 1997,
pages 31-32)

The Statement, however, as provided here, can be used by new entrants once
approved by this Commission. To the extent that operational interface changes
are developed, those interfaces will be made available to any party that chooses

to operate under the terms of the Statement.

Consistent with the December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the
consolidated dockets, cost recovery for the development of interfaces will be
borne by each party unless a process is developed exclusively for a specific
carrier. In such cases, costs will be recovered from the requesting carrier

(Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 87).

The schedule and parameters set forth meet the Commission’s requirements
and are in compliance with the FCC’s Reconsideration Order in CC Docket 96-
98. All of the required interfaces are in operation. Ms. Calhoun’s testimony
describes in detail how these interfaces provide nondiscriminatory access as

compared with BellSouth’s retail systems.

DO INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS BELLSOUTH HAS REACHED
WITH NEW ENTRANTS PROVIDE FOR ACCESS TO OPERATIONAL
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SUPPORT SYSTEMS?

Yes. Access to operational support systems and databases as unbundied
network elements is covered in various interconnection agreements. In no
instance, however, have rates been included for the use of any specific pre-

ordering, ordering or repair type arrangements.

HOW WOULD AN ALEC OBTAIN ACCESS TO THE OPERATIONAL
SUPPORT SYSTEMS NOTED ABOVE?

The testimony of Ms. Calhoun describes in detail those interfaces and how

they provide nondiscriminatory access to ALECs.

YOU NOTED EARLIER THAT UNDER THE ACT RELATING TO THIS
CHECKLIST ITEM, NEW ENTRANTS ARE ALLOWED TO COMBINE
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS. HAS THE FLORIDA
COMMISSION CONSIDERED THIS ISSUE IN PREVIOUS DECISIONS?

Yes. This Commission addressed the rebundling issue during the AT&T and
MCI arbitration proceedings. In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on
Arbitration in the consolidated dockets, the Commission allowed AT&T and
MCI to combine unbundled network elements in any manner they choose,
including recreating a BellSouth service, but the Commission did not rule on
the pricing of recombined elements. (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, pages
37-38).
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Further, in its March 19, 1997 Final Order on Motions for Reconsideration

regarding the consolidated dockets, the Commission stated:

“In our original arbitration proceeding in this docket, we were
not presented with the specific issue of the pricing of recombined
elements when recreating the same service offered for resale. . . .

Furthermore, we set rates only for the specific unbundled
elements that the parties requested. Therefore, it is not ¢lear from the
record in this proceeding that our decision included rates for all
clements necessary to recreate a complete retail service. Thus, it is
inappropriate for us to make a determination on this issue at this time.”
(Order No. PSC-97-0298-FOF-TP, page 7).

On May 27, 1997, the Commission entered an Order (Order No. PSC-97-0602-
FOEF-TP) regarding the arbitrated Interconnection Agreement between
BeliSouth and AT&T. In the Order, the Commission required both parties to
sign an agreement that included exactly the language prescribed in the
Commission’s previous Final Order Approving Arbitration Agreement. When
addressing the language that BellSouth sought to insert into the contract
concerning the price of rebundled elements, the Commission stated the

following:

“We expressed concerns with the potential pricing of UNEs to
duplicate a resold service at our Agenda Conference, and we expressed
our concerns in the Order in dicta; however, we stated that the pricing
issue associated with the rebundling of UNEs to duplicate a resold
service was not arbitrated. . . Accordingly, BellSouth’s proposed
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language shall not be included in the agreement.” (Order, page 7)
(emphasis added).

On June 10, 1997, BellSouth sent to AT&T a letter inviting AT&T to negotiate
this currently unresolved issue of the pricing of recombined elements. AT&T
refused to negotiate, stating that its position on this issue was set forth in its
Motion To Compel Compliance. The Motion was filed with this Commission
on June 9, 1997. (BellSouth’s letter seeking negotiations was sent the day after
it signed the Interconnection Agreement but before being served with a copy of

AT&T’s Motion.)

At this time, BellSouth is treating recombined elements for pricing purposes as
resale. The Statement reflects this position, pending the outcome of AT&T’s
June 9, 1997 Motion to Compel and District Court proceedings. If the
Commission, in responding to AT&T’s Motion, indicates another position,

BellSouth may need to revise the Statement.

HOW IS SWITCHED ACCESS TREATED WHEN AN ALEC
RECOMBINES ELEMENTS OR PURCHASES UNBUNDLED

SWITCHING?

The Statement provides that existing tariffed switched access charges will

apply until switched access charges are restructured.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
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THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided nondiscriminatory access to network

elements or is capable of providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 3: NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
THE POLES, DUCTS, CONDUITS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY OWNED
OR CONTROLLED BY THE BELL OPERATING COMPANY AT
JUST AND REASONABLE RATES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 224,

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 4)

HOW IS THIS CHECKLIST ITEM ADDRESSED IN SECTION 224 OF

THE ACT?

Section 224 outlines the jurisdiction over regulation of access to poles, ducts,
conduits and rights-of-way and describes the standard for just and reasonable

rates for such access.

IS THE PROVISION OF POLES, DUCTS, CONDUITS AND RIGHTS-OF-

WAY COVERED IN BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT?

Yes. In Section III of its Statement, BellSouth offers access to poles, ducts,
conduits and rights-of-way to any ALEC via a Standard License Agreement.

This agreement (Attachment D of the Statement) is pursuant to Section 224, as
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amended by the Act. The pole attachment rate, from standard negotiated
agreements in Florida, is $4.20 per pole per year and the conduit occupancy

rate is $0.56 per foot, per year.

HAS THE COMMISSION CONSIDERED ACCESS TO POLES, DUCTS,
CONDUITS AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY IN ITS RECENT DECISIONS?

Yes. Negotiating carriers and BellSouth have agreed to the terms of the
Standard License Agreement. In several instances other carriers have asked the
Commission to resolve specific issues such as reserve capacity and access to
engineering records. In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in
the consolidated dockets, the Commission found that, for planning purposes,
BellSouth should allow AT&T and MCI access to its engineering records and
drawings as they pertain to poles, ducts, conduits and rights-of-way, owned or
controlled by BellSouth (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 89). The
Commission further required BellSouth “to allow AT&T and MCI to reserve
capacity under the same time period, terms and conditions BellSouth affords

itself.” (Order, page 90)

BellSouth’s Statement complies with Section 224 of the Act and with orders of

this Commission, which were issued in consideration of FCC rules.

HAS BELLSOUTH NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS WITH ALECS THAT
MEET THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?
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Yes. Carriers such as Teleport and ICI have reached agreement with BellSouth
on access to poles, ducts, conduits and rights-of-way via a License Agreement.
The Standard License Agreement attached to the Statement conforms to the
Commission’s requirements. Therefore, by its Statement and Standard License
Agreement, BellSouth has met this checklist item and the Orders of this

Commission.

THROUGH WHAT PROCEDURES WOULD AN ALEC GAIN ACCESS TO
POLES, DUCTS, CONDUITS AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY?

The ALEC will send a license application to the BellSouth Right of Way and
Joint Use Group for occupancy requests. The requests are forwarded from this
group to the geographic area affected by the request. Requests are processed
on a first-come, first-served basis. The response interval is negotiated with the
ALEC (licensee), but depending on the nature and size of a particular request, a
reasonable interval is usually no less than 20 business days. The actual interval
will depend upon the complexity of the request. Billing is calculated on an

annual basis and is generated through standard billing procedures.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT

THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided nondiscriminatory access to poles, ducts,

conduits and rights-of-way or is capable of providing it if ordered.
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CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 4: LOCAL LOOP TRANSMISSION FROM
THE CENTRAL OFFICE TO THE CUSTOMER’S PREMISES,

UNBUNDLED FROM LOCAL SWITCHING AND OTHER SERVICES.
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 5)

WHAT IS A LOCAL LOOP AS REFERENCED IN THIS ITEM?

The local loop is a dedicated facility, for example, a cable pair from the
customer’s premises to the main distribution frame of the serving central
office. There are several loop types that ALECs may request in order to meet
the needs of their customers. These include 2-wire and 4-wire voice grade
analog lines, 2-wire ISDN, 2-wire Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line
(ADSL), 2-wire and 4-wire High-bit-rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) and
4-wire DS1 digital grade line. Each loop type possesses certain characteristics
that allow for proper transmission. For example, the characteristics for
transmission over a basic 2-wire analog voice grade loop are different than

those of an ISDN or HDSL loop.

DOES BELLSOUTH OFFER THESE LOOP TYPES IN ITS STATEMENT?

Yes. In Section IV of its Statement, BellSouth offers all of the loop types
identified above to any requesting ALEC. Should an ALEC request loops not
covered in the Statement, the ALEC may employ the Bona Fide Request
process to pursue such additional loop types. Listed in the following chart are

the monthly and nonrecurring rates arbitrated in the AT&T and MCI
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Network Interface Device (NID)

Unbundied Elements Monthly | Nonrecurring -
First/additional
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop | $17.00 $140.00/$42.00
4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop $30.00 $141.00/$43.00
2-Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop $40.00 $306.00/$283.00
2-Wire ADSL Loop $17.00 $140.00/$42.00
2-Wire HDSL Loop $17.00 $140.00/$42.00
4-Wire HDSL Loop $30.00 $141.00/$43.00
4-Wire DS1 Digital Grade Loop $80.00 $540.00/ $465.00
$0.76

IS THE PROVISION OF LOCAL LOOPS IN COMPLIANCE WITH

ORDERS OF THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. In its Orders of March 29, 1996 in Docket No. 950984; December 16,

1996 in Docket No. 960757-TP (MFS arbitration); and December 31, 1996

Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets, the Commission

required BellSouth to provide 2-wire and 4-wire analog loops, 2-wire ISDN

and 4-wire DS-1 digital loops in addition to loop concentration and loop

transport. In Order No. PSC-96-0444-FOF-TP for Docket No. 950984, the

Commission set a rate of $17.00 for the 2-wire analog loop only. In

subsequent orders, the Commission found it reasonable to establish the $17.00

rate for a 2-wire loop as permanent and establish rates for the other requested
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loops on a permanent basis. The Commission established nonrecurring
charges for the various requested loops at the rates specified above. The
Commission approved the rates for 2 and 4-wire HDSL and 2-wire ADSL
loops in the December 16, 1996 Order on Petition for Arbitration with MFS.
The loops and rates are also provided in the Statement. As a result,
BellSouth’s Statement regarding the provision of unbundled loops under
Checklist Item No. 4 is in full compliance with the checklist requirements and

with the orders of this Commission.

WHAT ARE THE OTHER COMPONENTS OF LOCAL LOOP
TRANSMISSION?

In addition to the unbundled loop, ALECs may request loop distribution, loop
cross connects, loop concentration, and access to Network Interface Devices

(“NIDs™) as described below:

Loop distribution or distribution media is that part of the loop sometimes
referred to as “the last mile” that connects the customer to the local network by
connecting the customer’s NID to a terminating device typically in a feeder
distribution interface sometimes referred to as the remote terminal. In such a
situation, the ALLEC would presumably provide its own feeder facilities to its

own switch,

Loop cross connects allow the end-to-end local loop to be transported from the

main distribution frame in BellSouth’s central office to an ALEC’s collocated
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space. In addition to the 2-wire and 4-wire cross connects, DS1 and DS3 cross

connects are also included.

Loop concentration involves concentrating a series of local loops onto a single
facility, for example, 24 individual loops multiplexed onto a single DS1
facility. Loop concentration described under this checklist item is used in the

central office to concentrate ALEC unbundled loops.

The NID provides a single line termination device or that portion of a multiple
line termination device required to terminate a single line or circuit. The NID,
located on the customer’s premises, establishes the official network
demarcation point between a telecommunications company and its end user
customer. The NID used in residential applications also provides a protective
ground connection as required in Article 800 of the National Electric Code

1996 (copyright 1995 National Fire Protection Association).

HAS BELLSOUTH MADE EACH OF THESE ADDITIONAL
COMPONENTS AVAILABLE TO ALECS IN ITS STATEMENT?

Yes. In addition to the local loops noted previously, BellSouth offers loop
cross connects in several varieties. BellSouth also provides loop distribution
media, loop concentration, and arrangements by which an ALEC may gain
access to the BellSouth NID. Following are the rates as provided in

BellSouth’s Statement for loop concentration, the NID and loop distribution:
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Unbundled Elements Monthly Nonrecurring

Loop Concentration

- Loop Channelization System | $480.00 $350.00 1st/$90.00 Add’L.
- Interface Per Circuit $1.50 $5.75 1st/$5.50 Add’L.
Network Interface Device $0.76

Loop Distribution $7.00 Bona Fide Request

DID THIS COMMISSION ADDRESS ANY OF THESE ADDITIONAL
LOCAL LOOP TRANSMISSION COMPONENTS IN ITS RECENT
DECISIONS?

Yes. With regard to loop distribution media, the Commission’s December 31,
1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets established loop
distribution as a network element that is technically feasible to unbundle.
Regarding loop cross connects, the Commission’s December 16, 1996 Order in
Docket No. 960757-TP (MFS arbitration) and in its December 31, 1996 Final
Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets, adopted, on an interim basis,
the cross connects and associated rates contained in BellSouth’s Collocation
Handbook (the rates were provided earlier in this testimony). In its March 29,
1996 Order for Docket No. 950985-TP, the Commission determined that loop

concentration should be offered to ALECs for resale.

Finally, in its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the

consolidated dockets, the Commission found that “BellSouth should allow
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AT&T to connect directly to its NID, where spare capacity is available...in
instances where spare capacity does not exist, AT&T should adhere to the FCC
rules regarding a NID-to-NID arrangement until such time as the appropriate
guidelines are developed and incorporated within the National Electric Safety
Code.” (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, pages 11-12) The same

specifications for the NID, as outlined above, are included in the Statement.

WHAT ARE THE PROVISIONS FOR ORDERING LOCAL LOOP
TRANSMISSION COMPONENTS?

The ordering and provisioning of all services purchased from BellSouth by an
ALEC are set forth in the Local Interconnection and Facilities Based Ordering
Guidelines, which is included as Exhibit RCS-5. Specifically, for most
unbundled loop requests, an ALEC may use the mechanized EXACT system to
transmit the ASR to the LCSC. Service installation due dates are negotiated.
Most unbundled loops will be billed through CABS. The ordering and billing
process for loop channelization is the same as for an unbundled loop. Loop
cross connects will be considered as part of collocation and dealt with in the
same manner as other components of collocation. The LCSC will also handle

NID requests.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided local loop transmission or is capable of
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providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 5: LOCAL TRANSPORT FROM THE
TRUNK SIDE OF A WIRELINE LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIER
SWITCH UNBUNDLED FROM SWITCHING OR OTHER SERVICES.
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 6)

WHAT IS LOCAL TRANSPORT AND WHAT ARE ITS COMPONENTS?

Local transport comprises those elements necessary to connect an ALEC
location to BellSouth or to connect two BellSouth locations. There are two
types of local transport: dedicated and common. Dedicated transport is used
exclusively by a single carrier for the transmission of its traffic. For example,
an ALEC switch can connect directly to a BellSouth switch through the use of
dedicated transport. Common transport is used to carry the traffic of more than
a single company. Common transport can connect a BellSouth end office to
another BellSouth end office or to a BellSouth tandem. When a tandem switch
is involved, a separate charge for tandem switching would apply in addition to
the transport rates. This is similar to the application of a tandem switching

charge for interconnection at a tandem switch.

IS LOCAL TRANSPORT OFFERED IN BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT?

Yes. BellSouth offers unbundled local transport in Section V of its Statement,

with optional channelization for such local transport from the trunk side of its
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switch. BellSouth offers both dedicated and common transport for use by
ALECs. With regard to dedicated transport, voice grade or DS0 channels
might typically be used to transport an unbundled loop to an ALEC’s switch.
A DS1 could also be used for this purpose and would typically be used in
conjunction with central office multiplexing or concentration (discussed under
checklist item No. 4). DS1 or DS3 transport can also be used if an ALEC
wishes to purchase transport facilities from BellSouth rather than provide its
own facilities when interconnecting its switch with BellSouth , i.e., the
traﬁsport portion of transport and termination as referred to in the FCC’s
Order. Other forms of transport, for example DS3, are also available from
BellSouth’s access tariffs to carriers requiring greater levels of capacity.

BellSouth makes all of these possibilities available for ALECs.

The following chart lists the rates contained in BellSouth’s Statement for local

transport:

Local Transport Element Monthly Nonrecurring

Common Transport:

- Per Mile, Per Minute $0.000012
- Facility Termination, Per Minute $0.0005

Dedicated DS1:
- Per Mile $1.60
- Facility Termination $59.75 $100.49
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Local Transport Element Monthly Nonrecurring
- Per Mile $1.60
Tandem Switching, per minute $0.00125

ARE THESE TRANSPORT ELEMENTS AND RATES CONSISTENT
WITH DECISIONS OF THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets, the Commission established that dedicated and common transport are
network elements and are to be provided where technically feasible. The
Commission set rates at the prices noted above. Therefore, the provision and
pricing of local transport from the trunk side of a switch as contained in
BellSouth’s Statement is in full accord with the Act’s checklist and with

Orders of this Commission.

IS LOCAL TRANSPORT ADDRESSED IN NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS
BELLSOUTH HAS REACHED WITH ALECS?

Yes. The rates, terms and conditions of dedicated and common transport have
been successfully negotiated between BellSouth and such companies as

Teleport, ICI, and U S LEC.

HOW WOULD AN ALEC OBTAIN LOCAL TRANSPORT FROM
BELLSOUTH?
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The ordering and provisioning of transport services purchased from BellSouth
by an ALEC, as noted earlier, is set forth in the ALEC-to-BellSouth Ordering
Guidelines (Facilities-Based). Specifically, the ordering and provisioning of
local transport will be comparable to that which is currently used for access
transport services and was outlined in the discussion of interconnection

services.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided local transport or is capable of providing it

if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 6;: LOCAL SWITCHING UNBUNDLED
FROM TRANSPORT, LOCAL LOOP TRANSMISSION, OR OTHER
SERVICES.

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 7)

WHAT IS UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING?

Local switching is the network element that provides the functionality required
to connect the appropriate originating lines or trunks wired to the main
distributing frame or to the digital cross connect panel to a desired terminating
line or trunk. The most common local switching capability involves the line

termination (port) and the line side switching (dialtone) capability in the
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central office. The functionality includes all of the features, functions, and
capabilities provided for the given class of service, including features inherent
to the switch, the switch software and vertical features, such as Call Waiting.
It also provides access to additional capabilities such as common and dedicated
transport, out of band signaling, 911 emergency services, operator services,
directory services, repair service, etc. The ALEC, in purchasing unbundled
local switching, will determine which vertical features it wishes to activate and
which additional unbundled elements it wishes to use in conjunction with the
unbundled switching. Selective routing, discussed under checklist item No.
10, is also available to carriers purchasing unbundled switching. It will route
originating calls from the switch to a specific terminating line, platform or
trunk. The most typical application may be to direct calls from the unbundled
switch to an ALEC designated operator service. Initially, there may be a
capacity limitation in some central offices due to the exhaustion of the line

class codes that will be used to provide these functions.

In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets, in the discussion of unbundled network elements, the Commission
referenced the FCC’s definition of the local switching network element from
FCC Rules Section 51.319 (c) (1) (i). This definition includes custom calling
features within the definition of switching functions. The reference to this
definition within this section of the Commission Order implies that when local
switching is purchased as an unbundled network element, vertical services
shall be included in the price of the unbundled switching element at no

additional charge. (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, pages 15-16) Further, in
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its March 19, 1997 Final Order on Motions for Reconsideration in the
consolidated docket, regarding the definition of local switching, the
Commission stated: “We agree with AT&T that our definition is supported by
the FCC and the evidence contained in the record of this proceeding. We shall

not revisit this issue.” (Order No. PSC-97-0298-FOF-TP, Page 21)

BellSouth did not include the costs for these vertical services in its unbundled
local switching service cost studies filed in any of the arbitration cases in
Florida. BellSouth believes that vertical services are separate and distinct retail
services and therefore should be priced as retail services at the resale discount.
Nevertheless, the Statement provides unbundled local switching, including the
vertical features, at the prices ordered by the Commission in the arbitration

proceedings.

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH OFFERING TO ALECS IN ITS STATEMENT TO
PROVIDE UNBUNDLED SWITCHING IN COMPLIANCE WITH THIS
CHECKLIST ITEM?

In Section VI of its Statement, BellSouth offers a variety of switching ports
and associated usage unbundled from transport, local loop transmission and
other services. These include 2-wire and 4-wire analog ports, 2-wire and 4-
wire ISDN ports, and hunting. Additional port types will be made available
under the Bona Fide Request process. BellSouth will provide selective routing
on an interim basis to an ALEC’s desired platform using line class codes

subject to availability and in accordance with the Commission’s December 31,
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1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets. BeliSouth offers
the local switching unbundled from transport and local loop transmission,

which are available as separate offerings in the Statement.

The selective routing capability as offered using line class codes is subject to
the availability of these codes in each central office switch and will be offered
on a first-come, first-served basis. Should the codes become exhausted, new
ALECSs operating under the Statement will not be able to purchase this feature
until:

1) a longer term, more efficient means of offering selective routing is available;
2) carriers that have line class codes turn back some of them to BellSouth; or,
3) the Commission decides to alter the first-come, first-served methodology.
BellSouth will work with the industry to design and implement a long-term

solution for selective routing.

In addition, as described in the discussion of Directory Assistance and
Operator Services, selective routing is also available to obtain branding
capability from BellSouth.

WHAT ARE BELLSOUTH’S PRICES FOR UNBUNDLED SWITCHING?

BellSouth offers the following rates in its Statement for the unbundled ports

and end-office switching:
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Unbundled Local Switching Monthly Nonrecurring
First/Additional
Unbundled Ports, per line
2-Wire Analog $2.00 $38.00/$15.00
4-Wire Analog $10.00 $38.00/815.00
2-Wire ISDN Digital $13.00 $88.00/$66.00
4-Wire ISDN DS1 $125.00 $112.00/$91.00
2-Wire Hunting, per line $0.20 $3.00/$3.00
End Office Switching, per minute | $0.0175, initial
min.
$0.005, add’l. min.

