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Jim Lamoursux Promenade 1

Senior Attorney 1200 Peachtree Street N.E.
Law and Government Affairs Atlanta, GA 30309
Southern Region 404 810 4196
jlamoureuxg@att.com FAX: 404 877 7648

September 5, 2001

Mrs, Bianca S. Bayo, Director = v
Division of Records and Reporting f_‘-‘,:f:’;_ ok k
Florida Public Service Commission or 2 .
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard ze T
Tallahassee, FL 32399 z % @

Dear Mrs. Bayo:
RE: Docket No. 960786-TL

Enclosed please find the original and 15 copies of AT&T Communications of the
Southern States, Inc.’s Responses to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories (1-6). Please
stamp the extra copy provided and return for our files.

Thank you and please contact the undersigned if there are any questions regarding this
atter.

Sincerely,
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Inre:

Consideration of BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc.’s entry into interLATA
services pursuant to Section 271 of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Docket No. 960786-TL
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AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, INC.’S
RESPONSES TO STAFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1 - 6)

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY No. 1: For this request, please refer to the rebuttal testimony of
AT&T witness Berger. page 6. lines 8-9. Please list each FCC guideline that you believe
BellSouth fails 1o meet. Please include in your list the specific FCC Order Number, Rule, ot

other citation where the guideline is found.

ANSWER: The FCC has provided guidance on the RBOC’s obligation to provide hot cuts in

several orders':

e Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the Act requires a Regional Bell Operating Company (“RBOC”) to
comply with the number portability regulations adopted by the FCC pursuant to section 251.
47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xi). Section 251(b)(2) requires all LECs “to provide, to the extent
technically feasible, number portability in accordance with requirements prescribed by the

Commission.” 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2). See Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Matter

' AT&T’s testimony was not intended to create or describe a formal distinction between “expectations” and
“guidelines.” Accordingly, AT&T’s answer reflects no such distinction and responds to both Interrogatory No. 1
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of Joint Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Tel. Co., and
Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. (d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance)
for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, FCC 01-29 CC

Docket No. 00-217 App. B § 7 (rel. January 22, 2001) (“SWBT Kansas Oklahoma Order”).

Any long-term number portability method must “support existing network services, features,
or capabilities, such as emergency services, CLASS features, operator and directory
assistance services, and intercept capabilities” 47 C.F.R. § 52.23(a)(1) and “does not result in
any degradation in service quality or network reliability when customers switch carriers.” 47
C.F.R. § 52.23(a)(5).

The FCC has explained that, to satisfy the checklist requirements, an RBOC must
demonstrate that “it provisions hot cuts in sufficient quantities, at an acceptable level of
quality, and with a minimum of service disruption.” Memorandum Opinion and Order,
Application by Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the
Communication Act To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in the State of New York, CC
Dkt. No. 99-295, FCC 99-404, 1999 WL 1243135 (rel. Dec. 22, 1999) § 291 (“Bell Atlantic

New York Order”).

An RBOC “must demonstrate that it provides unbundled loops through hot cuts ‘in a manner

that offers an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete.”” SWBT Kansas

Okiahoma Order 1 199.

An RBOC is required to provide “hot cuts in a timely manner, at an acceptable level of

quality, with minimal service disruption, and with a minimum number of troubles following



installation.” Memorandum and Order, Application of Verizon New England Inc., Bell
Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance
Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions) and Verizon Global Networks, Inc., For
Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Massachusetts, Before the
Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket NO. 01-9, FCC 01-130 (rel. April 16,

2001) § 159 (“Verizon Massachusetts Order’).

A BOC “must demonstrate that it can coordinate number portability with loop cutoversin a
reasonable amount of time and with minimum service disruption.” In the Matter of
Application of BellSouth Corporation, et al. for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services
in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 98-271 (rel.
Oct. 13, 1998) 9 279.

BellSouth must provide number portability in a manner that allows users to retain existing
telephone numbers “‘without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience.”” Bell
Atlantic New York Order § 367 (citation omitted).

“The ability of a BOC to provision working, trouble-free loops through hot cuts is critically
important in light of the substantial risk that a defective hot cut will result in competing
carrier customers experiencing service outages for more than a brief period.” Memorandum
Report and Order, Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company, And Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell
Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 To Provide

In-Region, InterLATA Services In Texas, CC Dkt. No. 00-65, (rel. June 30, 2000) § 256.



o Inreviewing Section 271 applications, the FCC has stated that it is “looking for patterns of
systematic performance disparities that have resulted in competitive harm or otherwise
denied competing carriers a meaningful opportunity to compete.” Verizon Massachuseits
Order § 122.

e The FCC has observed that proper coordination of the hot cut between the Bell Operating
Company and the CLEC is “critical because problems with the cutover could result in an

extended service disruption for the customer.” Bell Atlantic New York Order § 291 n.925.