The rates for selective routing, which are based on rates in BellSouth’s

Interconnection Agreements with AT&T in other states, are as follows:

Selective Routing

Per Line or PBX Trunk

Each
$3.90

Nonrecurring

$10.00

IS BELLLSOUTH’S UNBUNDLED SWITCHING OFFERING IN

COMPLIANCE WITH DECISIONS OF THE FL.ORIDA COMMISSION?

Yes. The Commission set a $2.00 rate for the unbundled 2-wire port in its

March 29, 1996 Order in Docket No. 950984-TP. The Commission

established charges for additional unbundled ports and associated usage in its

December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets.

BellSouth has proposed these same arbitrated rates in its Statement.
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HAS BELLSOUTH AGREED TO PROVIDE UNBUNDLED SWITCHING
IN ITS INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS?

Yes. BellSouth has negotiated agreements, many of which include the
provision of unbundled switching. The provision of the various ports and
associated usage have been negotiated at the rates contained in the agreements,
Different rates have been established for the various ports to reflect their

differing characteristics and cost.

IS THERE ANY DIFFERENCE IN THE UNBUNDLED SWITCHING
INCLUDED IN THESE NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS AND THE
STATEMENT?

Yes. As with the agreements noted above, they include a more bundled
version of switching that includes the elements of common transport, tandem
switching, and end office switching (at the terminating end), all of which
would be needed to complete a local call. The Statement disaggregates the

switching and allows the ALEC to purchase the elements separately.

WHAT PROCESS IS OFFERED TO AN ALEC FOR ORDERING
UNBUNDLED SWITCHING WITH BELLSOUTH?

The ordering and provisioning of unbundled elements by an ALEC are set

forth in the ALEC-to-BellSouth Ordering Guidelines. Specifically, the ALEC

-51-




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

437

will place a local service request (LSR) for the port/switching functionality
with the LCSC via Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) or facsimile. The
current installation intervals range from 1 to 7 days, depending on the load
volume in the switching entity. Billing for the port/switching functionality is
handled in the Customer Record Information System (CRIS). Billing is

currently provided in CRIS format.

Q. HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

A. Yes. BellSouth has either provided local switching unbundled from transport,
local loop transmission, or other services, or is capable of providing it if

ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 7: NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO:
@ 911 AND E911 SERVICES;
dI) DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICES TO ALLOW
THE OTHER CARRIER’S CUSTOMER TO OBTAIN
TELEPHONE NUMBERS; AND
(II) OPERATOR CALL COMPLETION SERVICES.
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 8)

Q. DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S SERVICE OFFERING FOR 911 AND
ENHANCED 911 (E911) EMERGENCY SERVICES.
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Access to 911 service provides a universal, easy-to-remember number that is
recognized nationally as the appropriate number to call in an emergency.
BellSouth offers to ALECs nondiscriminatory access to 911 and E911 service
within its serving territories. In all situations, an ALEC’s customer will be
able to dial “911” in the same manner as BellSouth’s end user customers,
unless a facilities-based ALEC’s switch could not recognize these dialed digits.

No such situation is known or expected to exist.

BellSouth will enable an ALEC customer to have 911 call routing to the
appropriate Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP). BellSouth will provide
and validate customer information to the PSAP. BellSouth will use its service
order process to update and maintain the automatic Location
Identification/Database Management system used to support E911/911 services

on the same schedule that it uses for its end users.

Under resale, BellSouth shall provide E911/911 in the same manner that it is
provided in BellSouth’s retail tariffs. BellSouth will provide facilities-based
ALECs equal access to provide their customer numbers and address
information to 911 providers. The Statement contains the terms and conditions
that are required fo provide this service. For Basic 911 service, BellSouth will
provide to an ALEC a list consisting of each municipality that subscribes to
Basic 911 service. The list will also contain, if known, the conversion date to
E911 and, for network routing purposes, a 10-digit directory number
representing the appropriate emergency answering position for each

municipality subscribing to 911. The ALEC will be required to arrange to
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accept 911 calls from its end users in municipalities that subscribe to Basic 911
service and translate the 911 call to the appropriate 10-digit number. The
ALEC will be required to route that call to BellSouth at the appropriate tandem
or end office. The ALEC will not have to pay for the specific 911/E911
functionality because those costs are borne by the municipality purchasing the
911/E911 service. The ALEC will of course be responsible for the trunks

needed to reach the appropriate BellSouth 911 switch.

For E911 service, a facilities-based ALEC will be required to install a
minimum of two trunks that will connect the trunk side of the ALEC’s end
office to the BellSouth 911 tandem serving the calling customer’s PSAP. The
trunks must be capable of carrying Automatic Number Identification (ANI) to
the 911 tandem and conform to appropriate standards. The trunk interface
between the ALEC end office and the BellSouth tandem may be either a 2-wire
analog interface or a digital DS1 interface. The ALEC will be required to
provide BellSouth daily updates to the E911 database.

If a municipality has converted to E911 service, an ALEC will be required to
forward 911 calls to the appropriate E911 tandem, along with the ANI, based
upon the current E911 end office to tandem homing arrangement. If the E911
tandem trunks are not available, the ALEC will be required to route the call to
a designated 7-digit number residing in the appropriate PSAP. This call will
be transported over BellSouth’s interoffice network and will not carry the ANI

of the calling party.
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WHAT IS BELLSOUTH OFFERING REGARDING DIRECTORY
ASSISTANCE TO COMPLY WITH THIS PORTION OF CHECKLIST
ITEM NO. 7?7

Section VII of BellSouth’s Statement offers to perform directory assistance
services and other number services on behalf of facilities-based ALECs.
BellSouth’s Directory Assistance is available on a nondiscriminatory basis to
ALECs providing local exchange service to end user customers in exchanges
served by BellSouth. End users will be able to access BellSouth’s Directory
Assistance Service by dialing 411 or the appropriate area code and 555-1212.
Additionally, BellSouth will provide routing of calls from an ALEC’s
customer to the ALEC’s directory assistance platform through 411 and 555-

1212 dialing arrangements

Providing directory assistance from an ALEC’s own switch requires that the
call be delivered to the Operator Service Switch in a terminating Feature Group
D format. The originating call will be delivered to the Number Services
Switch over a dedicated trunk facility. Standard trunk signaling formats will
be used to send the originating call to the Operator Services Switch. If the
ALEC provides ANI, additional services such as Directory Assistance Call

Completion may be provided.

In addition to routing to an ALEC’s directory assistance platform as described
in the previous section regarding unbundled switching, BellSouth will provide

an ALEC access to BellSouth-provided Directory Assistance (DA) Services on
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a branded basis through selective routing. Such selective routing can only be
provided in conjunction with unbundled local switching or BellSouth’s resold

local exchange service.

As information, the Commission’s December 31, 1996 Final Order on
Arbitration in the consolidated dockets required BellSouth to provide branding
or unbranding for AT&T and MCI customers for operator service and directory
assistance calls. The Commission ordered “that when representing AT&T or
MCI, BellSouth personnel must: 1) advise customers that they are representing
AT&T or MCI; 2) provide customers with AT&T or MCI supplied “leave
behind” cards; and 3) refrain from marketing BellSouth directly, or indirectly,

to AT&T or MCI customers.” (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 64)

BellSouth will include both facilities-based and reseller ALEC’s subscriber
listings in BellSouth’s Directory Assistance databases, and BellSouth will not
charge the ALEC to maintain the Directory Assistance database. The ALEC
must agree, however, to cooperate with BellSouth in formulating appropriate
procedures regarding lead-time, timeliness, format and content of listing
information. The service order process will be used to add, delete or modify
listings for the Directory Assistance database in the same manner and within
the same intervals that BellSouth end user listings are populated in such

databases.

BellSouth also offers three services to ALECs that will provide them with

access to BellSouth’s Directory Assistance database under the same terms and
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conditions currently offered to other telecommunications providers. These

include:

1) Directory Assistance Access Service, by which BellSouth currently
provides Directory Assistance to IXCs;

2) Direct Access Directory Assistance Service (DADAS), which provides
direct on-line access to BellSouth’s directory assistance database; and

3) Directory Assistance Database Service (DADS), which provides a copy of

the BellSouth Directory Assistance database.

WHAT IS BELLLSOUTH OFFERING IN ITS STATEMENT REGARDING
OPERATOR CALL COMPLETION SERVICES TO COMPLY WITH THE
CHECKLIST REQUIREMENT?

BellSouth will make available its operator call completion to ALECs in the
same manner that it provides operator services to its own customers. An
ALEC’s customer can dial “0” and be connected to a BellSouth operator or that
call can be directed to an ALLEC’s operator services platform. Additionally,
BellSouth will offer Centralized Message Distribution System - Hosting
(CMDS-Hosting) and Non-Sent Paid Report System (NSPRS) processing. The

BellSouth Operator Services offerings are:

Busy Line Verification (BLV) and Busy Line Verification and Emergency
Interrupt (BLVI) allow an end user to request the operator to verify that a line

is busy or to interrupt a conversation that is in progress.
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Operator Call Processing Access Service provides operator and automated call
handling. This includes processing and verification of alternative billing
information for collect, calling card, and billing to a third number. Unbundled
Operator Call Processing Access Service for facilities-based carriers also
provides customized call handling, dialing instructions, and other operator

assistance that the customer may desire.

Operator Services Transport services used to transport calls to the operator
systems are provided based on the rates, terms and conditions as set forth in
BellSouth’s Intrastate Access Service Tariff. Further, to the extent an ALEC
resells BellSouth’s local services or purchases unbundled local switching, the
ALEC may also obtain selective routing that would allow an operator call to
route to a BellSouth operator and be branded for the reseller. This capability is

explained in more detail in the discussion of selective routing.

BellSouth will also offer an intercept service to facilities-based ALECs. This
capability would be identical to that which is used today. If an end user called
the ALEC’s end user, the call would be “intercepted” in the event of a number

change or disconnect.

Centralized Message Distribution System (CMDS) Hosting is the Bellcore
administered national system used with Exchange Message Record (EMR)
formatted messages among host companies. All intraLATA and local

messages originated and billed in the BellSouth region involving BellSouth
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CMDS hosted companies will be processed through the Non-Sent Paid Report
System (NSPRS) system. NSPRS includes:
(1) a mechanized report system that provides the BellSouth CMDS
hosted companies with the BellSouth region information regarding
non-sent paid message and revenue occurring on calls originated and
billed within the BellSouth region;
(2) distribution of Bellcore produced Credit Card and Third Number
System (CATS) reports and administration of associate elements; and,
(3) distribution of Bellcore produced non-conterminous CAT'S reports

and administration of associate settlements,
WHAT ARE BELLSOQUTH’S PRICES FOR THESE SERVICES?
911 and E911
For 911 and E911, the ALEC will provide its own trunk facilities or can lease
these facilities through Switched Dedicated Transport at the proposed rates in
this Statement or applicable tariffs. The rate for the provision of 911 will be

billed to the appropriate municipality.

Prices for other services under this checklist item, as established by the

Commission in its arbitration orders, are listed on the following chart:
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Directory Assistance Access Service (DAAS) Monthly | Nonrecurring
DA Call Completion - Per Call Attempt $0.03
Call Completion Access Termination Charge,
Per Complete $0.06
Number Services Intercept - Per Query $0.01
DAAS Call, per call $0.25
Directory Transport
- Switched local channel - DS1 level, per L.C. $133.81 $866.97 1st
$486.83 Add’l.
- Switched dedicated transport - DS1 level
- per mile $16.75
- Facilities termination $59.75 $100.49
- Switched common transport
- per DAAS call $0.00030
- per DAAS call mile $0.00001
- Access tandem switching, per DAAS call $0.00055
- DA Interconnection, per DAAS call Bona Fide | Request
- Installation, trunk side service, per trunk or Bona Fide
signaling connection Request
Directory Assistance Database Service (DADS) $100.00
- Use Fee, per DADS Request, Listing $0.0010
Direct Access to Directory Assistance Service
(DADAS)
- DADAS Database Service Charge $5,000.00
- DADAS, per query $0.01
- DADAS Service Establishment $820.00

Operator Services
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The rates proposed for operator services and verification and interrupt services
listed below are the prices established by the Commission in the December 31,

1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets.

Operator Services Rate
Operator Provided Call Handling $1.00 per minute
Automated Call Handling $0.10 per attempt

A charge will also apply per local call attempt and is in addition to the
Operator Provided Call Handling charge listed above. This charge, as
contained in BellSouth’s interconnection agreement with ACSI, is $0.06 per
attempt and reflects the completion of the call on BellSouth’s network. For
example, had a facilities-based ALEC completed a comparable local call on a
direct dialed basis, interconnection charges would have applied. This rate ﬁll
be assessed in lieu of any interconnection charges that would typically apply.
This situation is necessitated by the lack of recording capabilities on these type

of calls.

BLV and BLVTI are offered pursuant to rates in the Commission’s December

31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets. These rates

are:
Operator Services Rate Per Occurrence
Busy Line Verification $0.80
Emergency Interrupt Service $1.00
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Rates for CMDS-Hosting and NSPRS have not been arbitrated. The charges
listed below are rates which are charged to IXCs for similar functions and have

been negotiated in local interconnection agreements, such as the one with ICI.

CMDS and NSPRS Elements Rate Per Message
CMDS - Hosting
- Recording Service $0.008
- Message distribution $0.004
- Data transmission $0.001
NSPRS
- Intrastate $0.05
-NSPRS - CATS $0.05
- NSPRS - Non-Conterminous $0.16

The CMDS-Hosting agreement, which outlines the terms and conditions of the
agreement between BellSouth and an ALEC, is included with the Statement as

Attachment E,

IS BELLSOUTH’S PROVISION OF 911, DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE AND
OPERATOR CALL COMPLETION SERVICES IN COMPLIANCE WITH
DECISIONS OF THE COMMISSION?

Yes. The Commission addressed the provision of E911/911, directory

assistance and operator call completion services in its March 29, 1996 Order in
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Docket No. 950985-TP and in the December 31, 1996 Final Order on
Arbitration in the consolidated dockets. The Commission found that BellSouth
had established technically feasible methods to provide access to their
directory assistance database. BellSouth is offering directory assistance access

to ALECs in its Statement.

Disputed issues raised in the arbitration proceedings were the prices and the
routing and branding of DA and operator handled traffic. The prices for
Directory Assistance Services and Operator Call Completion Services were
addressed and ordered in the Commission’s December 31, 1996 Final Order on
Arbitration in the consolidated dockets. The prices in the Statement comply

with this Order.

DOES BELLSOUTH PROVIDE NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
THESE SERVICES IN ITS INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS?

Yes. BellSouth has included the provision of 911/E911, directory assistance
and operator call completion services in its agreements with facilities-based

carriers and with resellers.

HOW DOES AN ALEC ORDER THESE SERVICES FROM BELLSOUTH?

To order 911 trunks to interconnect with BellSouth’s 911 System, the
facilities-based ALEC transmits an ASR via facsimile or via the EXACT

system to the LCSC for processing. Because 911 trunks are usually ordered
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with other interconnection trunks, the orders are handled contemporaneously.
Regarding installation intervals, BellSouth makes every reasonable effort to
honor the customer’s desired due date. Based upon past experience, the
interval can be from two weeks to seven weeks depending on trunk quantities,
facilities availability and work load. Billing for 911 trunks is handled through
CABS. [fa911 or E911 emergency service is provided to a reseller, it will be
billed in the same manner as any other resold service. Also, the E911 Local
Exchange Carrier Guide for Facilities-Based Providers includes the appropriate
procedures and practices for including the ALEC’s information in the

911/E911 databases.

For directory assistance services and/or operator call completion services, the
ALEC will place orders with the LCSC in a manner similar to other unbundled
elements. Billing will be via the CABS system for facilities-based ALECs and
through CRIS for resellers.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided nondiscriminatory access to 911/E911,
directory assistance services, and operator call completion services or is

capable of providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO, 8: WHITE PAGES DIRECTORY LISTINGS
FOR CUSTOMERS OF THE OTHER CARRIER’S TELEPHONE
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EXCHANGE SERVICES
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 9)

PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS REQUIREMENT.

This checklist item requires that BellSouth’s interconnection offerings include
the provision of a directory listing in the White Pages directory for each

customer served by an ALEC.

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH OFFERING TO ALECS IN ITS STATEMENT TO
PROVIDE WHITE PAGES LISTINGS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THIS
CHECKLIST ITEM?

BellSouth obtains directory publication services from one of its affiliates,
BellSouth Advertising and Publishing Corporation (BAPCO). BeliSouth will
arrange with its directory publisher to make available to any ALEC, for their
subscribers, White Pages directory listings which include the subscriber’s
name, address and telephone number. ALEC subscribers shall receive no less
favorable rates, terms and conditions for directory listings than are provided to
BellSouth’s subscribers. For example, the same information will be included,

the same type size will be used and the geographic coverage will be the same.

Listings for an ALEC’s residential and business customers shall be included in
the appropriate White Pages or local alphabetical directories (including foreign

language directories as appropriate). These listings will be included with all
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other LECs’ listings without any distinction as to the LEC providing the local
service. Copies of such directories shall be delivered to an ALEC’s

subscribers.

As information, the Act only requires “white pages” listings to meet the
checklist. BAPCO, however, has agreed that an AILEC’s business subscribers’
listings shall also be included in the appropriate Yellow Pages or local
classified directories. ALECs will also be provided with the necessary
publishing information to process subscribers’ directory listings requests, such
as classified heading information, publishing schedules, processes for
obtaining foreign directories, and information about listing the ALEC’s
customer service information in the Customer Guide pages. BellSouth will
provide each ALEC with the proper format for submitting subscriber listings.
These procedures are outlined in the ALEC ordering guidelines. Directory
listing information will be accorded the same level of confidentiality provided

to BellSouth’s own directory listing information.

WHAT ARE BELLSOUTH’S PRICES FOR DIRECTORY LISTINGS?

Subscriber primary listing information in the White Pages received in the
standard format shall be provided at no charge to an ALEC or an ALEC’s
customer. Additional listings and optional listings in the White Pages will be
provided at rates set forth in BellSouth’s intrastate General Subscriber Service

Tariffs.
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IS BELLSOUTH’S ARRANGEMENT FOR PROVISION OF DIRECTORY
LISTINGS CONSISTENT WITH THE ACT?

Yes. The Commission found in its March 29, 1996 Order for Docket No.
950985-TP that BellSouth was required to provide directory listings and
directory distribution at no charge to the ALEC and provide the appropriate
database format for ALECs to submit information. (Order No. PSC-96-0445-
FOF-TP, pages 27-29) In the same proceeding, the Commission found that
enhanced listings shall be provided to ALEC customers at the same rates,
terms and conditions offered to BellSouth customers. (Order, page 29)
BellSouth’s Statement includes these provisions and is in compliance with the

Act’s checklist requirements.

HAS BELLSOUTH AGREED TO PROVIDE DIRECTORY LISTINGS IN
ITS INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS?

Yes. All agreements negotiated with resellers and facilities-based carriers have
included arrangements for the provision of directory listings in the White

Pages.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided white pages directory listings or is capable

of providing it if ordered.
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CHECKLIST ITEM NQ, 9: UNTIL THE DATE BY WHICH
TELECOMMUNICATIONS NUMBERING ADMINISTRATION

GUIDELINES, PLAN, OR RULES ARE ESTABLISHED,
NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO TELEPHONE NUMBERS FOR
ASSIGNMENT TO THE OTHER CARRIER’S TELEPHONE
EXCHANGE SERVICE CUSTOMERS. AFTER THAT DATE,
COMPLIANCE WITH SUCH GUIDELINES, PLAN, OR RULES.
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 10)

DOES BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT OFFER NONDISCRIMINATORY
ACCESS TO TELEPHONE NUMBERS AS REQUIRED BY THE ACT?

Yes. BellSouth, as the North American Numbering Plan (NANP)
Administrator for its territory, will ensure that ALECs have nondiscriminatory
access to telephone numbers for assignment to their customers. BellSouth will
provide numbering resources pursuant to the Bellcore Guidelines regarding
number assignment. At such time as BellSouth is no longer the NANP
Administrator, BellSouth will comply with the final and non-appealable
guidelines, plan or rules adopted pursuant to Section 251{e) of the Act which

addresses creation or designation by the FCC of a numbering administrator(s).

HAS THIS ITEM BEEN PRESENTED TO THE COMMISSION THROUGH
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS THAT BELLSOUTH AND OTHER
PARTIES HAVE ENTERED INTO, AND IS BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT
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CONSISTENT WITH SUCH DECISIONS?

Yes. Inits March 29, 1996 Order in Docket No. 950985-TP, the Commission
ordered that “until the issue of a neutral administrator is decided at the federal
level, BellSouth, as the current code administrator, shall provide
nondiscriminatory NXX assignments to ALECs on the same basis that such
assignments are made to itself and other code holders today.” (Order No.

PSC-96-0445-FOF-TP, page 39)

This issue has not been disputed in arbitration proceedings. BellSouth’s
Statement complies with both the Act and with orders of this Commission.
BellSouth should point out, however, that it will not determine how ALECs
deploy NXX codes and how they adhere to the existing or revised NPA

designation.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided nondiscriminatory access to telephone

numbers or is capable of providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 10;: NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
DATABASES AND ASSOCIATED SIGNALING NECESSARY FOR
CALL ROUTING AND COMPLETION.

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 11)
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PLEASE DESCRIBE “ACCESS TO DATABASES AND ASSOCIATED
SIGNALING” AS COVERED BY THIS CHECKLIST ITEM.

Incumbent LECs must provide access to their signaling elements necessary for
call routing and completion. Signaling elements include: Signaling Links,
which are dedicated transmission paths carrying signaling messages between
carriers’ switches and signaling networks; Signal Transfer Points (STPs) which
are signaling message switches that interconnect Signaling Links to route
signaling messages between switches and databases; and Service Control
Points (SCPs), which are databases containing customer and/or carrier-specific

routing, billing or service instructions.

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH OFFERING TO ALECS IN ITS STATEMENT
THAT COMPLIES WITH CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 10 AND PROVIDES
THE COMPONENTS AS IDENTIFIED ABOVE?

BellSouth’s Statement provides for access to the following components:

Signaling Link Transport, STPs, and SCPs/Databases.

Signaling Link Transport is a dedicated set of two or four 56 kbps transmission
paths between ALEC-designated Signaling Points of Interconnection (SPOI)
that provides appropriate physical diversity and a cross connect at a BellSouth
STP site. BellSouth offers a Signaling Link Transport as an “A-link” which is

a connection between a switch or Service Switching Point (SSP) and a home
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STP pair, and as a “B-link” which is a connection between two STP pairs in
different company networks (for example, between two STP pairs for two

ALECs).

STPs provide the functionality that enables the exchange of Signaling System 7
(S857) messages between switching elements, database elements and STPs.
STPs provide access to other network elements connected to the BellSouth SS7
network including: 1) BellSouth provided Local Switching or Tandem
Switching, 2) BellSouth provided SCPs/Databases, 3) Third-party provided
Local Switching or Tandem Switching, and 4) Third-party provided
SCPs/Databases.

SCPs/Databases are the Network Elements that provide the functionality for
storage of, access to, and manipulation of information required to offer a
particular service and/or capability. Databases include, but are not limited to:
1) LIDB; 2) Toll Free Number Database; 3) Automatic Location
Identification/Data Management System; 4) Advanced Intelligent Network

(AIN); and, 5) Selective Routing.

Line Information Database (LIDB)

The LIDB is a transaction-oriented database accessible through the SS7
networks containing records associated with subscriber line numbers and
special billing numbers. LIDB accepts queries from other network elements or
an ALEC’s network and provides appropriate responses. The queries include

functions such as screening billed numbers that provide the ability to accept
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collect or third number billing calls and validation of telephone line number

based non-proprietary calling cards.

Toll Free Number Database
The Toll Free Number Database is a SCP that provides functionality necessary

for toll free (for example, 800 and 888) number services.

Automatic Location Identification/Data Management System (ALI/DMS)
The ALI/DMS database contains subscriber information used for determining

which Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) to route a 911 call.

Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) Access, Service Creation Environment
and Service Management System (SCE/SMS) Advanced Intelligent Network
Access

BellSouth offers all BellSouth SCP-based AIN retail services available for
resale to ALECs. ALECs will be given the opportunity to develop competitive
AIN service applications via unbundled access to BellSouth’s SCE/SMS.
Where technically feasible, access to BellSouth’s resold services and ALEC-
created services may be supported from both ALEC and BellSouth local

switches.

SCE/SMS AIN access provides ALECs the ability to create service
applications utilizing BellSouth’s AIN service creation tools and deploy those
applications via the BellSouth SMS to BellSouth’s SCPs. Such capability

provides the same AIN service development opportunities for ALECs as
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presented to BellSouth in utilization of its basic AIN programmable tools.

The Statement is likely to be most useful to ALECs that choose not to negotiate
their own agreements. As such, BellSouth believes a mediated form of AIN
will be adequate to meet the needs of these carriers. Mediation will not hinder
their ability to use AIN capability, but rather will simplify the process that they
can use to connect their AIN applications as compared to an unmediated

situation.

Selective Routing

Selective routing allows an ALEC purchasing unbundied local switching or
reselling BellSouth’s local exchange services to reach an ALEC’s operator,
directory assistance, or repair center using the same dialed digits as employed
by BellSouth (for example, 411 for DA or 0- for an operator). It also allows
the ALEC to obtain a branded operator services capability using BellSouth’s
operators, as previously described in the checklist item related to the provision

of directory assistance and operator call completion services.

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY YOU HAVE INCLUDED SELECTIVE
ROUTING AS A ROUTING DATABASE.

The Commission has required that BeliSouth provide selective routing to
purchasers of unbundled local switching. As noted above, this capability will
allow an ALEC to route calls from a BellSouth switch to an ALEC’s operator,

directory assistance, or repair center using the same dialed digits as used by
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BellSouth or to route to a BellSouth operator for a branded service. Initially,
BellSouth will use line class codes as the means to provide this capability. Itis
envisioned that a more efficient method using database technology will
eventually be implemented. For this reason, selective routing has been

included in the overall discussion of routing databases.

While including selective routing here, it is understood that the use of line class
codes on a first-come, first-served basis is a finite resource and subject to
exhaust. Therefore, while this interim plan will be available to hopefully all
ALECs desiring the capability, some may not be able to avail themselves of

this offering.

WHAT ARE BELLSOUTH’S PRICES FOR ITS SIGNALING/DATABASE
SERVICERS?

As specified in Exhibit RCS-2, attached to this testimony, BellSouth offers the

following rates for its signaling/database services:

Signaling/Database Services Monthly Nonrecurring
First/Add’l.

CCS7 Signaling Connections (Links)

- CCS7 Signaling Connection Link $5.00 $400.00
- CCS7 Signaling Termination (Port) $113.00

- Signaling Surrogate Per 56 kbps Facility $64.00

- Call Setup Message $0.00001
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Signaling/Database Services Monthly Nonrecurring
First/Add’l.
- TCAP Message Per Message $0.00004
Service Control Points
LIDB Validation Bona Fide
800 Access Ten Digit Screening Service Request
Selective Routing
- Line or PBX Trunk, each $3.90 $10.00

ARE BELLSOUTH’S SIGNALING/DATABASE OFFERINGS USED FOR

ROUTING IN COMPLIANCE WITH DECISIONS OF THE COMMISSION?

Yes. Inits December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated

dockets, the Commission established rates for unbundled signaling only.

BellSouth has included these ordered rates for signaling as well as database

query rates that have been negotiated in other agreements. The only issue

raised in arbitration regarding the provision of signaling was whether or not a

mediation mechanism was necessary. The Commission addressed this issue in

its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets,

stating “we find that BellSouth shall provide access to its SS7 network and

AIN as envisioned by the FCC’s rules and order. We find that there is

sufficient record to warrant BellSouth’s request for a mediation device.

BellSouth shall be allowed to use mediation mechanisms as necessary.” (Order

No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 21)
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The rate of $0.00004 per message for AIN was included in the Commission’s

March 19, 1997 Order on Reconsideration, No. PSC-97-0300-FOF-TP, page 5.

HAS BELLSOUTH AGREED TO PROVIDE SIGNALING/DATABASE
SERVICES IN ITS NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS WITH OTHER ALECS?

Yes. BellSouth has negotiated several interconnection agreements with
ALECs, which contain prices, terms and conditions for signaling/database
services other than AIN. One such agreement is with ICI which states: “Each
party will offer to the other party use of its signaling network and signaling
databases on an unbundled basis at published tariffed rates. Signaling

functionality will be available with both A-link and B-link connectivity.”

WHAT PROVISIONS HAS BELLSOUTH MADE TO ALLOW ALECS TO
ORDER SIGNALING SERVICES, AND HOW WILL BILLING BE
ACCOMPLISHED?

In much the same manner that an ALEC orders interconnection or unbundled
network elements, an ALEC will also order signaling services. An ALEC
order for signaling, using the standard ASR, is accepted in the LCSC through
the EXACT system. The installation interval is negotiated with the ALEC,
typically requiring five days per 96 voice trunks. Billing is accomplished
through CABS for facilities-based ALECs.

Regarding the LIDB database, the ALEC enters into a LIDB Storage
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Agreement with BellSouth. Facilities-based ALECs then complete a form that
is forwarded to the Database Administration Center (DBAC) to request loading
of the ALEC’s data. The DBAC updates LIDB and the service order systems
with the ALEC’s customer data. The interval for the initial loading of the
ALEC’s NXX data is negotiated, depending on the volume of telephone
numbers involved, but should not exceed 60 days. For resold services,
standard service orders populate the LIDB database in the same time frame and

the same manner as for BellSouth end user customers.

For ordering AIN, the ALEC initiates an ASR to the LCSC. The interval for
AIN Toolkit 1.0 and AIN SMS Access 1.0 is seven days from the application.
Initially, the ALEC will be billed via CRIS, but this is expected to migrate to
CABS later this year.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided nondiscriminatory access to databases and
associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion or is capable of

providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 11: UNTIL THE DATE BY WHICH THE
COMMISSION ISSUES REGULATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION
251 TO REQUIRE NUMBER PORTABILITY, INTERIM
TELECOMMUNICATIONS NUMBER PORTABILITY THROUGH
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REMOTE CALL FORWARDING, DIRECT INWARD DIALING
TRUNKS, OR OTHER COMPARABLE ARRANGEMENTS, WITH AS
LITTLE IMPAIRMENT OF FUNCTIONING, QUALITY,
RELIABILITY, AND CONVENIENCE AS POSSIBLE. AFTER THAT
DATE, FULL COMPLIANCE WITH SUCH REGULATIONS.

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 12)

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS FOR NUMBER PORTABILITY IN
SECTION 251 OF THE ACT?

Section 251(b)(2) lists number portability as an obligation of all LECs. Asa
LEC, BellSouth has the duty to provide, to the extent technically feasible,

number portability according to requirements prescribed by the FCC.

PLEASE DESCRIBE NUMBER PORTABILITY BASED ON THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE ACT.

Local number portability is a service arrangement that allows
telecommunications customers to retain, at the same location (or nearby
location that is served by the same BellSouth central office), their existing
telephone numbers when switching from one telecommunications carrier to
another facilities-based ALEC. The Act requires that number portability be
provided without impairing the quality, reliability, or convenience for the

customer.
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HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED THIS CHECKLIST ITEM, AND IF SO, IN
WHAT MANNER?

Yes. The FCC issued regulations regarding number portability on July 2,
1996, in the First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 95-116 (“Order No. 96-286™) and in its First
Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration dated March 6, 1997

(“Order No. 97-74™).

In its July 2, 1996 Order, the FCC found that currently available number
portability measures should be provided until a long-term portability method is
technically feasible and available. The July 2, 1996 Order establishes
guidelines that LECs must meet when selecting long-term number portability
methods. The FCC does not specify a particular technology for providing
number portability in the interim, but the Order describes Remote Call
Forwarding (RCF) and Direct Inward Dialing (DID) as the “only methods
technically feasible” (FCC Order No. 96-286, paragraph 110).

WHAT NUMBER PORTABILITY SOLUTIONS IS BELLSOUTH
OFFERING TO ALECS IN ITS STATEMENT TO COMPLY WITH
CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 11?

In its Statement, BellSouth describes interim number portability arrangements
that satisfy the components of checklist item No. 11, FCC Order No. 96-286,

and decisions of this Commission. BellSouth can provide interim number

-79-




10

11

12

13

14

15

le

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

465

portability through several methods, for example, RCF, DID, route index
portability hub, direct number route index, and local exchange routing guide
(LERG) reassignment to the NXX level. However, BellSouth envisions that
the ALECs using the Statement would typically utilize RCF and possibly DID.
Therefore, these are the only methods for number portability that have been

included in the Statement at this time.

RCF is an existing switch-based BellSouth service that redirects calls within
the telephone network by translating the dialed number to a2 new number. For
DID, BellSouth routes the call over a dedicated facility to the ALEC’s switch,

instead of translating the dialed number to a new number.

RCF and DID are generally accepted by the industry as de facto interim service
provider number portability standards. These methods meet the requirements
of the Act until a permanent long-term number portability capability is fully

developed, tested and implemented by the industry.

WHAT ARE BELLSOUTH’S PRICES FOR REMOTE CALL
FORWARDING (RCF) AND DIRECT INWARD DIALING (DID)?

The Commission addressed number portability in Docket No. 950737-TP,
“Investigation into temporary local telephone number portability solution to
implement competition in local telephone exchange markets.” In its April 24,

1997 Order for this docket, the Commission stated:
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“_.we hold that all LECs shall track the costs of providing the INP
solutions identified in the body of this Order, until the FCC issues its
Order implementing a cost recovery mechanism for permanent number
portability. Further, all LECs are to track their INP costs with the
understanding that these costs are potentially recoverable through the

permanent number portability cost recovery mechanism. All LECs

should modify their tariffs to recognize the INP solutions identified in

the body of this Order.

We note that by this decision we are not endorsing the FCC’s

interpretation of the Act. We reserve the right to revisit this decision
should a court of law overturn the FCC’s Order.” (Order No. PSC-97-
0476-FOF-TP, pages 16-17)

In light of the Commission’s Order, the rate structure for interim number

portability is as follows:

Interim Number Portability

Monthly/Nonrecurring

RCF

Direct Inward Dialing

All LECs shall track the costs of
providing the INP solutions
identified in Commission Order
No. PSC-97-0476-FOF-TP, until
the FCC issues its Order
implementing a cost recovery
mechanism for permanent
number portability.

Q. ARE BELLSOUTH’S OFFERINGS FOR NUMBER PORTABILITY IN

COMPLIANCE WITH DECISIONS OF THIS COMMISSION?
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Yes, BellSouth’s offerings for interim number portability are consistent with
the Commission’s arbitration decisions. For example, in the December 31,
1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets, the Commission
found that BeliSouth was willing to provide all number portability options that
were requested by the parties. Therefore, the method for interim number
portability was not arbitrated. The Commission also found “that the ALECs
shall provide the same temporary number portability methods as they request
BellSouth to provide.” (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 98) BellSouth
offers the two primary options, RCF and DID, in its Statement. BellSouth also

offers other options on a negotiated basis.

A long-term solution to number portability will require standardized methods,
procedures and, most importantly, participation among all ALECs and ILECs.
The FCC and other industry forums are reviewing various options to
implement a national, standardized solution. BellSouth is participating in these
national and regional forums. BellSouth will modify its Statement to include a
permanent number portability solution once an industry solution is determined

and FCC regulations are resolved.

HAS BELLSOUTH AGREED TO INTERIM SOLUTIONS FOR NUMBER
PORTABILITY IN ITS NEGOTIATED AGREEMENTS?

Yes. BellSouth has negotiated several agreements with ALECs that contain
solutions for interim number portability. These agreements include a

negotiated charge for interim number portability. The methods and
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interconnection arrangements for the long-term solution are being developed in
several forums around the country. FCC Order 96-286 is currently being
implemented through these forums by all parties involved in number

portability.

WHAT IS THE ORDERING PROCESS FOR INTERIM NUMBER
PORTABILITY?

An ALEC initiates a BellSouth Service Provider Number Portability form
(found in the Ordering Guidelines for Facilities-Based ALECs) via facsimile or
EDI to the LCSC. There is no established interval for accomplishing number
portability orders. A feature only change, such as a number change, however,
can be accomplished within a very short period of time, often within 24 hours.
If coordination of the change is required, the available resources and order
volume are contributing factors to establishing the completion date. Billing is

currently accomplished through CABS.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided number portability or is capable of

providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 12: NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
SUCH SERVICES OR INFORMATION AS ARE NECESSARY TO
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ALLOW THE REQUESTING CARRIER TO IMPLEMENT LOCAL
DIALING PARITY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS
OF SECTION 251(b)(3).

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 13)

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 251(b)(3) OF THE
ACT?

Section 251(b) of the Act outlines the duties or obligations of all LECs.
Section 251(b)(3) specifically addresses the LEC responsibility to provide
dialing parity by stating that LECs have “The duty to provide dialing parity to

competing providers of telephone exchange service ...”.

PLEASE DESCRIBE “LOCAL DIALING PARITY” AS COVERED BY
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM.

The “local dialing parity” covered by this checklist item creates an
environment where local service subscribers dial the same number of digits
without the use of an access code to place a local call regardless of their choice
of local service provider. For example, BellSouth’s customers in Florida local
calling areas dial either a 7- or 10-digit number to make local calls, as
appropriate. With local dialing parity, the ALEC’s customers will likewise be
able to dial a 7- or 10-digit number to make local calls. Of course, the ALEC’s
switch determines how the ALEC’s end users dial specific calls. BellSouth,

however, will interconnect with the ALEC such that identical 7- and 10-digit
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dialing is possible.

WHAT ARE THE RATES FOR LOCAL DIALING PARITY?

There are no explicit charges for dialing parity. Because BellSouth and
ALECs can use the same dialing and numbering plans, local dialing parity

simply happens as ALECs begin operating.

HOW IS THE STATEMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE COMMISSION’S
ORDER?

In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets, the Commission stated that “dialing parity is inherent in the
network...we find it unnecessary to establish any additional requirements or
cost recovery mechanisms.” (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 104)
Further, customized routing as required by the Order was the only other

concern raised in arbitration regarding dialing parity.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided local dialing parity or is capable of

providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NQ. 13: RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION
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ARRANGEMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS
OF SECTION 252(d)(2).
(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 14)

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 252(d)(2) OF THE ACT
REGARDING RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION?

Section 252(d)(2) places a standard for just and reasonable prices for reciprocal
compensation such that each carrier receives mutual and reciprocal recovery of
costs associated with the transport and termination on each carrier’s facilities
of calls that originate on the network facilities of the other carrier. The costs
shall be on the basis of a reasonable approximation of the additional costs of

terminating such calls.

HAS THE COMMISSION ADDRESSED RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION
IN ITS RECENT ORDERS?

Yes. As [ mentioned under checklist item No. 1, the Commission established
rates for call transport and termination in the December 31, 1996 Final Order
on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets. The Commission found “that
BellSouth and AT&T should compensate each other for transport and
termination of calls on each other’s network facilities at rates of $0.00125 per
minute for tandem switching and $0.002 for end office termination.” (Order
No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, page 68)

To reiterate, BellSouth offers the following rates, which are consistent with the
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requirements of the Act and consistent with orders of this Commission:

Interconnection Component Rate Per Minute

Interconnection at an end office $0.002

Interconnection at a tandem (in addition to the end office

rate) $0.00125

Intermediary Tandem per MOU $0.00050

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided reciprocal compensation or is capable of

providing it if ordered.

CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 14: TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES
ARE AVAILABLE FOR RESALE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 251(c)(4) AND 252(d)(3).

(THIS SECTION RESPONDS TO COMMISSION ISSUE NO. 15)

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 251{(c)(4) AND

252(d)(3) REGARDING RESALE OF SERVICES?

Section 251(c)(4) of the Act describes the duty of an incumbent LEC to offer
telecommunications services for resale at wholesale rates and not to prohibit or

impose unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations on such resold
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services. A state commission, however, can prohibit a reseller from offering a
resold service, that is available only to a specific category of subscribers, to a
different category of subscribers. An example is the prohibition against
reselling residence basic local exchange service to business customers at the

lower residence rate.

Section 252(d)(3) of the Act describes the pricing standard for resold services.
The Act describes an “avoided cost” standard such that wholesale rates are
determined on the basis of retail rates excluding that portion of marketing,
billing, collection and other costs that will be avoided by the local exchange

carrier.

WHAT IS A BELLSOUTH RETAIL SERVICE?

A retail service is a telecommunications service currently offered by BellSouth
that is described in and offered through a BellSouth tariff to non-
telecommunications services providers. The tariff in which a retail
telecommunications service is offered contains not only the applicable retail
rates for the service, but the terms and conditions including any limitations on

its use that have been approved by the Commission.

HOW IS THE RESALE OF RETAIL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES ADDRESSED IN BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT?

In its Statement, BellSouth offers its tariffed retail telecommunications services
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for resale to other telecommunications carriers that will, in turn, sell such
services to their end user customers. An ALEC may resell BellSouth’s tariffed
retail telecommunications services subject to the terms and conditions
specifically set forth in the Statement. BellSouth’s Statement outlines specific

terms and conditions on the resale of certain services:

1. BellSouth offers for resale its promotions of 90 days or more at the
wholesale discount rate. Promotions of less than 90 days are available
for resale with no wholesale discount.

2. Lifeline and Link Up services are available for resale to subscribers

who meet the criteria that BellSouth would apply to its end users.

In addition, a reseller of BellSouth’s retail services is prohibited from selling

residential services to non-residential subscribers.

The ALEC will be the customer of record for all services purchased from
BellSouth and, except as specified in the Statement, BellSouth will take orders
from, bill and expect payment from the ALEC for all services. The ALEC will
also be BellSouth’s single point of contact for all services purchased pursuant
to this Statement including all ordering activities and repair calls. As such,
BellSouth will accept presubscribed interexchange carrier (PIC) changes from
the ALEC as the customer of record, but BellSouth will also accept PIC

changes directly from the IXC, as it does today.

AT WHAT WHOLESALE RATES DOES BELLSOUTH MAKE ITS
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RETAIL SERVICES AVAILABLE TO OTHER TELECOMMUNICATIONS
CARRIERS?

In its Statement, BellSouth offers a wholesale discount of 21.83% for
residential services and 16.81% for business services. These discount rates
apply to all tariffed recurring, nonrecurring and intrastate retail offerings

except as discussed previously.

ARE BELLSOUTH’S RESALE SERVICE OFFERINGS, TERMS AND
CONDITIONS AND DISCOUNT LEVELS CONSISTENT WITH
DECISIONS OF THE FLORIDA COMMISSION?

Yes. In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets, the Commission established the services available for resale,
established the limitations on resale, and set the wholesale discount rate at
21.83% for residential services and 16.81% for business services. In the same
Order, the Commission provided specific language on the provision of
grandfathered services by requiring that AT&T and MCI only be allowed to
resell the grandfathered services to existing grandfathered subscribers. In its
March 19, 1997 Final Order on Motions for Reconsideration in the
consolidated dockets, the Commission clarified, regarding the resale of
promotions of less than 90 days “that the wholesale discount may be applied
only to the tariffed rate, not to the promotional rate.” (Order No. PSC-97-0298-

FOF-TP, page 12)
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Further, in the December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the
consolidated dockets, the Commission stated “...we find it appropriate to
prohibit BellSouth from processing any PIC change request for a customer that
receives its local exchange service from a local exchange carrier other than
BellSouth. BellSouth should direct the request of that customer to the
customer’s local exchange carrier and provide the customer with a contact
number for the customer’s local carrier.” (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP,

page 92)

In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets, the Commission also required CSAs, Lifeline, LinkUp, and 911/E911
services to be offered for resale. (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, pages 41-
45)

BellSouth is compliant with the provisions of the Act regarding the resale of
telecommunications services, and BellSouth’s Statement is consistent with the

Orders of this Commission.

HAS BELLSOUTH NEGOTIATED RESALE DISCOUNT RATES, TERMS
AND CONDITIONS IN ITS INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS WITH
ALECS?