INTERROGATORY No. 2: For this request, please refer to the rebuttal testimony of
AT&T witness Berger, page 6. lines 8-9. Please list each FCC expectation that you believe
BellSouth fails to meet. Please include in your list the specific FCC Order Number, Rule, or

other citation where the expectation is found.

ANSWER: Please see AT&T s Response to Interrogatory No. 1.

INTERROGATORY No. 3: For this request, please refer to the rebuttal testimony of AT&T
witness Berger, page 14, footnote 12. Please specifically identify each BellSouth witness who
testified, the jurisdiction in which they testified, and the docket number in which they testified that

processing of a partially-mechanized order generally takes less than one hour.

ANSWER: BellSouth witnesses Ken L. Ainsworth and Ronald M. Pate testified that the



processing of the components of a partially-mechanized order generally takes less than one hour
before the Alabama Public Service Commission, Docket No. 25835. Before the South Carolina
Public Service Commission, Docket No. 2001-209-C, Mr. Ainsworth qualified his prior answer

to add that processing of extremely complex partially-mechanized orders can take longer than

one hour.

INTERROGATORY No. 4: For this request, please refer to the rebuttal testimony of AT&T

witness Berger. page 17, lines 14-19. Does AT&T currently have access to BellSouth’s LFACs

database?

ANSWER: No.

INTERROGATORY No. 5: According to the rebuttal testimony of AT&T witness Berger,
page 19, lines 7-8, AT&T and BellSouth disagree on the appropriate start and stop times for the
physical connection of the loop during the hot cut process. Please explain in detail why this

disagreement should be addressed in a 271 proceeding rather than a complaint or arbitration

proceeding.

ANSWER: The referenced disagreement between AT&T and BellSouth is an example of
BellSouth’s efforts, despite the existence of the parties’ Memorandum of Understanding, to
impair the ability of AT&T to provide seamless transitions to AT&T local service. BellSouth’s

5



proposal effectively eliminates AT&T's ability to provide hot cuts to meet the needs of
customers. Performance of predictable and reliable hot cuts is essential to the ability of ALECs
to compete. Moreover, the FCC has stated that Section 271 requires BellSouth to provide hot
cuts with a minimum of service disruption to the customer. AT&T cannot complete the work on
the hot cut until AT&T receives notification from BellSouth that it has completed its work. Until
the work is completed, a customer’s service is impaired. Accordingly, BellSouth’s efforts to
eliminate date-and time-specific hot cuts, which illustrate BellSouth’s unwillingness to provide
AT&T nondiscriminatory access that complies with checklist items four and eleven, are

appropriately part of this Section 271 proceeding.

INTERROGATORY No. 6: In the rebuttal testimony of AT&T witness Berger, page 22,
lines 8-14, it is asserted that BellSouth reserves prompt service restoration for its own customers,
which AT&T believes violates the Act’s parity requirement and pro-competitive policies. Has
AT&T filed a complaint regarding this alleged violation? If so, please list each jurisdiction in which

a complaint has been filed, and include the date the complaint was filed and, if available, the

resolution of the complaint.

ANSWER: No, AT&T has not filed a complaint regarding this matter. As Ms. Berger
mentions in her testimony, AT&T’s consideration of whether to initiate regulatory proceedings
in response to various BellSouth violations has been made substantially more complicated by

BellSouth’s policy not to participate in business-to-business negotiations with AT&T regarding



issues AT&T has raised in any regulatory forum. AT&T brings the service restoration disparity
to the attention of the Commission in the Section 271 context as an example of BellSouth’s

failure to provide the nondiscriminatory service required under the Act.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

DOCKET NO. 960786-TL

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been furnished via U.S.

Mail this day 5" of September, 2001, to the following parties of record:

Nancy White

¢/o Nancy Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications
150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Kenneth Hoffman
Rutledge, Ecenia, et. al.
Post Office Box 551
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Floyd Self/Norman Horton

Messer, Caparello and Self, P.A.

Post Office Box 1876
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Richard D. Melson

Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith
Post Office Box 6526
Tallahassee, Florida 32314

Donna McNulty

WorldCom, Inc.

325 John Knox Road, Ste. 105
Tallahassee, FI. 32303

Vicki Gordon Kaufman
FCCA

117 South Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Beth Keating

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Scott Sapperstein

Intermedia Communications
One Intermedia Way

MC FLT-HQ3

Tampa, Florida 33647-1752

Peter Dunbar

Pennington, Moore, Wilkinson &
Dunbar

Post Office Box 10095
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-2095

Michael Gross

FCTA

310 North Monroe Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Jeremy Marcus

Blumenfeid & Cohen

1625 Massachusetts Ave., NW
Suite 300

Washington, DC 20036

Angela Green
Florida Public