Yes. BellSouth has negotiated numerous resale-only agreements with ALECs
and has negotiated resale of services as a part of many facilities-based carrier

agreements. Examples of pure resale agreements are those negotiated with
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Florida Comm South, Unidial Communications and Jetcom Inc. Resale
arrangements as part of facilities-based agreements have been reached with

such companies as ICI and ACSI.

WHAT PROCESS IS OFFERED TO AN ALEC FOR ORDERING
SERVICES FOR RESALE FROM BELLSOUTH?

The ordering and provision of services purchased from BellSouth for resale
purposes is set forth in Exhibit RCS-6, the ALEC-to BellSouth Ordering
Guidelines (Reseller). In addition, BellSouth has provided electronic
interfaces to support the following functions: pre-ordering, ordering and
provisioning, trouble reporting and billing usage detail. Initially, CRIS format

will be used to render bills to resellers.

HAS BELLSOUTH MET ITS OBLIGATIONS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

Yes. BellSouth has either provided services for resale or is capable of

providing services for resale if ordered.

THE STATEMENT OUTLINES THE PROVISION OF
INTERCONNECTION SERVICES, UNBUNDLED NETWORK
ELEMENTS AND RESALE OF RETAIL TELECOMMUNICATIONS. IS
BELLSOUTH PREPARED TO ACCEPT ORDERS UNDER THE
PROVISIONS IN THE STATEMENT ONCE IT IS APPROVED OR
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ALLOWED TO TAKE EFFECT?

Yes. BellSouth has expended a great deal of effort preparing to accept orders
from ALECs. The provision of interconnection, unbundled elements and
resale, however, involves the implementation of some new procedures and the
modification of existing ones. As can be anticipated, an implementation
process of this magnitude can encounter some problems. The majority of
BellSouth’s provisioning activity has occurred in Florida and Georgia with

nominal amounts in our other states.

BellSouth has had more limited experience with the provisioning of unbundled
elements and these orders are likely to be more complex. It is not unusual for
orders involving unbundled elements to include several orders that must be
coordinated to meet the ALEC’s requirements. For example, when an ALEC
orders unbundled loops, these orders must also be coordinated with the
disconnect of an existing end user’s services, and might be coordinated for
interim number portability. As with resale and interconnection, BellSouth will
work cooperaﬁvely with ALECs in gaining experience in processing those
orders. BellSouth is committed to providing all interconnection, resale and

unbundled network element orders accurately, promptly and efficiently.

DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FOR THE

COMMISSION?

Yes, I would like to reiterate that BellSouth’s Statement of Generally Available
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Terms and Conditions (Exhibit RCS-1) complies with the requirements of
Section 252(f) of the Act and the 14-point checklist outlined in the Act.
Therefore, I request that the Commission confirm, within sixty days from the
date the Statement is formally filed with the Commission, that it meets the 14-
point checklist requirements, and that BellSouth has fully implemented each of
the checklist items. Once Commission approval has been granted, BellSouth
will offer the terms of the Statement to any ALEC authorized to provide local

service in Florida.

DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT C. SCHEYE
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL
JULY 31, 1997

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND POSITION WITH
BELLSOUTH.

My name is Robert C. Scheye, and I am employed by BellSouth Corporation
as a Senior Director. My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street,

Atlanta, Georgia. 30375, - .

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN DOCKET NO.
960786-TL?

Yes. I filed direct testimony on behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

(“BellSouth™) on July 7, 1997.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Thirteen intervenor witnesses representing seven companies filed direct
testimony on July 17, 1997. Many of these witnesses comment on BellSouth’s
draft Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions (*Statement™).

My rebuttal testimony responds to these witnesses.
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[n this regard, I discuss why the pricing principles included in the Statement
are consistent with the Florida Public Service Commission’s (“Commission’s”)
decisions and with the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“the Act™). Along
with BellSouth witness Gloria Calhoun, I discuss BellSouth’s operational
support systems (“OSSs”). I address the issue globally, placing the other
parties” comments into their proper perspective, while Ms. Calhoun describes

BellSouth’s actual OSS implementation plans.

Finally, I focus on the primary purpose of Docket No. 960786-TL, which is to
determine whether BellSouth’s Statement is checklist compliant. I discuss the
problems with either rejecting the Statement or allowing it to take effect
without assessing compliance. In summary, I show why the Commission
should find that BellSouth’s Statement is in compliance with the competitive

checklist as required by the Act.
HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED?

My testimony is organized into four parts. Part A is dedicated to discussing in
general terms the issues raised by the intervenors. Parts B and C address the
two major issues raised by the parties — operational readiness and the pricing
of unbundled elements and interconnection. Part D responds to certain
additional issues raised by the intervenors and are identified in the testimony as
Resale Issues; Recombination and Unbundled Switching; Number Portability;

Transport and Termination; and Unbundled Elements. In responding to the
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intervenor testimony, [ also show that the provisions in the Statement are
consistent with the Commission’s orders. These orders include the December
31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration for consolidated Docket Nos. 960833-TP
(AT&T), 960846-TP (MCI) and 960916 -TP (ACSI) (hereinafter referred to as
the “December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets™); the December 16, 1996 Order on Petition for Arbitration with MFS,
Docket No. 960757-TP; the March 29, 1996 Order for Docket No. 950985-TP;
the October 1, 1996 Order on Motions for Reconsideration in Docket No.
950985-TP; the March 29, 1996 Order for Docket No. 950984-TP; and the
April 24, 1997 Order for Docket No. 950737-TP (number portability). .

PART A - GENERAL DISCUSSION OF ISSUES RAISED BY THE
INTERVENORS

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE ISSUES RAISED IN THE TESTIMONY
FILED BY THE INTERVENORS.

Much of the intervenor testimony, as [ will discuss later, appears to be
motivated by a desire to limit competition in both the local and interexchange
markets or simply to relitigate policy matters already addressed by this
Commission in arbitration proceedings. *AT&T and MCI for example, appear
to take a shotgun approach raising any and every conceivable issue, including
many issues resolved through arbitration, apparently hoping the Commission
latches onto one of them to delay or bar BellSouth’s entry into the in-region

interLATA market. These carriers have already had ample opportunity to
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address such issues in their arbitration proceedings. It would appear that all

these intervenors are willing to do is point to hypothetical future problems.

HOW DO THE COMMENTS PROVIDED BY THE INTERVENORS
RELATE TO “THEIR” USE OF THE STATEMENT?

AT&T, MCI and Sprint collectively use a massive amount of paper and present
a large number of witnesses attacking BellSouth’s Statement. Yet, the carriers’
witnesses never indicate that they anticipate purchasing interconnection,
unbundled network elements or services for resale from the Statement.

Perhaps this should come as no surprise. Each of these carriers has negotiated
extensively with BellSouth, and each one has signed an agreement reflecting '

the Commission’s arbitration decisions. .

As a result of their agreements, these carriers will gain experience with
BellSouth’s operational systems and will be able to perfect their own systems.
This latter capability is extremely significant because Alternative Local
Exchange Companies (“ALECs”) must be able to interact with BellSouth’s
automated systems. By going through all these processes, these carriers will
gain vital experience in providing local exchange service, gain name
recognition as a ;‘local exchange” provider in addition to their current status as
a globally recognized leader in the long distance arena, and attract more

customers to their services.

What these carriers appear to want to do is preclude others from doing likewise
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and to keep BellSouth from providing in-fegion interLATA services to its
customers in Florida. By requesting that this Commission reject BellSouth’s
Statement as non-compliant with the 14-point competitive checklist defined in
Section 271(0)(2)(]3) of the Act, these carriers are forec.lc.)s.ing one avenue

through which other ALECs can compete in the local exchange market.

ARE THERE OTHER MOTIVATIONS FOR THESE MAJOR CARRIERS
TO ACT IN SUCH A FASHION?

There are three possibilifieé: (1) the major carriers may believe that if
BellSouth can focus on their individual operétional issues, rather than the
concerns of a lafger‘ number of carriers, each may get more individualized
attention; (2) these carriers simply want to limit the mﬁhber of competitors by
foreclosing use of the Statement; and another possibility is (3) the three largest
carriers simply do not want to face competition from BellSouth in the

interLATA long distance market in Florida.

PLEASE ELABORATE ON YOUR ASSERTION THAT SOME OF THE
CARRIERS MAY WANT TO LIMIT THE NUMBER OF COMPETITORS
BY FORECLOSING USE OF THE STATEMENT. .

Regardless of the motivation, it is clear that precluding other carriers from
availing themselves of the Statement creates clear advantages to AT&T, MCI
and Sprint. As described in my direct testimony and in Ms. Calhoun’s

testimony, different size carriers have different operational interface
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capabilities (for example, LAN to LAN as cornpércd to dial-up for pre-
ordering functions). BellSquth cnviéions that AT&T, MCI and Sprint will
generally use the interfaces designed for “large” ALECs. Conversely, carriers
that choose to operate under the Statement will likely include some of the
“small” ALECs. Presumably the larger carriers do not have the same concems
with operational readiness or the need for experience with those systems that
they won’t be using but that might be used by the .smaller ALECs. If, as all the
carriers would Seem to agree, actual use of these operational systems will be
the best means for gaining experience, why would anyone want to limit the

extent of that experience?

BASED ON THE NATURE OF THE TESTIMONY FILED BY THE OTHER
PARTIES, WOULD YOU CLARIFY YOUR VIEW OF THE PURPOSE OF
FILING THE STATEMENT?

Yes. The Statement can serve several ‘purposes, including allowing new
ALECs to enter the local ﬁlarket without negotiating a separate agreement.

The general theme of the Act is to promote local competition, and the |
Statement can be an integral part of that process. BellSouth’s submission of its
Statement reflecting prior Commission orders and decisions, is intended to
facilitate local competition in Florida and, subsequent to the Federal
Communications Commission’s (“FCC”) approval, to allow BellSouth’s entry
into the F lorida interLATA long distance market. It is also important to
understand the procedural requirements for BellSouth’s entry into long

distance. A critical aspect is that the competitive checklist as defined in
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Section 271 (c)(2)(B) has been met,

Specifically, the FCC, in accordance with Section 271 (d)(2)(B) of the Act,
will consult w1th the. state commissions to verify compliance with the Section
271 (c) requirements. Section 271 (d)(3){A) also provides that the FCC in
approving a request for in-region interLATA relief must determine that the

competitive checklist has been implemented.

If checklist compliance is to Be met in whole or in part through the use of a
Statement, the provisions for gaining approval of such a Statement are covered
by Section 252 (f). Specifically, once a Statement has been submitted, the state
Commission has s.ixty days to complete _itS review or the Statement may take
effect. In order to cc;mply with these requirements, a Statement must contain
all fourteen points of the checklist and must meet the procedural needs. -
BASED ON THE TESTIMONY FILED.IN THIS PROCEEDING, MANY
PARTIES WOULD HAVE THIS COMMISSION REJECT BELLSOUTH’S
STATEMENT. DO YOU HAVE A VIEWPOINT ON HOW THE
COMMISSION.SHOULDI EVALUATE THE TESTIMONY OF THESE
PARTIES?"

Yes. As discussed in detail in my testimony, I believe there are several critical

points that should be considered, including the following:

1)  These objections cbnceming the Statement come from ACSI, AT&T, MCI,
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Sprint, ICI and MFS (quldCom). Each of these parties, however, have a
negbtiate'd or an arbitratéd égreement with BellSéuth. bne, .ACSI, is already
providin_g local service to business customers. In the testimony of the 13
witnes:se.s representing these companies, there is no mention that any bf these
carriers intend to purchase from the Staten'leht that they are so willing to
criticize. While the carriers are critical of the Statement, their agreements with
BellSouth include essentially the same services, terms and prices. Thus, their
concerns that the Statement is inappropriate, even though it is similar to their

own negotiated/arbitrated agreements, should be dismissed.

2) Rejecting the Statement, as many parties sugges:t, will inhibit the
development of local competition in Florida. In light of the fact that AT&T,
MCI., Sprint, ACSI, ICI and MFS have agreements with BellSouth, tﬁey will
be able to compete in Florida. Recommendations to reject the Statement will
only serve to limit the number of other ALECs that might compete with these

carriers.

3) The suggesﬁon.by sevgral- partiés that checklist complianée is dependent on
additional cost Smdies is inappropriate and well beyond the requirements of the
Act, the FCC’s Order and this Cominission’s Orders. Nevertheless, BellSouth
filed cost studies with the Commission on March. 18, 1997 as Irequired in the
Decémber 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated dockets.
Further, from a practical standpoint there is no need to delay checklist
compliance. The éost studies have been filed, and ALECs can review. these

studies. This should eliminate any potential issues with the currently proposed
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rates.

4) The propdsed rates meet the requirements of this Commission and of the

Act and will allow competition to develop more quickly.

5} Approving the Statement will allow more ALECs to test the ordering
processes described in the Statement, gain experience in the provision of local
service, and compete with BellSouth and pther ALECs; denying the Statement
serves none of these purﬁoses. The arguments to delay a finding of checklist
compliance until operational support systems are further tested or until more
acmal experience_ has been ga.inéd are based more on the carriers’ desires to
keej; BellSouth out of in-region interLATA long distance than they are about '
advancing local ébrﬁpetition. If testing, experience or other similar devices
become the “carrot,” as.some would suggest, the further advancement of thé

operational systems will become “politicized,” slowing the process and

delaying the advancement of local competition.

6) Essentially all of the intervenor witnesses ignore the fact that arbitration
proceedings have already taken place in Flérida, and that the Commission ha_s
already issued decisions on many of the issﬁes they raise. AT&T, Sprint,
MEFS, ACSI and MCI primarily raised numerous issues that have been
arbitrated, decided and included in an agreement with BellSouth. This
proceeding is not the forum for reconsideration. Conversely, AT&T and MCI
appear to raise other issues that were not arbitrated, primarily because. the

parties reached agreement on them without érbitratipn. Raisiﬁg them here is
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nonsensical and serves no purpose but to'confuse the issues.

IN LIGHT OF THE INTERVENOR TESTIMONY, SHOULD
BELLSOUTH’S STATEMENT BE REJECTED?

No. Despite the rhetoric, the supposed concerns, the accusations, and the
revisitation of issues, the arguments are not convincing, and the Commission
should find that the Statement complies with the competitive checklist. All of

the witnesses directed some portion of their testimonies toward the Statement.

Despite the sheéf volume of testimony dedicated to the Statement, several of
the fourteen checklist poihts were not specifically, or at‘be‘st only marginally,
addressed by the intervenors. A few, such as the technical interconnection
arrangements, are only revisitations of already-resolved issues. Some
comments, such as those dealing with transport, seem to be based on either a
lack of understanding and/or a lack of knowledge of what has already occurred
before this Commission. Still other comments do not seem to have any
applicability to BellSouth’s Statement or to the Staté of Florida. In summary,
none of the issues presented by ihe witnesse.s, individually or in total, warrant

rejection of the Statement.

IN BROAD TERMS, INTO WHAT CATEGORIES DO MOST OF THE
ISSUES RAISED BY THE INTERVENORS FALL?

There are two: (1) Does operational readiness exist? and (2) Are the interim or

-10-



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

13

20

21

22

23

24

25

490

temporary rates compliant with the checklist requirements in the Act? The
concerns about the operational support systems will be addressed in Part B,
and the pricing provisions will be discussed in detail in Part C of this

testimony.

These issues, prices and operational readiness, are certainly very important.
However, as discussed in more detail later, awaiting finality on all the rate and
cost issues coupled with the “final” operatiqnal systems would probably
guarantee that the debate over the Statement Would continue for years and
years to come, regardless of whether these issues actually impede any carrier’s
ability to compete. All the while, customers in Florida would be denied the

advantages of increased competition. :.
PART B: OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THE OVERALL IMPLICATIONS OF THE
PARTIES THAT BELLSOUTH’S OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS
ARE NOT READY FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL
COMPETITION?

The systems are in place to process orders and support the provisioning of
services. However, many of these processes will be evolutionary and
continually refined as industry standards evolve and are defined. Not only will
the processes and the development of generic systems that all ALECs can use

continue to evolve as the industry changes, OSSs will also continue to change
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to rneet the specrﬁc reqturements requested by individual ALECs. The
complex1ty and the s1gmﬁcance of the operatronal procedures make an
evolutronary process the only approach that can be taken Nevertheless, the
systems are ready today in a manner that provides an efficient competitor with

an opportunity to compete.

CAN YOU DESCRIBE ANY SITUATION ANALOGOUS TO THE
EVOLUTIONARY PROCESS DESCRIBED ABOVE?

Yes. The issue of operatlonal capablhtles that is mvolved with rmplemermng
the Statement is not dlssrmllar to the circumstances surroundlng the
1mplementatlon of the Modlﬁcatmn of Fmal Judgment (MFJ) One of the most
cnttcal aspects. of the MFJ was the ablhty of the divested compames to process

access orders, install the required facilities «and issue accurate and timely bills.

The focus of the MF], however, was the divestiture of the Regional Bell
Operating Companies on January 1, 1984. There were numerous procedures
that had to be put into place by that date, including comprehensive access
procedures Desprte all the ‘work eﬁ'orts involved, the focus remained on the
critical issue — the actua,l dLVCStltUI'C One can only i 1mag1ne what might have
happened if the_MFJ had indicated that the.dlvestrture could not occur until

every aspect was in its final and complete form.

On January 1, 1984 divestiture did occur. Access structures and rates had not

been finalized; the FCC and presumably several of the state commissions were

_12;.
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still analyzing the access issues including chaﬁges that had Eeen mandated by
the FCC over the final few months. Despite these changes and uncertainties,
comprehens'iife access wasl indeed imp@efnented as part of the ox!rer:all
divestiture. After the actual divestiture, procedural changes coﬁtinued to be
developed and irﬁplemented. In actuality, the activity level increased because
at Ileast there was the certainty tﬁaﬁ access existed and had to be implemented.
That brocess coﬁtinl;led in an evélutioﬁary fashion to meet the needs of AT&T
who had essentiélly‘ the entire market, MCI and Sp;rint with fairly small
existing market shares, and éevcral smaller carriers with either a very small or
no embedded market share. The proéédures that were in place January 1, 1984
Werg adequate to allow long distance competition to accelerate, but the
divested regional companies didn’t stop evolving those procedures to rnake‘
them as efficient and eﬁeétive’ as poséiblc. In fact, that process continues even

today, more than thirteen years after the divestiture.

HOW DO THE SITUATIONS INVOLVING IMPLEMENTATION OF
DIVESTITURE AND LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPETITION COMPARE?

The overall state of competition on the surface is very similar. However,
potential competitors and new entrants‘ into the local market have huge
regulatory advantages over AT&T’s post-divestiture competitors. They have
access to mandatory wholesale discounts and unbundled network elements at
cost-based prices. The effectiveness of a.Statement of Generally Available
Terms and Conditions that is determined to be in compliance with the 1996

Act will provide new competitors additional advantages and will help
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guarantee that local competition advances far more quickly than real long

distance competition.

As m the long dist;\n:c:e market, the size and scope:o;f local competitors is
expected to vary from very large to relaiively small. éome will provide local
service on a national scale while others méy limit their activities to Florida or
several states within the southeast. The post-divestiture long distance market
was similar, but AT&T faced competition ﬁbm companies with less name
recognition, while BellSouth faces competiﬁon from some of the largest
comﬁanies i:n"the‘WOrld with extremely well known brand names and plenty of

capital.

Tﬁe implementation issues associated with the Statement are clearly complex
and far reaching. They may be the mos"t complicated set of circumstances
since divestiture and the implementation of access. Just like the FCC and the
state commissions continued their refinements of access after January 1, 1984,
it is likely that further adjustments may be implemented in the areas of
interconn:ction; unbundling and resale., For example, this Commission:
requested and BellSouth filed additional cost studies and announced its .-
intention to review and modify rates as may be required. Did the complexity,
size at.ld unceftainty associated with the éstablishment of access procedures
délé.y !dives_timre?- No. Did these factorsikeep competition from developing in
the long %distanéc market? Once again the answer is no. Just as the focus of the
MF7¥ had to remain on divestiture, the focus of this proceeding — cdmpliance

with the:Act’s competitive checklist — cannot be lost.
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ISN’T THERE A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN THAT AT
DIVESTITURE ALL COMPETITORS (IXCs) WERE AF FECTED THE
SAME WAY BY ANY OPERATIONAL DEFICIENCIES'P

Whlle it is true that all mterexchange carriers were ordering facilities from the
LEC the 1rnpact was clearly not the same for all. The number and type of
access facilities that ATfS’LT needed to order were minimal because they had
essent1ally all of the market By contrast, other carriers, competlng w1th
AT&T needed to contend not only w1th increased market share but also

growth as well. To be successful these carners had to make much greater use

of the ordering procedures than AT&T. }

Further, divestiture mandated the implemeétation of equal access on a very
aggressive sche__dulae.= Equal access, or Feature Group D, as it became known,
impacted AT&T and other carriers quite differently. Equal access was
implemented on an end ofﬁce by end ofﬂce basis. MCI Sprint and others -
mshmg to use equal access had to order new access facilities, substantially
replacmg their exlstlng facllmes Conversely, AT&T’s existing facilities,
which became known as Feature Group C, were either not changed at all or
c~nl)'r nnmmally changed to convert from Feature Group C te Feature Group D.
Substantially differing reliance on these sew ordering procedures was a

requirement that could not be and was not avoided.

Equal access also inclﬁ_ded the ability for each end user to select one long-

5.
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distance carrier fqr dialing interLATA calls on a I+ basis (as compared to
IOXXX for non—presubscri_bed cérriers). At thé time Epf imi:lementation, all end
users were dial;ng_AI&T on a 1+ basis and could not use other carriers in the
same'l manner. The i:nlxpact of faulty presubscription procedures was clear —
AT&T would gain by maihtainin_g 1+ é’ustomers and all other carriers would

lose.

If the new ordering procedures had failed, would the effect across carriers have
been the same? The answer to this is apparent; the non-AT&T carriers would
have clearly suffered, and thq effect on AT&T would not have been neutral,

but it would have been significantly advantaged.

If the philosophy egﬁoused in this proceeding by several intervening parties
had been employed at the time of divestiture, divestiture would not have
occurred on schedule, if at ali. Fortunately, the MFJ fequired that the parties
remain focused on the objective of divestiture and not allow the pg_ssmﬂm that
some process or procedure might not be in its absolutely final form to delay

moving forward. -

History on this issue is quite revealing. As noted, on January 1, 1984,
divestiture indee_d occurred even though many of the issues had not been:
finally resolved. (!Jor‘r:xﬁetitim did begin to occur, carriers began to gain market
share, end users began :prgsub‘scribing to carriers other than AT&T, and the

rest, as the expression goes, “is history.”
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GIVEN YOUR ANALOGY WITH DIVESTITURE, HOW WOULD YOU

i ‘ ML L o e :
EVALUATE THE OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES AS THEY EXISTED
AT DIVESTITURE WITH WHAT WE ARE DISCUSSING HERE?

BeliSouth is much further along now than é.divested Regioﬁal Bell Operating
Company (RBOC) such as BellSouth was then. Several reasons lead me to
that conclusion, First, many of the systerﬁs'- that will be used for unbundling
and interconnection are the same ones that have been put into place for access.
A simple exa:ﬁple is the Carrier Access Billing System (CABS). For local
exchange con':ipetition,. it needed to be modified to handle new ¢lements;

whereas at divestiture it had to be built from the ground up. .

Second, the Act requires negotiations which ﬁave resulted in BellSouth and
ALECs, such as those in this proceeding, discuss'mg in detail operational
requirements. At divestiture, the majority of these efforts were being
accomplished by the RBOCs with a great deal less direct input from the other
carriers. For example, it wasn’t until after divestiture that many of the national
operational forums were established. Even then, these national industry
forums were large: groups without the same benefits of the one-on-one.
discussions that occur in negotiations. Third, there have been major
advancements from the systems capabilities that existed in the 1982-1983 time

frame to the current capabilities.

Finaily, unlike at the time of divestiture; the operational capabilities being

implcmented*here are being used initially for small quantities of services as.
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ALECs begin operating. No embetided services need to be converted over to
these systems imrnediately Conversely, at divestiture all existing access
services bemg prov1ded to AT«?;T MCI Spnnt and others were converted to
the new systems By analogy, every mmute of access needed to be capable of
bemg measured and billed from day one; a dauntmg task that took some time
to fully achieve By companson not every minute of local usage needs to be
converted only the usage between BellSouth and the facﬂmes based ALECs.
In sum, we are all smarter, havmg learned from the experiences of
implementing access. While not every aspect is directly convertible to
interconnection and re_slale, there are a number of similarities from divestiture

and implementation of access that are clearly relevant here. |

DO.OTHER PARTIE:S AGREE WITH THIS ASSESSMENT?

In ‘generai, I wonid expect the ..intervenors to disagree with this. In the Georgia
AT&T. ar.bitration proceeding,.howe.ver, AT&T's vvith’ess, Ms. Pam'Nelspn,
who:did not present testimony in this proe'eeding, seems to-have a vievvpoint
that is similar to the one I have described here. In response to a question posed
by BeilSouth’s attorney concerning the time it took to .develop trouble
reporting ga_teways-for access, Ms. Nelson- said: .“Roughly -- roughly a couple
of yea.rs and that was -- those gateways are‘e_xactly the kind of gateways that
can be used and built from. A lot of the experience that was _going on when the
electronic bonding gateways and access for it were being deve_loped is
esperience that vve are -suggesting,- asking that BellSouth build from jointly: .

with AT&T in order to have the electronic gateways that we are talking about

18-
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in the local world So absolutely N Georgla Docket No 6801 U, Heanng

Transcnpt page 699

Further in dxscussmg the procedures for presubscnbed mterexchange carner
(“PIC™ changes, Ms Nelson descnbed the evolutlonary nature of systems
development. I-Ier response stated “Can you clarify what kind of time frame
we were talkmg about I mean, this was hke a long time ago those gateways
have been in place. They continue to be developed They continue to be

enhanced ” Georgla Docket No. 6801 U Heanng Transcnpt page 700.

These issuesdid% not delay the entry of long distance competition nor the
fréedoms ga'med by AT&T at divestitur’e These issues will not delay the
man@tg_d entry of cornpetmon in the local exchange market nor should they be

used to deny BellSouth entry into the long dxstance competition. -

IS BELLSOUTH IN A POSITION TO PREVENT ALECS FROM
COMPETING BASED ON OPERATIONAL ISSUES, AS ALLUDED TO
BY MR. 'MARTINEZ (MCI) THROUGHOUT HIS TESTIMONY?

No.. This situation is again very similar to the concerns raised at the time of
divestiture. -Histoty tells .us again that these concems are not wartanted. From
a practical.s_tandpoint, BellSouth cannot use .operational procedures to limit’
competit'ion It is probable, with the attenti‘o.n that has been focused on
operatxonal issues, that the operational process will exist in a fishbowl, with all

parties able to see what is occurring and to report to this Commissmn and the
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FCC any percelved shortcommgs Moreover this argument 1gnores the
requirements of the Act, the FCC’s requu-ements in thls area and the Florida

Commission’s own requlrements as determined in the arbitration cases.

With the degree of emphasis that has been placed on the operational issues and
the signiﬁcance that it holds, it is difficult, if not impossible, to construct a
scenario where BellSouth benefits from using the operational interfaces to

retard local competition.

IS THERE A BALANCE OF INCENTIVES WITH REGARD TO
ELECTRONIC INTERFACES?

Yes. Several intewenofs suggest BellSouth is motivated to implemeni its
operational systems inefficiently. In reality, the incentives are weighted in the
opposite direction, i.e., to implement effective procedures quickly and
eﬁ'ec’tively. First, as has been discussed, the development of procedures in a
fishbowl prevents BellSouth from trying to slow the process. But there is a
more practical reasen for BeliSouth to want to move quickly. Local
competitien is occurring and will continue to occur. This issue was resolved
by the passage of the Act. Similarly, effective and efficient interface systems
are needed given the sheer number of customers that may opt for local service
from an ALEC and the number of ALLECs that can be expected in the market.
This need is further substantiated when one couples the requirements of the -
various forms and tjrpes of interconnection, the number of services available

for resale and the actual number of unbundled elements or comparable
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capabilides. Wl'len one considers the number of loop types, switch (port):
types transport services, billing arrangements collocation conﬁgurations
operator and d1rectory assnstance ﬁ.mctlons and so forth, the competitive
checkhst s fourteen ltems qmckly amount to hundreds of poss1b1ht1es and that

number will grow w1th the use of the bona ﬁde request process

The capabilities that Bellsouth must achieue are clear. Interim processes, stop
gap procedures and so forth are expensive and time consummg and delay one’s
ability to achieve its final objectwes If BellSouth was to slow the process in
ways that parties suggest, it would cost BellSouth money, not make BellSouth
movey. | |

i
SEVERAL INTERVENOR WITNESSES INCLUDING ACSI'S, MURPHY
AT&T’S HAMMAN AND BRADBURY, MFS/WORLDCOM'S
MCCAUSLAND MCI’S MARTINEZ AND SPRINT’S CLOSZ ASSERT
THAT THE OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS ARE NOT FULLY TESTED AND
FUNCTIONAL, AND THIS COM‘MISSION SHOULD WAIT BEFORE
AGREEING THAT BELLSOUTH HAS MET THE CHECKLIST. ‘WHAT IS
YOUR OPlNION"

Fll‘St as descnbed by Ms Calhoun, BellSouth’s systems have been tested, and
as, descnbed by BellSouth witness Bill Stacy, are in actual commercial use. -
Fur-ther, internal testing and monitoring are on-going.and BellSouth suggests

that all carriers do some process testing prior to passing “live” orders. This

will provi‘de more assurance that both the ALEC and BellSouth have a
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common understandmg of the procedures and flows ln the ordenng process
ThlS testing w111 hopefully, occur w1th exrstlng and new ALECs on an
ongomg bats1s It s not a onc-month two-rnonth or one-year process It‘IIS an
ongoing process as new carriers arrive and as new proced_ures are developed.
The suggestion that compliance be delayed until further testing can be
accomplished, .however, is flawed for several reasons. First, testing will
hopefully not be a limited effort, but should be ongoing and evolutionary.
Second wh11e testmg is extrernely 1mportant we must mamtam the pnrnary
focus in conjunctlon Wlth the intent of Congress That focus is to 1mplement
both local competition and full competrtlon in the long distance market through
havrng a checkhst cornplrant Statement in effect allowmg any carner to avail
itself of mterconnectlon, unbundled capabilities and resale capabrlztles
consistent with the Act and with decisions already made by this Commission.
Additionally, as suggested by some witnesses, if testing becomes a “carrot” to
acllieye complience; it will become a decisive means for trying to delay the
compliance. By adding new “requirements” or arguing that the testing was not
adequate, or clejming tllet failures occurred again, a competitor can overly
complicate the process for the purpose of achieving delay. Testing procedures
should not be complicated by-orher motivations or incentives that. are-not
directly reluted to the test procedures themselves. ;Conversely, testing shouid
be accomphshed by BellSouth and the ALECs in a professional manner

without ulterlor motives.

SEVERAL WTTNESSES FOR ACSI, AT&'l" AND SPRINT ASSERT THAT

22-
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BELLSOUTH SHOULD PROVE ITS S‘i’STEMS CAPABILITY
READINESS. WHAT IS THE BEST METHOD OF PROVING
OPERATIONAL READINESS" |

BellSouth’s operational ‘system§ have been up and running for several months.
BellSouth is prpcessing Qrdefs for both fesellers and facilities-based carriers,
and. BellSouth would e:ipect additional opeljational _carrie;rs when the Statement

is approved as checklist compliant.

BellSouth has also developed the Local Interconnection and Facilities-Based
Ordering Guid_elihes and Resale Ordering Guidelines for ALECs. These
Handbooks, which are attached to my direct testimony, are “living” documents
that will be ui)dated on a continual basis. The Handbooks can certainly
provide any interested party with updated-information concerning operational
procedures. BellSouth has also conduc.ted,land will conduct in the future, -
compréhensive:seminars for ALECs that will include discussions of the . '

operatiorial procedures that are being discussed here.

To place the issue of “proof” in perspective, there is no doubt that putting off
competitive choices for the customers of Florida while years of experience
with these operational interfaces is gained might be, to the largest ALECs, the
besi approach to thlS issue. The most experience that can be gained with these
systems, however, will come after tﬁq Statement has been approved. z

Therefore, what some may say is the “best proof” will be.more readily -

achieved; if compliance with the checklist is provided.in a timely manner.

-23-
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Further, from a practlcal standpomt the Comm1sswn can rely ona
combmatlon of items as dlscussed above to sat1sfy any concerns related to
operanonal readmess If 1ndeed part:es would hke actual expenence tobea
greater part of monitoring these procedures their needs can be best met by

supporting checklist comphance, not delaying it.

ON PAGE 7 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MRHAMMAN OF AT&T CITES
SEVERAL CRITERIA FOR ACHIEVING CHECKLIST COMPLIANCE,
LE, METHODS AND PROCEDURES OPERATIONAL TESTING,
ACTUAL OPERATIONAL EXPERIENCE AND EXPERIENCE
MEASURED AGAINST'BENCHMARKS. WOULD YOU COMMENT?
Yes. Before he lists compliance criteria, on page 6 _oti his testimony, Mr. |
Hamman states that compliance means that each and every requirement of
Sections 2.51 and 252(d) of the Act are met. This is not disputed. However, he

then goes on to define AT&T’s four criteria for such compliance (page 7).

-These criteria are not contained- in the Act, and are contradictory to the Act.

For example the Act descnbes Track B in which there are no facilities-based
carriers for rc51dence and busmess service.. It 1s conceivable that a company
could file under Track; B and no ALEC had ordered any of the checklist items.
Actuai operational e}eperience and the other criteria would be totally
mea:ﬁngl'ess. These criteria would appear to be.neth{mg more than obstacles
putiforth to delay the process. This is further substantiated by other comments
put forth by AT&T.

4.
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COULD YOU PROVIDE SUCH AN EXAMPLE?

Yes. Mr. Hamman is critical of BellSouth’s provision of intefconnection. He
claims that AT&T has requested the most éfﬁciem interconnection
arch1tecture He then concludes that this means that local, intraLATA and
mterLATA calls shoruld be on two-way trunks The need for a percent local
usage (PLU) factor has been recogmzed by AT&T and BellSouth but
procedures to develop thls factor have not yet been finalized. Therefore,
according to AT&T, BellSouth is not in comphance There are several flaws
in this argument that are indicative of AT&T.’S mtentmns, i.e., delay. First, the
majority of carriers believe one-way trﬁn.ks are not 6nly adec.juate, but probably
would be the most efficient. This is also reﬂ;cted in the AT&T/BellSouth
agreement, a fact ﬁot mentioned by Mr. Hamman. The exception might be
when a carrier had so little traffic that a one-way trunk group was simply too
large. This would h'érdly be the case with AT&T. Second, and most revealing
of AT&T’s tzictics, is tha;t an interconnection trunk would connect an ALEC’s
local‘switqh with a EeflSouth‘ ldcal switch. AT&T has:no local switches in
Florida, and based on AT&T’s appafent plans, it is highly unlikely that AT&T
will be plaf;ing any local switches in F Iérida in the foreseeable future. As
discussed later m the testimony, AT&T is a{pparently trying to use an existing
toll switch and its existing switched access A:‘r!'écilities with its Digital Link
service as a basis for its apparent concém. It can also be noted that AT&T in
its arbitration case in Florida did not raise the issue of two-way trunks and only
now.raises this sﬁppqséd‘issue with the Commission. -

o
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MR HAMMAN ALSO RAISES SEVERAL CONCERN S ABOUT
BELLSOUTH S ABILITY TO COMPLY DUE TO THE STATUS OF
VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THE AT&T/BELLSOUTH AGREEMENT.
WOULD YOU PLEASE COMMENT ON THESE CONCERNS.

3 i
Yes. Throughout his testimony, Mr. HaminarT describes the vario=us portions of
the AT&T/BellSouth agreement. For exampie, on page 14 in discussing
performance measures for electronic interfaces, he describes how “the pa.rtieé
will need to gather data over the first sevef;l monfhs of performance before
apﬁ;opriate measureménts can be established.” He may be correct in his view
that some actual expeli'_ience is needed before certain standards can be finalized.
Oﬁe miéht envision:ﬂEs as an ongéing process as new and/or different |
standards are developed oTrer time. However, AT&T is incorrect on two
counts. First, BellSouth’s ability to meet this criteria and to bé found checklist
compliant 'should not depend on the schedule AT&T decides upon for using
electronic interfaces. Second, the need for ongoing data is not a basis for
delaying compliance. Presumably if AT&T chooses never to enter the market
in Florida, these standards could never be met. If AT&T’s argument were to
prevail, we can be as#ur‘ed that they would delay entry inI;o Fidrida to keep -

BeliSouth from providing interLATA long distance services.

In another example, Mr. Hamman, on page 21 of his testimony, states that the
parties have a document governing space for collocation. On this basis, he -
concludes that “until the procedures set forth in the document are finalized and

requests for collocation are processed, it is too soon to know whether

-26-



18

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

506

BellSouth can meet the Act s reqmrements for coIlocatwn ” This statement
ignores the sunple fact that physwal collocation requests from other ‘carners
have; be:en met, i.e. BcllSouth“has a larg¢ number of physical collpcatton
raquésta ia:' progress and several complete‘d: ‘The Act does not deem AT&T, or

its agreement, as a necessary prerequisite to-checklist compliance.
; | :

ON PAGE 46 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. HAMMAN IS CRITICAL OF
BELLSOUTH’S PROVISION OF OPERATOR AND DIRECTORY
ASSISTANCE SERVICES DUE TO A LACK OF BRANDING
CAPABILITY, IS THIS CRITICISM APPROPRIATE?. |+

In determining the appropriateness of direc;t'routing in all states, inélucling
Florida, the issue has always been whether ALECs could order this‘ service to
obtain the desired branding. The operatiyé,word here is “order,” and nowhere
in Mr Hamman’s ‘testimony does he suggest that AT&T has placed an order

for this service. An ALEC wantmg its own brand can order direct routing and

this brandmg capabthty today

YOU APPEAR TO BELIEVE THAT AT&T IS ESSENTIALLY TRYING TO
DRAW OUT AND UNDULY DELAY THE PROCESS OF CHECKLIST
COMPLIANCE.. CAN YOU FURTHER [LLUSTRATE THIS POINT?

Yes. The last few examples are illustrations of this situation. AT&T witnesses
repeatedly indicate that either AT&T must be fully satisfied before compliance

is granted or that more time/experience is needed, or the witnesses simply
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confuse the issues; all for the same purpose — deIay Whlle not an exhaustive
list, the followmg excerpts from AT&T s witness, Mr. Hamman clearly
hlghll_ght AT&T s delay tactics and strategy to overly complicate the issues.

Hllustrative examples:

On page 10, Mr. Harnfnan (at line 14) indieates thaf euperience in providing
services to [XCS “has only limifed relevance™ to access and interconnection.
Yet on pag e 40 he is critical because BellSouth would not ailow local traffic on
AT&T's fransport services used for ‘IXC access. Simila.riy, AT&T
continuously argues thaf access and interconnection are fundamentally the
same and should be priced accordingly. Itis mconcewable that one could
conclude that the services provided to [XCs are functionally the same as the
capablhtles included in the‘ checkhst, but that the expenence BellSouth has in

providing these essentiully identical capabilities has no relevance.

On page 14, at line 12 in discussing perfonnénce measures, the same witness
suggests an additional “six months to a year will be fequired to determine how

the measurements are working.”

On page. 16 at hne 10, dlscussmg netwoz'k unbundling, AT&T’s witness -
suggests “Itis v1taliy 1mportant that there be a sufficient period of time to

permit BellSouth and tlhe; CLECs to work out transitionaj siss_ues LT

On page ﬁl, discussing the fact that AT&T and BellSouth have a document
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; i
b B e

go%/'éﬁﬁng rcblldcatfion, AT&T suggests that “until the ﬁrocedures ;‘,et forth in 'l
the document are 'ﬁnalizéd ... 1t is too soon to know whétﬁe‘r BeliSouth can

meet the Act’s requirements for collocation.”

On the subject of maintenance (pége 22, lipé 22), AT&T suggests that
complian‘cc requires not only procédures being in place but that “field

experience will be required.”

In considering the proirisioning of “the unbundled platform,” AT&T (page 31,
line 4) believes cﬁﬁ;piiﬁnce_is éoﬁtingent upon procedures being cieﬁnedand
put in place for AT&T, before AT&T. ban_enter the inérkét. Further, fo satisfy
AT&T (page 32), “methods and procedures must be tested and analyzed

against performance measurements.”

Mr. Hamman states once again on page 47, in connection with Checklist Item
No. 9, that methods and proc.edures must be established for the assignment of
telephone numbers.f However, in the paragraph above this statement, he
references “telécorn.’munications numbering administration guidelines, plans or
rules” that are being established. These are industry guidelines which

BellSouth does not control.

PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S ACTUAL EXPERIENCE IN
PRO‘VIDI’NGITHE VARIOUS CHECKLIST ELEMENTS.

As discussed in more detail in the testimony of BellSouth witnesses Keith
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Milner and Bill Stacy, BallSouth has agtua‘l and substantial experience in

providing capabilities associated with each of the 14 cheaklist items.

e ' AsofJuly 1,197, BellSouth had over 22,830 local interconnection
ti‘anks of various types that had been ordered, provisioned and were in
service throughduf the BellSouth region. ThlS intludes 7,828
interconnection trunks in Florida, "In addition, these trunks and the
processes used to obtain them are very similar to switched access
trunks, with which BellSouth, as Well as many ALECs, have had years
of experience. To borrow a term from the Act, a facilities-based carrier

providing services “exclusively” over its own facilities would need

- nothing more than interconnection to compete with BellSouth.

Y
o As. of June 15, 1997, BellSouth has more than 246 collocation:

arrangemenfs in place or in progress throughout the BellSouth region,
with 65 of them in Florida.  The coill‘ocation‘mangaments involve both
physical collocation (62 regionally and 7 in Florida) and virtual

‘ collocation;‘(al 84 régionally‘and 58 in Florida). The virtual collocation
arrangements ‘a‘re offered through the interstate access tariff and
negotiated agreethents_, and the physical arrangements are offered only

-through agreements. 112 arrangements (31 in Florida), rougﬁly split
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between physwal and v1rtual are in progress whlle the others are

already completed

BellSouth has provided access to its poles, ducts, condoits and rights-
of-way through agreements that in some cases date as far back as

twenty-five years or more. The c_apebilities are identical to what an

~ ALEC would receive.

Shecklist e I”If Il.t":lil '" l‘I cal Loop T .

As of me- 1, 1997, Bellsouth h_a&_‘S,S?’_S unbﬁh_dled- ioops in service
throughout the BellSouth region, about three times the number in
March. This number mcludes 1,392 unbundled loops in Florida. Some
of those loops also mvolve unbundled local transport provided to
connect the loop with a collocation a’rtangement in a different office or

a:i ALEC’s own location.

U_nbundled interoffice transport: which is also comparable to

interconnection trunks is very similar to the interoffice transport

component of access services, both with which BellSouth and many
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ALECs have had years of expenence Examples of some current

apphcanons of local tra.nsport mclude prov1dmg transport paths from
ALECs to BellSouth s Dlrectory As51stance databases to BellSouth’
Operator Serv1ces databases and to BellSouth s E911 databases See
Checklist I-tem_No. VI for specific quantities of these transport paths

provided as of July 1, 1997.

BellSouth had proqessed o;der_s for 26 mbuﬂdléd ports as of June 17,
1997, lwith seven in Florida. HoWéxier, with the exception of the wiring
of the loopl to the port in tﬁe central office, this affér-ing is virtually
identical ta BellSouth’s existiag retail exchange services. it is not
surprising that :only a few ports have been ordered because it would
typically eintai’l an ALEC providing its own loop to the BellSouth

switch, which is not the type of configuration envisioned for some time.

As of July 1, 1997, BellSouth had 169 trunks in service connecting

ALECs with BeliSouth’s E911 afrangements throughout the region,
including 88 in Florida. BellSouth also has had experience loading

data for several ALECS into BellSouth’s E911 databases.

As of July 1, 1997, BellSouth had 412 directory assistance trunks
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mvolvmg ALECs in service throughout the BeliSouth region, W1th 156

inF Ionda In addmon BellSouth has for many years provided

+
]

| comparable dlrectory assistance to mdependent telephone companies in

 Florida, as well as to mterexchange carriers. BellSouth also has offered

1tS- Dlrectory Assistance Database Service’ (DADS) reglonally since
1993 and currently prowdes DADS to 11 customers BelISouth also
has offered its Direct Access to Dlrectory Assistance Service (DADAS)
since 1996, and has one customer |

As of July 1, 1997, BellSouth had pt'o'vided‘40 verification ahd tnward
operator trunks (11 in Florida) and 176 trunks to operator se.rvicles‘ to-
ALECé (31 m Florida). There should be no doubt about BellSouth’
ablhty to prov:de these capahlhtles to ALECS, as BellSouth has been
providing these capabﬁmes to independent compames and
interexchange carriers for years...

1 ]
[

See Checklist Item No. XIV. .

With regard to providing ALECs with access;-to:telephone numbers, as
of June 23, 1997, BellSouth had activated a total of 496 NPA/NXX
codes for ALECs throughout the BellSouth region, with 130 provided

in Florida.
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BeliSouth has one ALEC connected directly to BellSouth’s SS7

network fegionaliy, and, as of July, 1, 1997, seven other ALECs access
the S§7 netwopk through third party hub providers.

BéllSou;h has provided access to the toll free number database for
several yg:aré. BeIlSo?}h curremly provides access to its toll-free (800)
number ciatabase thh éigh:t million database queries in Jaﬁuary through
April of 1997. BeliSouth also offers Advanced I_n:telligcnt Network
(AIN) products that allow other parﬁés to create and store applications
in BellSouth’s service cohtrol points. Those products have been used
since April, 1996 and have been used in technical trials. BellSouth also
hﬁs Line Information Database (LIDB) agreements in place with
several ALECs. More than 129 million non-BellSouth queries were

made to LIDB in January through April of 1997.

Do

As of July 8, 1997, Belléouj:h had ip service inte}im numbe}' portability
afféngemcnts involving remote ca,ll"'lforwarding (RCFj for 7,401 ported
numbers, an increase from 3,573 in March. Some 2,780 of the ported
numbers were in Florida. This RCF arrangement is comparable to the

retail offering of RCF, although the rate is much lower. There is also
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additionai significance to this nurﬁber in that it excéeds the number of
unbundled 1oops discussed previously. The dlfferences between these
numbers would suggest that ALECs are using their own loop

facllmes to prov1de local servnce

| b

Checklist [tem No. XII: Dialing P

As addressed in my dlrect testunony, BellSouth currently prowdes

dlalmg parity.

ChecklistItern No. XIII: Reciprocal C \

See Checklist Item Na. [ regarding interconnection. Reciprocal
compensation itlvol{res the réctwery of costs associated with the
t::ansport and termination on each carrier’s facilities of calls that
originate on the network facilities of the other carrier. The trunks

described in Checklist Item No. I aré used for this purpose.

BellSouth had processed orders for more than 88,000 resold local
‘e;;cchgnge sefvit:es-as of May 15, 1997, of which more than 49,000 were
itl Florida. As these orders include directory listings, this also provides
evidence of BellSouth’s ability to process ALECS’ orders for white

péges directory listihgs, and to include those listings in the directory
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* \
asisxstance database

Given BellS'outh_’s sttbstantié.lE_ e)tperi_énce and many eucee‘ssee in prpvidtng the
checklist i_tems, there is no merit to the claims of otlter pames that BeliSouth’s
checklist compliance is speculative or premature. Further, these numbers
would tend to indicate an order of pnonty in terms of the need for checklist
related items by competitors. The pnmary ‘issue for facilities-based carriers 18
interconnection and for resellers, of course, is the resale procedures. Certainly,
- i
loops are 1mportant as well but as the numbers suggest, some competitors are
not relymg on. unbundled loops but are using their own. These are also the
areas with whmh BellSouth has relatlvely more experience.

PART C: PRICING OF UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS.

MR. WOOD (PAGE 18) ASSERTS THAT THE PRICES IN BELLSOUTH’S
STATEMENT ARE NOT COMPLIANT WITH THE CHECKLIST. ...
WOULD YOU PLEASE ADDRESS MR. WOOD'’S ARGUMENTS?

Yes. Mr.! Wood conteﬁds that “Iumtatlons in the cost data available to the:
Cormmsston in the. arbltrauon proceedmgs appears to have resulted in the
establishment of a number of permanent rates for unbundled elements that are
not cost-based and ‘which therefore cannot be used to demonstrate compliance

with item (ii) of the competitive checklist.”

First, the Commission did review and address costing methodologies to be
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used in setting rates in the arbitrafidn ¢ases. For example, the Commiosioo
reviewed MCI’s and AT&T’s proposed Hatfield costs as well as the Total
Service Long Run Incremental Cost (TSLRIC) studies provided by BellSouth.
The rates that the Commission ordered in the arbitration cases are included in
the Statement. Othor fa;es in the Statement are from approved nogotiated

agreements or existihg BellSouth tariff rates.

In the AT&T and MCT arbitration proceedings, the Commission found that
TSLRIC is tho“‘appropriate costing methodology” and ordered BellSouth to
file TSLRIC cost studies for those rates for which interim rates were set. -
(December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbi&ation in the consolidated dockets,
page 33). BellSouth filed the applioab.le co_s:.jc“studics on March 18, 1997. The
Commission-ordered rates are consistent with both 3Sections 252(c)}2) and

(d)(1) of Act.

Despite the Commission’s clear indication that it had reviewed cost -
methodologies and had established rates based on such, Mr. Wooq-impliés that

the rates are not cost-based.

Underlyiﬁ‘g Mr. Wood’s argument is his apparent assumption that there must
be a singular method or a permanent cost methodology to be used in meeting
thei.oost- standal'd under the Act. First, the standard for review of the Statement
is the oo§t standard _uﬂder the Section 252(d) of the Act, the same standard that
the Commission applied in the a;’oitirati'on cases — cost plus a reasonabie

profit.
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A smgular means‘ 1s not the only method for meeting this standard. For
example, this standard ¢an be met in developmg rates that are not subject to
prospectlve or retroactive ad}ustments rates subject to prospectlve only
adjustments, or rates sub]ect to both retroactlve and prospectlve adj ustments.
Additionally, rates based on differing costmg approaches, e.g., Total Element
Long R‘un Incremental Cost (TELRIC) or ﬁatﬁeld or LRIC or TSLRIC or a
multitude of other methodologies,{ could mée,t the cost staﬁda:d if the
Con&mission has deterfnined that these.arel the appropriate approaches for
estabhshlng such rates. As long as the rate that BellSouth establlshes is cost

based, whlch can mclude a reasonable profit, the standard can be met.

Addntlonally, Mr Wood ignores the real world events of determ1mng a precise
or singular methodology for determining costs. The F CC tned to mandate a
specified methodology, and the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals vacated such
pricing ruies; stating “the FCC exceeded its jurisdiction in promulgating the
pricing rules.” (July 18, 1997 U. S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit
decilsi.on, Case No. 96-3321, section I). Mr. Wood’s implication couid be
construed to mean that rates cannat be in compliance until all issues before the
Court and FCC hav;: been resolved. ’fhe purpose of such a claim is patently
clear — to further delay BellSouth’s entry into interLATA service. This result
would be as illogical as delaying the ability of local competitors to resell or to

lease unbundled elements until all pricing issues are fully resolved.

Mr. Wood supports his argument that costs have not been determined by
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pomtxng to the fact that the Commxssmn has requn‘ed BbllSouth lo prov1de

cost studles ” BellSouth ﬁled the apphcable cost studxes in compliance with
this _Order. There .p.robabliy ‘has never bee_n a contested case in which all issues
were completely reeolved initially, and I dqubt if ehy case has reached the.
magnitude of this one with respect to the sheer volume of individual cost
studies, diffedng rhethodologies and issues involved. in setting rates for
unbundled elerhenth There is clearly no reason that all such issues necessarily
have to be ﬁnallzed The only i issue 1s whether the appropnate standards have
been met. To thls end, there is no doubt that tl'us Comm1sswn fulfilled its
statutory obhgatlon for arbltratlon under the Act by settmg cost-based rates for

the unbundled elements offered by BeliSouth for purchase by AT&T- and MCIL.

PLEASE ADDRESS MR. WOOD’S CONTENTION (PAGE 24) THAT
INTERIM RATES CANNOT BE COMPLIANT WITH THE ACT?

As Mr. Vamner ‘exipl‘ains‘ in his tesﬁmony, Mr. Wood ignores the plain language
of Sectidn 252(d), .Whlichronly r_eci.miresA that rates for interconnection be cost -
based. This Commission chhducted its arbitration proceedings subject to
Section:252(e), whjch;expressly requires-that the.Gor,mhi:s,sion. establishrates -
according to Section 252(d). ‘This is the same cost standard that is to be ! * -
applied by the Commission in its review of rates in this proceeding. There is
nothing that prohibits initial cost-based rafés established through arbitration
from meeting this standard. Similarly-,-there is nothing in the Act that
precludes the Commission from using several cost methodologies or from

using a different hflethodology-to establish cost-based rates at a later date. [n
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these 1nstances the rates would st111 be cost based Wthh is all that 252(d)

requlres

Further the behef that comphance w1th Sections 252 and 271 of the Act
requ1res the estabhshment of “permanent prices” aIso is at odds w:th the F CC 8
view of the Act. The FCC 1tself recogmzed the appropnateness of “1rI1ter1m
arbltrated rates” that “mlght prov1de a faster adm1mstrat1vely sxmpler and less
costly approach to establishing prices ....” (First Report and Order, Docket No.
96-325 at § 767 (Attgust 8, 1996)). Likew'i:'sé,‘ in reviewing Ameritech -
Michigati’s Section 271 application, the Ntit:higan Public Set'vice Commission
expressly rej ected the contentlon “that interim rates may not be utilized to
satlsfy the tequu'ements of the Act...” notmg that rates are a.lways Subj ect to
rev1ew and rev:sllon.é -(See.APpllcattoh of Amentech Mlchlgan Puzsuant To
Section 271 of the Telecommmlipations Act of 1996, CC Dochet INo.i;Q‘}-.l . ..
(Feb. 5,1997)atp. 13). . | ) |

DO OTHERS SUPPORT YOUR VIEW THAT RATES WILL CHANGE?

Yes: Dr. David Kasenhan‘testifying on behalf of AT&T in a recent |
Mississippi arbitration proceeding statedl that “no rate is permanent; at no time
is there perfect ixjformation.” I. Dr. Kaserman further asserted that “...we are not
goiné to -decide'toda,':y permane’nt rates, and you won’t decide in six months. [
don’t think thete is‘any, such thmg asa pe;manent rate. You re gomg to be
coming back and re-exammmg costs as long as this ﬁrm has a monopoly

position and until the firm is deregulated. Whoever is in charge is going to be
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loolttng penodtcally at cost ﬁgures supphed by this ﬂrm to change the rates
that are m place That’s going to be an ongomg process AndI thmk lt s going
to be around for a 1ong time.” (MlSSlSSlppl PSC Docket No 96 AD-0559,

February 10, 1997, Hearmg transcnpt page 115. )

In response to a question dealing with his optlnion of rates that might be in
effect for five to six months, and subject to a forward adjustment only, Dr.
KaSerman. said: “So my concern becomes somewhat less. I still have a little
concern about the cost numbers that they are going to come up with; but as
longl as you base rates on cost, then you re going to have that problem of
verifying cost.” (MlSSlSSlpp! Heanng transcrtpt page 126 ) These comments,
which reflect in a manner the practtcal determmatlon of rates, would certamly

support a degree of variability in what some parties choose to describe as

“permanent” rates, similar to what might be anticipated in “true-up” rates.

WHAT OTHER FACTORS NEED TO BE CONSIDERED REGARDING
INTERIM OR TEMPORARY RATES?

Thc arbitrated agreernents the negotlated agreements and the BellSouth
proposed Statement are estabhshed fora speqlﬁed penod for exampte, two
years. G;_Ven that the ¢compliance with the cost standards of the Act are -
uiﬁmately intertded to allow BellSouth to enter the in-region long distance
market, an 'cntryj that will hopefully contihue well beyond a tWo year period, it
is difﬁcuh to imagine how much more “cet‘tainty,” if any, can be attributed to a

“permanent” rate than a “true-up” or temporary rate.
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The rates included in the Statement have resuited from arbitration proceedings

L

negotiations or existing tariff rates, so there are no new rates. Similarly, future

%

raies, those that resiilf from the Commission’s future proceedings, will be 2
result of a Comm1ssion s demsxoh not any umlateral action by BellSouth
Overall there would appear to be more than enough checks and balances to
assure that the concerns raised by the witnesses will remain unfounded.

The proposed_ rates in the Statemcnt for thc_ rﬁost part are based on TSLRIC.
The Com:ﬁissi_ori may establisﬁ adjusied rates, if necessary, after further
review._ Undef those circumstances there isno conceivable j ustiﬁcation that

would lead to a conclusion that the same process as described above cannot

also apply to an approved Statement and the ALECs that purchase from it.

PLEASE ADDRESS MR. WOOD’S CONTENTION (PAGE 31) THAT
RATES FOR UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS MUST REFLECT ANY
GEOGRAPHIC COST DIFFERENCES IN ORDER TO BE COMPLIANT
WITH THE ACT. L

Mr. Wood is trying to relitigate deaveraged pricing of unbundled elements,.an
issue that the Commxsswn has already addressed and rejected in arbitration
cases. A-number of points are important here. First, the Act does not require
that rates for unbundlc’d elements be dcaveraged. The Commission can
detcrmine wheﬂle;" geographic rates should be set and the timing for.

implementation of such rates. At this time there is clearly no'basis for a

- 42



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

522

requrrement for deaveraged rates and as such there is no basis for delaylng

checkhst comphance -

MS. MURPHY(ACSI) RAISES THE coNcERN THAT ACSI CANNOT
COMPETE FOR RESIDENCE CUSTOMERS BECAUSE OF THE
UNBUNDLED LOOP PRICES. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS
ASSESSMENT?

No. Ms. Murphy states “Unfortunately, BellSouth has demanded a price for
unbu,ndled loops and assocrated facrhtles that exceeds the correspondmg price
charged by BellSouth for re51dent1al retall local exchange ser\nces ” (page 8). 1
accept that ACSI does not plan to enter the resrdence market ‘but not for the
reasons stated The ACSI agreement ‘was the first agreement signed lby |
BelISouth that mclucled a true-up rate for loops. This agréement Was reached
the mormng that an ACSI arbitration hearing was scheduled in Alabama. The
evening before, I contacted ACSI personally and asked whether we might be
able to resolve the outstanding issues. ACSI agreed that we would request a
delay in the start time of the Alabama hearing so that the parties could spend a
few hours discussing the issues That morning, BellSouth and ACSI
representatrves met and agreed upon loop prices (lncludmg Florida prices). If
ACSI chooses to not enter the resrdence market they should not cast aspersions

at prices to which ACSI voluntarily agreed to, as the cause, t

WITH THE NUMBER OF ISSUES CONCERNING COST-BASED RATES,
ARE THERE ANY ANALOGOUS SITUATIONS THAT THE
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COMMISSION CAN CONSIDER?

Whiig the speciﬁc issues here relate to the Act, the‘FCC;s‘TEI;RIC
méﬁhodoiogies and tﬁe Florida Commission’s action in the arbitration cases,
there is some prewous expenence that can be beneﬁcxal for consideration here.
At the ume of dlvestxtm'e the MFJ provided guidelines equivalent to those in
the Act For example the MF] (Appendlx B) states that “Each tariff for
exchange access should be ﬁled on an unbundled bams and no tariff shall
requlre an interexchange carrier to pay for types of exchange access that it does
not uuhze. The charges for each type of ethange access shall be cost justified
and any differences in‘cha:ges to carriers shall be cost justified on the basis of
differences in servicés provided.” This language is not digsimilar to the criteria

set forth in Section 252(d) of the Act.

These MF1J fequircments were initially implemented in 1984 by the FCC,
e\;éry state commissidn and hundreds of telephone. companies. While the FCC
promulgated costing rules (Part 69) for access, rnost states did not have a
specific formula to follow. Since those initial ﬁhngs, rates have changcd
mnmnerable times and, more 1mporta.ntly, the basis for establishing those rates
has changed significantly. In 1984 rate of return regulation was the primary
basis for establishjng‘ rates. Today, price cftps in the federal arena and
incentive or price regulation in the states are the norm. The changing
regulatory requiremgnts have substantially modified the procedures for
establishing acceés ré.tes. o
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Throughout this ennre process there were no clalms that the MF J costing
standards had not been met One can only imagine what might have happened
(and rmght still be happenmg) if a decision had been made requmng final rates
ora ﬁnal costmg methodology before the cost standards of the MFJ were
satlsﬁed Whlle the cucmnstances are very 51m11ar the attltude and
motivatlons of the partres are not. At that nme AT&T MCI and others
wanted divestiture to occur; AT&T wou_ld meet its MEJ obllgatlons and MCI
would get 'equal access, parity with AT&T, etc. Intoday’s erivironment these
same carrters benefit from delay -— the longer they can keep BellSouth out of

the i m-reglon long dlstance market the better off they are.

PART D: SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO ISSUES RAISED BY THE
INTERVENORS

RESALE ISSUES

ON PAGES 21-24 OF MS. MURPHY’S TESTIMONY, SHE VOICED
CONCERNS DEALING WITH CONTRACT SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS
fCSAs) AND/OR BELLSOUTH’S ABILITY TO “LOCK IN” CUSTOMERS
THROUGH OTHER PROCESSES. WOULD YOU COMMENT ON THIS?
Yes.'Ms. l;/itn‘phy’s (ACS.I) eoncems about the provision of CSA_sl is not a new
issue. It has been the subject of several arbitration proceedix;gs before this
Commission, and a decision has been rendered. CSAs are available for resale.

There is no need for the Comimission to revisit this issue. This is merely one of
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seyeral issues raised in this proceeding, without any reference to this

Commission’s prior decisions,' that have alreédy béen déf:ided.

The te'stimony of this witness points.out dqe_ 6f the concer_nsl;that can arise in a
procee.din‘g such as this. The Commissioﬁ"lias already evaluated many of the
items Ms. Murphy anld the other intervenors raise, and BellSouth has relied on
those decisions‘,"inldevelop‘ing its Statement.

WOULD YOU NOW COMMENT ON SOME OF THE OTHER SUPPOSED
NON-COMPE.ﬁHVE PRACTI_*CES‘THAT WERE AQDRESSED IBY MS.

Yes. Ms. Murphy (ACSI) seems to believe that BellSouth i§ “locking in”

customers through contracts, and perceives that having authorized sales agents

and arrangements with building managers are relevant to this proceeding.
BelljSouth has used:contract arrangements for years to respond to competition.
Pric;r to the Cdmmission’s recent decisions, these contracts were not available
to be resold. Nov&, as discussed prev‘ioﬁ_sly, any new contract fqr .
telecommunications servicr:e:j will ;be; available for :egalé; : making it easier: fpr an

ALEC to compete with BellSouth. -

Ms. Murphy’s belief that either BellSouth’s agency programs or its
relationship with building managers is anticompetitive is unfounded. Use of
sales agents is a’common practice in the marketplace.. I understand that Ms,

Murphy’s own company, ACSI, recently purchased CyberGate, which is.an
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authorized sales agency BellSouth haa also used agents forl many years fo
augment jts own sales force. This is not a recent practlce almed at locklng out
competmon Sound busmess practlces dlctate such arrangements and assure
that an:agent :cannot sunply smﬁ a custorner base to another provider mthout
some protections being built into the agency agreement. Further, let me assure
AC\S?I that BellSouth has only a handful of agents in Flerida, and that there are

any number of 'agents that ACSI may wish to use.

The relationship with building owners, described by Ms. Murphy, has no
exclusivity to BellSouth. ACSI and other ALECs are free to do whatever they
desire. A sunple readmg of paragraph 10 of the letter of agreement between .
BellSouth and bulldlng owners (Exmblt No. 4 to Ms. Murphy’s testlmony)
states notlnng in this agreement shall be construed to preclude any bulldmg
tenant from obtaining telecommunjcations services from others legally
authorized to provide such services.” .Be:lISOm;h has less than520 such contracts
with building owners in Florida. Indeed, ALECs in F Iorida are entering into

more exclusive arrangements with property owners than BellSouth:

MR. GILLAN, MR. WOOD AND OTHERS SUGGEST THAT
BELLSOUTH’S émrEMEﬁT IS DEFECTIVE-B'ECAUSE BELLSOUTH
DQES NOT PROVIDE CARRIERS THE ABILITY. TO ORDER NETWORK
ELEMENTS IN COMBINATION DO. YOU AGREE WITH, THEIR |
ASSESSMENT?. ..

i _47_.:;
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No ‘The nature of the testlmony may necd to be assessed baé.ed on the actual
issue in a specxﬁc state. Mr. Glllan for example usIes elghteeri pages |
dlscussmg the combination of network elements. Mr. Gillan also filed
testimony in Kentﬁcky, Louisiana and South Carolina on thé combination of
network elements. The differences among t_he four testimonlie\s are minimal,
although he includes extra pages to discuss fhe local switching le‘lement in
particular in his Florida testimony. On page 32, lines 5-7, the; Kentucky
version StateS' “Even though federal rulés and this Commission’s orders
require that such ﬁc;mblnatlons be made available, BellSouth is not yet
providing carriers the ablhty to order n,etwork elernent combmatxons in the
manner descnbed above ' In South Carolina and Loulsw.na, Mr Gillan did
substitute language which acknowledges that these commissions did not
require that BellSouth provide network element combinations at the unbundled

prices in their arbitration decisions.

The fundamental diffe;'enge between the Kentucky and Florida arbitration
Orders is that Kentﬁqky requires recombination of loops and ports at the
unbundléd-prices, while Florida requires recombination but has not made a
decision rega:diné the‘ ]ﬁticing issue. In Kenmcky, Mr. Gillan argued an issue
that AT&T had essentially won yet still attempted tosomehdw sh’ow‘ that it is
not available. His conclusion is that BellSouth has not complied with the
checklist in this area. In Florida, the same arguments have been expanded, and
witnesses are requesting reconsideration of a decision that AT&T did not agree

with in the arbitration proceeding. Mr. Gillan, therefore, concludes for
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different reésons that cempliance has not‘iﬁeeﬁ achieved Two states — two
entirely different Commission dec1510ns — yet the same conelusmn i.e., no
complianée, but for different reasons It would seem apparent that the bulk of
the ejghteen pages is not at all related to the conclusion that has been reached,
but rathef reﬂecte a desii‘e to draw a conclusion of non-compliance, regardless
of the circumstances.: o B L

Similarly, Mr. Wood, on page 5 of his tesiimony, a.sisert'srthat “BellSouth has
refused to permit' new entrants to phrchese'eombinations:.ef unbundled network
elements at the rates ordered by this Commission ” BellSouth’s Statement
provides for the recombination of network elements at the resale discount
price. It is fully compilant with the Comrmsswn s dec151ons on this issue..
BeliSouth has every Imtentxon of providing unbundled elements and
interconnection services on a generally available basis in compliance with the

Commission’s Orders.

WOULD YOU PLEASE RESPOND TO ASSERTIONS BY MR. GILLA.N
(PAGE 28) AND MR. GULINO (PAGE 20) THAT RECOMBINATION OF
ELEMENTS IS NOT BEING PROVIDED?

Mr. Gillan asserts that an ALEC must be able to purchase combinations. of
network elements, such as preexisting loop and switch combinations.
BellSouth’s Statement does provide ALECs the ability to lease recombined
network elements, and specifically the preexisting loop and switch connections

that Mr. Gillan is requesting.
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Mr Gulmo (pages 19-22) further asserts that recombination is not belng
prov1ded because ntdustry standards have not been developed and the
Statement does not clearly 1dent1fy what elements can be combined. The issue
of industry standards is one that MCI ra.ises gl,oball;' and is discussed in more
detail by Ms. Calhoun. Sufﬁce it to say het'e that there is no requirement for an
industry startdard solution, and while BellStmth will continue to support

industry wide compatibility, the lack of thlscan in no way be used to deny

compliance of the Statement.

PLEASE: ADDPESS MR. GILLAN 'S -ASSERTION (PAGE 28) THAT
UNBUNDLED SWITCHING IS NOT BEING PROVIDED BECAUSE
CERTAIN SYSTEMS HAVENOT BEEN DEVELOPED TO SUPPORT
CARRIER ACCESS BILLING AND TO PLACE PURCHASERS IN .
CONTROL OF THE F EA{TURES AND ROUTING CAPABILJTiES IN THE
SWITCH. | | |

Before dealing wuh the spec1ﬁcs of Mr Gillan’s comments, it appears that the
words of a great Amencan phllosopher “deja vu all over again,” are
appropnate here (attnbuted to Lawrence “Yogi” Berra) ‘M. Cnllan and other
witnesses for AT&T and MCI have made these same arguments.before-. The
Commissi;‘fe.n has clearly evaluated them:and incluc}eq them in ipriqi,? decisions
o e e My g 2 Mr..:Gi:ll‘an?s T
dismay, have been rejectet'i. Repeating the same arguments, albett somewhat

condensed from prior filings, appears not to be needed.
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Mr. Glllan seems to 1mply that BellSouth w111 not provnde local sw1tchmg
unbundled from transport local loop transmlssxon or other services as spec1ﬁed
in the competmve checklist. In terms of the unbundled switching element,
BellSouth does indeed provide that capabilify unbundled from transport in
accordance with the Aét, the FCC Order and this Commission’s decisions.
Additionally, multiple 'l_oc':al providers can use unbundled switching to provide
their own services. Mr. Gillan (page 21), Mr Hamman (page 28) and Mr.
Wood (page 20) have again :deﬁned unbﬁhdled switching in terms of the
“platform approach a concept that has not been endorsed by any Commission
to date w1thm the BellSouth region, nor is it a capability that the FCC Order, in
deﬁmng unbundling, requlres.- ‘AT&T continues to raise this 1w1th the apparent

motivation to confuse, complicate and delay.

The Commission can be assured that the Statement provides ALECs the ability
to purchase unbundled switching, which includes the féatures in the switch, as

defined by the FCC and approved by this Commission.

In conclusion, the Act does not require Mr, Gillan’s platform approach which
essentially means leasing switch capacity. Th;: FCC rules did not require'such
provisioning. Neither did this Commission require such v, 91
Statement is consistent with this Commiss;léh’s Orders in the arbitration cases

where unbundled switching was arbitrated.

MR. GILLAN ALSO STATES THAT THE PROVISION OF UNBUNDLED
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0 S

SWITCHING REQUIRES SYSTEMS TO SUPPORT CARR.IER ACCESS
BILLING (PAGE 28) WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE°

- T o :
Camer access bllhng has been in place for many years, and as changes in
switched acccss charges have occurred, the systems have accommodatcd the

changes. This will continue to occur as interstate and i mtrastate access charges

continue to undergo change.

ARE THERE OTHER RELEVANT POINTS REGARDING THE
INTERVENOR WITNESSES’ ARGUMENTS ABOUT UNBUNDLED
LOCAL SWITCHING?

ch_f Mr. Giilan states that: ‘I‘The switch Ties at the hcart of lccal- exchange
service”l(jaage 16). Apparcnﬂy, Mr. Gillan and others ignore the fact that there
are aiternatives to BellSouth’s switch. | Dr. Cornell, an economiat, :on the “same
side” as Mr. Gillan, in a recent Florida procccding (for Docket Nos. 950984-TP
and 950985-TP), testified that switching was a competitivelj; available
capability that could be market pricecl as opposed to the pricing standards that
wcrc proposed for the loop. Specifically, in response to a question concerning
the pricing of unbundled elements asked by then Chairman Clark, Dr. Cornell
stated the follovcing; |

“I believe that When it is an essential facility and available only from
the incumbent or available only from the firm whom you are asking it,
it should be at total service long run incremental cost. ‘When there is
genuinely a competitive alternative or the fairly clear ability for there to
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1

'bea competltwe alternative, it does not need to be... believe that

: ongmanng local switching, .wtuch is what [ assume you get when you
buy a port, essentlally, if you were to subsénbe to an unbundled port, is
competitively available. MCI Metro is gomg to put in a switch, MFS 1S
going to put in a switch.” ‘

U

BeilSoutH 'ce@My agrees that switching ing readily availabrle commodity,
especially to a company as large and ﬁnaneially strong as AT&T. Of course,
untili very recently, AT&T was a primary producer of these switches, which are
today available from Luceot Technologies Inc.

To sMﬁze the issoe of- swifcﬁing, fhe -argumen:te are not ne\;v.:l The
Comrmssmn has dec1ded the means by whzch sw1tch1ng will be prov1ded and
despite all these issues, unbundled sw1tch1ng will allow multlple vendors to

provide serv1ce from a single switch, which. Mr. Gillan beheves is 1mportant

Overall there are ample issues before this Commission in this proceeding..
Parti.es should ndt use thfs forum to request reconsideratioo of prior
Commissmn dec1s1ons Thls tact is not to be condoned, especiaily when no
new facts ha.ve been pr0v1cled
WHAT DID THE COMMISSION ORDER REGARDING THE
RECOMBINATION OF UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS AND THE
PROVISION OF SWITCHING? | |

This Commission addressed these issues during the AT&T and MCI arbitration
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proceedings. In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the
consolidated dockets, the Commission allowed AT&T and MCI to combine
unbundled network elements in any manner they choose, including recreating a
Be’ll;So.uth seérvice, but the Commission did not rule on the pricing of
reqombinéd e[emerits; (Order No: PSC-96-1 579-FOF-TP, pages 37-38).
Further, in its March 19, 1997 Final Order on Motions for Reconsidelration on
the consolidated dockéts, regarding the rates for recombined elements, the
Commission stated “it is inappropriate for us to make a determination on this
issue at this time.” (Order No. PSC-97-0298-FOF-TP, page 7). On May 27,
1997, the Commission entered an Order (Order No. PSC-97-0602-FOF-TP)
regarding the arbitrated Interconnection Agreement between BellSouth and
AT&T. In that Order,'the Commission said “... we stated that the pricing issue
associated with the rebundligg of UNEs'to duplicate a resold service was not
arbitrated.” (Qrder, page 7) (emphasis added).

On June 10, 1997, BellSouth sent to AT'&T a letter inviting AT&T to negotiate
this currently unresolved issue of the pricing of recombined elements. AT&T
refused tq,negotiate, stating that its position on this issue was set forth in its
Motion To Compel Compliance. The MotiL)n was filed with this Commission
on fune 9, 1997. BellSouth’s letter seeking negotiations was sent the déy‘ after
it signied th¢ Interconnection Agreement but before being served with a copy of
AT&T’s Motion.

¢

At this time, BellSouth is treating recombined elements for pricing purposes as
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res!xlé The Statement reﬂec.ts:thi‘s position, pending the outcome of AT&T’s
Juné 9,1997 Motlon to Gompel and District Court proceedlngs € the
Commission, in respondlng to AT&T’S M«ouon, mchcates another posmon

BellSouth may need to revise the Statement

The provision of unbundled switching was also arbitrated by the Commission.
In its December 31, 1996 Final Order on'A-r‘bitration in the consolidated
dockets, the Commission referenced the FCC’s definition of the local
sw1tch1ng network element. The FCC definition includes custom calling
featm'es w1th1n the deﬁmtlon of sw1tch1ng functions. The reference to the FCC
definition in tkus sectlon of the Commission Order implies.that when local
switching ié-purchased as an unbundled ﬁetwork element, vertical services
shall be iﬁc'luded- in'the i)rice of the unbuildled switching element at rio
additional charge. (Order No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP, pages 15-16)

BeliSouth’s Staternent provides combined ¢lements and unbundled switching

consistent with the Commission’s Orders.

NUMBER PORTABILITY

MR. HAMMAN (AT&T, PAGE 51) BELIEVES THE STATEMENT IS
DEFICIENT IN THAT ONLY TWO FORMS OF NUMBER PORTABILITY
ARE INCLUDED. IS THIS A DEFICIENCY?

No. Mr. Hamman asserts that Route Indexing - Portability Hub is required as

an interim portability option in order to meet the nondiscriminatory access
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1

standard. He indicates that BeliSouth has negotlated w1th AT&T to provide
multiple forms of number portablhty yet the Statement only provides for some
of those optlons such as Remote Call Forwardmg (RCF). Mr. Hamman is
correct that: multlple arrangements were mdeed negotiated with AT&T and
were not reqmred from the arbitration cases. There may be any number of
1terns that are. ;n mdmdual negotlated agreements that are not included in the

Statement This fact doesn t‘ma.ke the Statement deﬁc;ent it makes it

different.

Several other points need te be made. F .irs.t, the Act cioes not require multiple
forms of interim number portability to meet the checklist.. BeIISouth envisions
that the ALECs using the Statement would typically utilize RCF and possibly
Direct Inward: Dialing (DID). Therefore, these are the only methods for
numt:éer- portahility that have been included in the Statement at this time.

F up.her to the extent any pa.rty wants a form of interim number portability
dlfferent from those already 1ncluded in the Staternent, the bona fide request
process can be employed. And ﬁnally, AT&T is the only party objecting to the
interim number. portability ;Opt;ions:, and AT&T has never .indicated t!lllat it plans

to use the Statement in lieu of its own agreement.

Indeed, BellSouthfs\ number portability offerings are in compliance with the
Commission’s decision:and with the stipulation reached with the parties in

Docket No. 750737- TP (number portability).

MR. HAMMAN EXPRESSES CONCERNS ABOUT BELLSOUTH’S

f o2
i 3
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PLAN S REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF LONGER TERM OR

PERMANENT NUMBER PORTABILITY WOULD YOU PLEASE
.COMMENT'?

Yes. Mr. Hamman’s concerns ére captured on page 50, “While Bgélleuth has
made progress, it has not yet met its LNP obligations under Section 271 of the
Act...” Mr. Hamman must realize that lo'ng term number ;:)o.rtability is not

required for checklist compliance as yet.

Withholding "inté'rLATA relief until long term number portability is

1mp1emented epitomizes AT&T intentions in this proceedmg, i.e,todo

leveryth'mg p0551b1e to keep BellSouth out of the long distance busmess and

depnve the consuimers in Florida of additional long distance Opnons.‘
However, to provide assurance to AT&T and anyone else that may have
similar “conc_erns,” BéllSouth understands its obligations and its effdrts toward
meeting its long term number portability obligations will not be diminished

one iota if interLATA relief is granted prier to this implementation.

WHAT HAS THE COMMISSION DETERMINED REGARDING INTERIM
NUMBER PORTABILITY"

In its Decémber 31, 1996 Final Order on Arbitration in the consolidated
dockets, the Commission found that BellSouth was willing to proyidé all
number pbrtabiljty options that were. requeéted by the parties. ‘Therefore, the

method for interim number portability was not arbitrated. The Commission

Lot
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also found “that the ALECs shall provrde the same temporary nurnber
poﬁabrlrty methods as they request BeIISouth to provrde ? (Order No PSC-96-
1579- FOF TP page 98) BellSouth offers the two prrrnary Optl()nS RCF and

D[D in its Statement and other optlons on a negotiated basis.

MR GULINO TAKES ISSUE WITH ASPECTS OF THE TRANSPORT
AND TERMINATION (INTERCONNECTION) OF FERING. ARE TI-[ESE
NEW CONCERNS THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED"

No. Compensation arrangements for the transport and termination of local
traffic calls was arbitrated by this Commission. Mr. Gulino is trying to reopen

a resolved issue.

Mr. Qulino’s concerns about interconnection seem to be primarily focused on
cO‘IldcaitiIOrr (testimorry, page | 1'). Mr. Gulinoe is correct that one form of
interconnection involves collocation. Inte'rcormection can be accompiished by
erther virtual or physical collocation, or without any collocanon As stated
earller, BellSouth is processing both v1rtual and physical collocation orders If
Mr. Gulino wants more complete implementation, he should push for timely
approval of the Statement so that more- ALECs can enter the market and make
use of the various forms of interconnection that will be made available. Of
course, MCI could volunteer to purehase all the service capabilities offered

under the Statement so that no other ALEC has to be first; such an offer has not
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been forthcoming from MCI ‘j/et.

Further Mr Gulmo s coneerns osfer collocauon may ‘be taken care of
somewhat by-a simp}e fact that his testlmony ignores. His testlmony is written
as 1f phymcal collocation is sotne 1mponderabie effort that BellSouth will use
to mampulate the process. Mr. Gulmo fatls-to rnentlon,; 1n.addmon to the |
cdllloce.tien drders in progress, that several yeers ag‘oﬂBellSo’hth wes required
by FCC rules to implement physical collochtion and BellSouth was able to
phys1cally collocate carriers who requested it. Those carriers may have been
collocatmg to bypass BellSouth transport facﬂmes, ie.,to compete with
BellSouth. Not surprisingly, no manipulation occurred then and it will not
occur DOW. Even 1f for some reason physxcal collocatlon was somehow
delayed an ALEC could purchase transpon from BellSouth mitigating the
need for- collocatton at. rates that this Cornrmsswn has estabhshed in the
arbttranon prooeedmgs | o N | | PR |

The point is, BellSouth provides the ability for any requesting carrier to order
collocation arrangements to satisfy individual needs, and BellSouth will work
cooperatively with the requesting carrier to Ifully implement each arrangement.
In addition, our information ind-icates that whet Mr. Gulino perceivesas. -
deﬂc;encres in BeliSouth’s ordermg guidelines and provisioning intervals has
certamly not: hmdered other ALECs ability to negotiate and order collocation
arrangg¢ments from BellSouth. In fact, as already discussed, physwat ‘.

collocation orders are currently being processed. -, .
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HAS THE COMMISSION ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF COLLOCATION?

Yes. Inits December 16, 1996 Order oh Petition f_or ArBitration with MFS,
Docket No. 960757-TP, the Commission adopted the physiqgl collocation rates
contained in the BeliSouth Telecommunications N,egotiatione Handbook for
Collocation (“Collocation Handbook”) and required BellSouth to provide
TSLRIC studi_es,. which were subsequently provided. BellSouth offers
collocaﬁon in its Statement at the rates ordered in the MFS arbitration.case
(Order No PSC-96- 1531 FOF-TP) and to the extent that rates were not
spemﬁed in the proeeechng, BellSouth has included rates in its Statement from
the Interconnection Agreement between BellSouth and AT&T. Addmonally,
the Commission required in its December 31, 1996 Flnal Order on Arbltratlon

in the consolidated dockets that MCI should be able to: .

1) interconnect with other collocators that are interconnected with
BeilSouth in'the same central office,

2) purchase unbundled dedicated transport between the collocation
facility and MCI’s network, and

3) collocate subscriber loop electronics in & BellSouth central office.

ON PAGE 40, MR. HAMMAN ASSERTS THAT IN GEORGIA -
BELLSOUfH REFUSED TO PROVIDE AT&T THE ABILITY TO USE
EXISTING DEDICATED TRANSPORT FACILITIES TO PROVIDE
LOCAL SERVICE TO DIGITAL LINK Cﬁ'STOMERS.: DO YOU AGREE?

As BellSouth understands this configuration, an AT&T end user has a
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dedicated facility (for example, a DS1) from the end user prérnises to an
ATE&T toll switch (i.e., the AT&.T Point of Presence). The service in question
does not go through a BellSouth switch. When that end user makes or receives
calls, the AT&T PO_P';d;{‘)cs the switching. If the end user initiates a call, the
AT&T switch is in dbnﬁol pf whether to switch the call. If AT&T had an
intc;connéctioq arrangement with BellSouth it cou‘;l‘d switch the call back into
the BellSouth network. If the end user was using Digital Link for incoming
calls, the telephone number associated with it might be an 800/888 number, or
a standard seven digit number. . The only dedicated transport in this
configuration is the facility used to connect the end user’s pfemises to the
AT&T POP. To the extent any issue exists, it is the same two-way trunking
issue that AT&T discusses in its interconnection (Checklist Item No. 1)
discussion. The discussion of Digital Link attempts to create a new “problem”
because it is discussed in the context of dedicated transport. In fact, the Digital
Link trans’polrti is not atiissue, only, apparently, e o .
arrangements discussed previously. It should also be noted that the only way
the twd-way trunk could be provided under AT&T’s agreement is through a
bona fide request. Sucha r-équest was submitted on April 23, and BellSouth
responded in accordance with the bona fide request pmcess.j In other words,

the issue is being addressed consistent with the terms of the agreement.

HAS THE COMMISSION RULED ON THE COMPENSATION FOR
TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION?

Yes. The Commission established rates for call transport and termination in
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the December 31 1996 Fmal Order on Arbltratlon in the consolidated dockets.
The Commrssron found “that BellSouth and AT&T should compensate each
other for t‘rialnsport and terrmnatron of calls on each other S network facrhtles at
rates of $0. 00125 per minute for tandem swrtchmg and $O 002 for end ofﬁce

termmatxon ” (Order No. PSC-96-1579- FOF-TP page 68)

UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS

MR GULINO (MCI) HAS APPARENT PROBLEMS WITH THE
STATEMENT S OFFERING OF DEDICATED AND COMMON
TRANSPORT (PAGES 24—25) DO THESE CONCERNS WARRANT
RE_JECTING THE STATEMENT?

No. Mr. Gulino seems to haye issues which appear to be based on a level of
understanding that hopefully can be alleviated by some additional clarification.
He asserts that BellSouth’s Statement “fails to embody the Act’s requirement
ot' unbundled transport in that it does not provide for transmission over “multi-
jurisdictional” trunks once such trunks become technically feasible.” The Act
and:the EQC’S Order=require. the availability of capabilities that are technically
feasible. By Mr. Gulino’s odm admiseion- what he is requesting is currently not
feasible, 'In his testimony, he goes on further to state that MCI’s own
agreement, which was in part voluntanly negotiated and in part a,rbltrated
contains no such provisions. Apparently, MCI did not feel a need for such a
capability in its own agreement, but would like it in the Statement, which MCI

is not likely to use. It is difficult to fathom the “logic.” Nevertheless, if such
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a capablhty ever becomes techmcally feasible, it could be requested through_
the bona fide request process. However for now the Statement needs to

mclude capabilities that are feasxble to provxde not those that are not.

BellSouth’s Statement adequately provides for the provision of unbundled
common end dedicated transport. Further Section [LA.3 aclequate.ly provides an
ALEC w1th methecis for reporting loI:aI traffic when local traffic is routed with
othér multi-jurisdictional traffic over the same functionalities. Additionaily,
adeeuate one-way and two-way trunking arrangements are provided as
described in Section I.D of the Statement. Further, the Statement speciﬁcally
provides for a bona fide requeet procees for requests for alternative
arrangements. This request process is the appropriate method to handIe MCI’s

ot other ALECS’ requests for additional trunking arrangements.
CONCLUSION -

IN PART, DUE TO THE CONCERNS RAISED ABOVE, SEVERAL OF .
THE INTERVENORS RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION REJECT
THE STATEMENT. ISN'T ONE POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE TO SIMPLY
ALLOW THE STATEMENT TO GO INTO EFFECT WITI-IOUT MAKING
A DETERMINATION OF CHECKLIST COMPLIANCE,? .

Section‘252(t) of the Act allows a Statement, such as that filed by BeliSouth,
to: take eﬁ'ect aml aIIows the Commxssmn to continue its review before

deterrmmng comphance or non—comphance w1th the competmve checkhst

[
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There is no debate that this optlon is available, but what must be considered is
what benefits rmght accrue from delaymg a comphance dec1sxon

It 'Iisl‘igténer:ally aclkﬁe\xtledged that the ‘S.tattement may be used for three pote’ntial
purposes: 1) to provide checklist cpm;ﬁlia’nce undezi a Ttac_k'B filing for in-
region inte'rLATA relief; 2) in conjur_lctiqn wuh one or more Hegotiated or |
arbitrated agreements to fulfiil checkiist compliance under a Track A filing;
antl, 3) to provide new entrants an effective means to cornpete for local
exchange service w.ithout the need to negotiéte or arbitrate their own
agreement. Therefore, despite issues and decisions that may be beyond ,the
scope of this proceedmg, an approved Statement can be an effective tool to

fac1htate cornpetltlon in Flonda

GIVEN THE OPTIONS THAT THE COMMISSION HAS, ISN’T THE
EFFECT THE SAME IF THE COMMISSION CHOOSES TO REIECT THE
STATEMENT OR SIMPLY ALLOWS IT TO TAKE EFFECT WITHOUT A
DECISION?

No. - These two actions are likely to have differing impacts and are thus
diecussed separately. If the Comm-issio‘n were to reject the Statement, one of
the A-LE.Z(EZ’sleptions. -fot entering the local exchange market without a
negotiated agreement would be precluded. Further, one of the fundamental
objectives of this proceeding, which is to provide the basis for the Commission
to consult with the FCC, will not have been met because a Statement that-

comports with the Act’s requirements would not be available. Such an

-64-
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Y
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outcome would essentially guarantee that the Commission would replicate this
proceeding once a new statement is submitted. !

Simply allowing the Statement to take effe(:t pbseS some of the same probiems
as rejecung the Statement but has some umque con51derat10ns Assuming the

Statement became effective BellSouth could proceed with its filing with the

FCC for m-region interLATA relief,

Nev&entr:%nts ceuld etiilé-ﬁurehase frorh the Statement but might be in
somewhat ‘of a quandary not knowmg whether the terms, condltlons and prices
can be sustained. An entrant desiring some greater control of these terms and
conditions would likely opt for a’ negotiated agreement to garn- such control.
The usefulneés of such a Statement to these entrants is, therefore, questionable.
Overall, given th'e source of the rates, terms and colnditions included in the
Statement, i.e., prior Commission decisions, and the time and effort committed
to this r;'roceeding by the Commission and the intervenors, and the limited
usefulness-o;f a Statenrent that is not considered cornpliant the suggestions of
some of the parties in this proceedlng would not seéem to prowde any benefit to
any partres other than those who wouid benefit frorn BellSouth'’s delayed entry

into the in-region marketplace.

GIVEN EVERYTHING THAT HAS BEEN ARGUED BY THE
INTERVENORS, IS THERE AN OVERALL PERSPECTIVE TO
CONSIDER?
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Y_e;;. In evaluat.ing the argum;ants of AT&T, Sprint, MCI, ACSI, ICI, etc. it is
e§ctremely important to keep in pérspective their motivations. There aré
adéciuate examples in the testimony in this proceeding as well as prior to ihis
proceeding (fof example, the AT&T and MCI arbitration cases) that clearly
point fo the real reason the parties are objecting to BellSouth’s Statemf:n_tE —_
they want to'continue to enjoy the long distance mérket in Fl_o}ida withopt
BellSouth as a participant, for as long as possible. ‘They arer:l’t| looidné to
provide the consumers in Florida with addifional local service competition any

time soon. But they are fighting very hard to keep additional long distance

options from them!
DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.

-656-
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Q (By Ms. White) Do you have any exhibits
attached to your rebuttal testimony?

A Did not.

Q Have you prepared a summary of your testimony?

A I have.

Q Would you please give that?

A Thank you. Good afternoon, Commissioners.

I would like to just take a few moments
discussing what BellSouth believes checklist compliance
really means, how we believe we have met it
gquantitatively, and then mention very briefly one of the
changes we’ve made to the statement due to the
8th Circuit.

What these charts behind me try to indicate,
and the handouts you have, since probably no one can
read it from that distance, is relatively simply what we
believe is required to meet the 14 points of the
competitive checklist.

Basically, in a statement, or for that matter
in an agreement or in agreements, are all 14 points
covered? Very simply, we believe that our statement
covers all 14 points very clearly, very distinctly, as
well as other agreements, both negotiated and
arbitrated. So we believe we have done that.

Secondly, to each and every one of those
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elements, to the extent it is appropriate, have a
cost-based rate, in other words a rate that meets the
standards of the Act. And again we believe that is the
case in each and every case.

In the case of the statement, the rates
derived predominantly from the Commission’s arbitration
decisions. Of course in some of the negotiated
agreements, those rates were negotiated, and that, too,
is in accordance with the requirements of the Act.

Thirdly, can indeed BellSouth provide these
services to the CLECs? Again, from a practical
standpoint, if ordered, can BellSouth provide the
services? And we believe, and as I will indicate, we
have done so and we can do so.

Finally, will approval of a statement, or
BellSouth checklist compliance, promote competition in
the State of Florida? Again, we believe it will. It
will cause other carriers to come in and compete on
their behalf. It will allow us to compete in the long
distance business, and it will incent them to compete in
the local business.

Other parties would have you use several other
¢criteria to make this assessment. Essentially, we do
not believe those assessments are required. For

example, do further cost studies have to be completed?
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We do not believe so. The rates comply. Do we need to
revisit issues this commission has already decided? We
do not believe that’s good use of anyone’s times, the
Commission’s, ourselves or the other parties’.

And there are several other reasons given by
parties that would indicate further delay. We do not
believe they are appropriate. In summary, we do believe
we comply.

This other chart which you have as your
handout is a simple indication of some of the proofs
that we have that we have indeed met the 14 points. One
of the items that I think is important is that many of
the 14 points of the checklist are not new items. These
are items we have been doing for years with various
carriers, and that is significant. So the questiocn
about our ability to provide many of these services,
indeed we already have a proven track record, and some
of those we’ll indicate here.

I won’t go through this in detail, but I will
give you some indication of BellSouth’s experience to
date. Interconnection and reciprocal compensation,
basically, as indicated, we have in excess of 22,000
trunks in place around our region, 7,000, almost 8,000,
in Florida. But these trunks are alsc very, very

similar to the trunks that are provided to long distance
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carriers for switched access purposes. So the processes
for providing these trunks is not new to us. We’ve been
doing that since at least divestiture, and in some cases
prior to divestiture. Again, not a new process for us.
Unbundled network elements comprises lots of
different things. Collocation, for example, we have
been doing collocation, both physically and virtually,
for several years. We initially did physical. That was
overturned in the courts, and then we did virtual
collocation and indeed we have additional collocations
in effect and in progress right now. But again, it is
not a new process or a new procedure for BellSouth.
Poles, ducts and conduits, the third item, we
have been providing pole, ducts and conduit to cable
companies and other carriers for years. We’re employing
exactly the same process and procedures that we have
with them, with the CLECs. Again, not a new process.
Unbundled loops is a new element for us. It
is similar to special access, so it is not a brand new
process for us, but it is new definitionally. And as
indicated here, we have close to 4,000 in place, about
1400 in the State of Florida.
Unbundled transport, which is checklist item
No. 5, is almost identical to switched transport, both

dedicated and common, that we have provided to
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interexchange carriers for years, and again, we have
indeed provided that to carriers, and again, we have a
great deal of experience.

Unbundled switching, very minimal amount in
place, because that’s not an item that’s been ordered a
great deal. But again, it is very, very similar in
concept to the switching, switched access, local
switching elements. Again, in concept, we do have
experience.

Again, I won’t go through all of these. 911
we’ve been doing, operator services we’ve been doing,
directory assistance. White page listings is not new.
We’ve been doing that on behalf of independent telephone
companies for years.

Access to numbers, we have 500 NXX codes
already opened, and we’ve been doing this with
independent telephone companies for years as well. So
again, it is not a new concept.

Signaling is also provided to switched access
service providers.

Number portability is a new item for us, but
the main form of interim number portability -- interim
number portability is remote call forwarding, which is
in fact a retail service that we have been providing for

years.
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Dialing parity, essentially, comes with the
switch, and there is nothing new or additional we have
to do.

Resale of our retail services indeed was a new
item, but that we have thousands in place here in
Florida and many other states, and have a proven record
that we can indeed provide that.

In sum, we believe in combination, our
experience, plus what we’ve dealt with in agreements,
combined with the statement of generally available terms
and conditions, indeed makes us eligible as checklist
compliant, and that we can go forward with the FcCC.

I would like to make one comment about a
change we made to the statement due to the 8th Circuit
court decision, and it was discussed earlier today about
the question of recombination of unbundled elements and
what we mean by that and what we believe the 8th Circuit
meant by that.

We believe it’s threefold --

MS. KAUFMAN: Excuse me, Chairman Johnson. I
need to pose an objection here. I don’t believe that
Mr. Scheye has discussed the 8th Circuit opinion in his
testimony, but rather Mr. Varner did, and I think that
he is straying outside his prefiled testimony quite a

bit.
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Ms. White?

MS. WHITE: Yes. This was in response to some
guestions that were asked of Mr. Varner that I
believe -- at least one of which I believe was referred
to Mr. Scheye. We were trying to handle it by taking it
up in the summary. If the Commission would rather wait
for it to be asked, that’s fine too. I believe it was a
question from the commissioners, I thought, but --

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: And I don’t recall who
asked the question. If the Commission would like for
him to answer it now, I don’t have a problem with that,
but if not, it is outside of the scope. (Pause)

Then we’ll -- why don’t you keep your
statements then to what was in your direct or rebuttal.

WITNESS SCHEYE: I just wanted to mention that
we did revise the statement. I did want to clarify
that. I won’t go into that in detail, and make a final
point that the statement, once it is approved, will be
available to any and all carriers, including those
carriers that do indeed have negotiated agreements with
us, if they wish to take services from the statement.
And that concludes my summary. Thank you.

Q (By Ms. White) Mr. Scheye, would you also

describe the exhibit that was handed out before you

began your summary called Florida Cross Reference?
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A Yes. The statement of generally available
terms and conditions is outlined with each of the 14
points and where they’re dealt with. In addition, we’ve
done a simple cross reference to the two most
significant arbitrated agreements in the State of
Florida, the MCI agreement and the AT&T agreement. And
we have simply cross referenced those two agreements to
each of the checklist items to indicate as well that
they are also checklist compliant, like the statement
is.

MS. WHITE: Thank you.

Chairman Johnson, I would like to have the two
handouts that were given during Mr. Scheye’s summary
identified for the record as one composite exhibit.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Okay, we’re on Exhibit 20,
and we’ll give him a short title of Scheye’s Summary
Information on the Checklist and Florida Cross
Reference.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: You’re doing them both
together, Madam Chairman?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Yes.

(Exhibit No. 20 marked for identification.)

MS. WHITE: Thank you. Mr. Scheye is
available for cross-examination.

MS. BARONE: Madam Chairman, if Staff -- if
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staff would have permission to identify their exhibits
at this point?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Uh-huh.

MS. BARONE: Yes. You have before you, and
staff is passing out one more, first you have RCS-8
which consists of the deposition transcript, late-filed
deposition exhibit numbers, and I would like to note
that with respect to confidential late-filed deposition
Exhibit No. 17, since BellSouth has waived that, we are
making that a separate -- or waived confidentiality,
that will not be included in this exhibit. That will be
included in the next exhibit I will identify. But for
RCS-8, we ask that that be marked as Exhibit 21, X
believe is the next number.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: It will be marked as 21 and
short title RCS-87?

(Exhibit No. 21 marked for identification.)}

MS. BARONE: Yes, ma’am., The next, as I
mentioned before, is RCS~9. That’s Late-filed
Deposition Exhibit No. 17. We ask that that be marked
as No. 22.

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: We’ll mark that as 22 and
short title it RCS-9.

MS. BARONE: Thank you.

(Exhibit No. 22 marked for identification.)
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MR. MELSON: Chairman Johnson, just for
clarification, was Exhibit 20 just this two-page chart,
or did it also include this Florida Cross Reference?

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: I included both, the cross
reference and the -- it was a composite exhibit
including both documents.

MS. WHITE: Right, as one composite exhibit.
I just thought it might be easier that way.

CHATIRMAN JOHNSON: Is that it, Staff?

Ms. Barone, is that it?
MS. BARONE: Yes, ma’am.
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Then, Ms. Kaufman.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MS. KAUFMAN:
Q Mr. Scheye, I’m Vicki Kaufman and I represent

the Florida Competitive Carriers Association.

A Good afternoon.

Q Could you turn to your rebuttal, please, Page
517

A Yes.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Sorry, Ms. Kaufman,
forgive me. What page?

MS. KAUFMAN: Fifty-one of his rebuttal
testimony.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Thank you.
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Q (By Ms. Kaufman) Beginning at about Line 9,
Mr. Scheye, you are critical of Mr. Gillan for
advocating what’s been known as a platform approach; is
that correct?

A Yes.

Q Do you have available to you, sir, the
Ameritec order?

A Yes,

Q If you would get that out, I think we could
speed this along.

A Okay. I have it.

Q Could you turn to paragraph 160 of that order,

please?
A Sure. I have it.
Q Would you read for the Commission the first

two sentences of paragraph 1607
A Sure. 160. "As part of its duty to provide
unbundled network elements to competing carriers,

Ameritec must be able to provide two competing carriers

individual network elements." The next sentence also?
Q Yeg, please?
A "Ameritec also must be able to provide

combinations of network elements, including the
combination of all network elements which some parties

refer to as the UNE platform, or the platform."
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Q Thank you. Mr. Scheye, you testified in
Alabama, didn’t you, in the Bell 271 proceeding there?

A Yes.

Q And in that proceeding, am I correct that you
said that a new entrant could buy a loop and a switch
from BellScuth and combine them?

A I said that the carrier, the CLEC, could
combine them, yes, and I say that here as well.

Q And if a new entrant buys a loop and a switch
and combines them, didn’t you alsc say that they would
be an access provider?

A I said they could be, I believe -- and again,
I’'m trying to remember what I said in Alabama. I think
the question that was asked of me was could that CLEC
then charge access charges. And I think my answer was
they can charge whatever they want to whomever they want
at that point.

Q They would be the access provider, would they
not?

A They could be, certainly. That could be one
possible use.

Q Let’s just assume that a competitor does buy a
loop and a switch and combines them and becomes the
access provider.

A Okay.
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Q Can you describe for the Commission what sort
of information BellSouth would provide to the new
entrant so that he would be able to bill access charges
to the appropriate interexchange carrier?

A What we would provide to the new entrant would
be the rates or the rate structure for the components or
the elements that that new entrant purchased from
BellSouth.

For example, again, in your example, the new
entrant purchased a loop, and there would be a charge
for the loop. The new entrant, I believe in your
example, also purchased unbundled switching and combined
that with at loop somehow, and BellSouth would provide
to them the components of the unbundled switching rate,
which is a port, a per month charge and a usage element.

Q Would BellSouth provide to them the billing
details so that they would be able to bill terminating
and originating access to an interexchange carrier?

A You’re asking me to make an assumption that I
don’t know that I can make. We will bill to the CLEC
the proper components for the unbundled network element
that they purchased from us. What level of detail they
would require to bill access to whomever they’re billing
it to would be up to them. That could well be enough

detail. They might have a structure whereby there’s
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another piece of element or information that they
require in order to bill access that may not be on that
recording. Depends on their structure, in other words,
not ours.

Q Let me repeat my question. Is BellSouth going
to provide to the new entrant who is the access provider
bill detail so that he’ll be able to tell the number of
originating and terminating access minutes so he can
generate a bill to the IXC?

A Yes, he’ll get a minutes-of-use bill. And
again, I can’t assume whether that’s enough or not
enough for them to bill access. We will bill them for
the structure of unbundled local switching, which would
require, potentially, originating and terminating usage,
correct.

Q Let me give you a hypothetical and see if we
can understand what information you would provide.

Let’s say that ABC ALEC buys a loop and a switch, he
combines them, and he’s the access provider, okay?

A Okay, sure.

Q I choose ABC ALEC to be my local provider of
local service.

A Ckay, sure.

Q Now my aunt, who lives in New York, calls me.

She uses WorldCom to make that long distance call.
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A Okay.

Q So ABC would have to bill WorldCom for access,
correct?

A It could, yes. It’s up to ABC. But let’s

assume they want to.

Q Let’s assume they want to bill them for
access.

A Absolutely.

Q What information is BellSouth -- what bill
detail is BellSouth going to give to ABC ALEC?

A In that case there would have been an
originating minute of use for unbundled switching, so we
would have billed to ABC. And again, let’s assume it’s
a five-minute call, five minutes of local usage.

In the State of Florida, the current structure
has a rate for the initial minute and the rate for
additional minute, so there would have been one initial
minute and four additional =-- one initial minute and
four additional minutes based on the structure for
unbundled local switching in the State of Florida. And
that’s what the bill would contain that was rendered to
the ABC Company.

Q Is BellSouth going to give ABC Company the
actual billing tapes with that call detail on it?

A The actual -- the actual billing tape? I’m
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not sure I can answer that. The form of the -- the
format of the bill -- typically we will bill
electronically as opposed to on a piece of paper. And
if that’s what you mean by the billing tape, then the
answer is yes. If you’re looking for additional
detailed information, I’m not sure that would be on
there.

Q You’re not sure -- I'm sorry?

A That that would be on -- again, you said "the
billing tape." We can bill -- if that means to bill it
electronically, ves. If you’re looking for additional
information over and above what would be normally
provided, the answer is probably no.

Q In the hypothetical we’ve just been
discussing, is BellSouth going to cease billing
originating and terminating access?

In that particular case?
Yes.
Cease billing it to WorldCom in that case?

Exactly.

OO oy 0

Had we been billing it before? I’'m just
trying to get the scenario.

Q Yes. Are they going to cease billing it to
WorldCom?

A Yes, correct. We would only be billing in
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that case a loop to ABC, a port to ABC and they have
combined them somehow. And then there’s a usage element
that we would charge to ABC, which is an initial minute
and each additional minute.
MS. KAUFMAN: That’s all I have. Thank you.
MS. WILSON: No questions.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. WILLINGHAM:
Q Mr. Scheye, my name is Bill Willingham. I’m
here on behalf of TCG.
A How are you, sir?
Q Fine, thank you. Does BellSouth record its

meet-point billing data in its end office or in its

tandem?
A Both.
Q Does BellSouth presently provide meet-point

billing to any facility-based ALECs in Florida?

A I’m sorry, has it actually been implemented?
It’s provided for in almost every, if not all agreements
that we have with facility-based carriers in the State
of Florida. Whether any of them have implemented that
or not, particular provision, I don’t know.

Q So you cannot say right now that you actually
provide the meet-point billing to any facility-based

ALEC in Florida?
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A Again, it may not have been implemented. We
do provide the comparable data to independent telephone

companies. So it’s a process that’s in place.

Q Can you give me a yes or no answer to my
question?
A I don’t know. As I said, I don’t know if it’s

been implemented.

Q Thank you. Does BellSouth presently have the
capability of providing meet-point billing data to any
facility-based ALEC in Florida?

A Yes.

Q Okay. On Page 142 =-- do you have a copy of

the deposition transcript?

A No, sir, I don’t. (Pause) I do now.

Q If you could turn please to Page 142, Line
19.

A Yes.

Q I believe there you stated that there may be
some unique problems with TCG that caused difficulty in

passing the meet-point billing information; is that

correct?
A Yes. Yes, sir.
Q Are you aware of any specific circumstances

that are unique to TCG that make it impossible for

BellSouth to pass meet-point billing data to TCG?
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A There are some uhique provisions in the TCG
agreement. I didn’t say it was impossible though.

Q Do these unique circumstances in the
agreement -- scratch that question.

Right now, is BellSouth actually providing
this data to TCG?

A As I said, sir, earlier to your question, I
don’t know that we’ve actually implemented those
provisions with any carrier in the State of Florida.

MR. WILLINGHAM: I have no further questions.
CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr. Melson?
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. MELSON:
Q Good afternoon, Mr. Scheye. Rick Melsocon

representing MCI.

A How are you, sir?

Q Pretty good. And yourself?

A Just fine.

Q I would like to follow up first on a gquestion

Ms. Kaufman asked you. I believe she gave the example
of an ALEC customer placing a long distance call using
WorldCom to a relative in New York, a situation where
the ALEC had purchased an unbundled loop and an
unbundled port and combined those.

A Yes,
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Q Let me ask first, if a BellSouth customer used
BellSouth’s local service, placed a call using WorldCom
to a relative in New York, what billing would BellSouth
do of that transaction?

A BellSouth would bill WorldCom.

Q You would bill them what?

A Access charges.

Q And how do you get the information needed to

bill them access charges?

A It’s recorded.

Q It’s recorded as part of the switch function?
A Yes.

Q Now assume that that unbundled switching

element has been purchased by the ALEC. I wasn’t clear
whether you intend to provide the ALEC that information
that it would need to bill the originating access to
WorldCom.

A I believe -~ what I tried to explain was we
would bill to, in that case, the ABC Company the minutes
of use based on the structure for unbundled local
switching, which in the State of Florida is an initial
minute and each additional minute. Whether that
information was adequate for ABC to bill WorldCom would
be up to the structure between ABC and WorldCom.

Typically it would be, but if they had unique structure
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whereby they needed additional information, it may not
be.

Q Would the detail provided to the ALEC indicate
how many originating access minutes went to WorldCom,
how many originating access minutes went to MCI, how
many originating minutes went to AT&T, how many minutes
were local in nature, or would it simply be an aggregate
number?

A It would be an aggregate number typically, if
that’s all they purchased.

Q So if I were to ask you then, would BellSouth
provide the billing detail necessary to identify the
long distance carriers and the number of minutes of
originating access that went to each, the answer is, no,
you would not be providing that level of detail to the
ALEC?

A I didn’t say that, sir. I said we would be
providing the level of detail I just explained. Whether
that’s adequate or not for the ABC Company is up to them
and the other carriers. Again, if they required scome
additional detail that we may have, they could certainly
come and ask us for it. I can’t guess what they may
need, though. I can only bill my rate structure.

Q Let’s assume, Mr. Scheye, that they would need

the same information to bill the long distance carrier
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that BellSouth would need to bill the long distance
carrier.

A Then they would have to come and discuss that,
negotiate that with BellSouth in a similar manner as
interexchange carriers do today for information that we
provide them for their own rating of comparable type
calls.

(Transcript continues in sequence in

Volume 5.)




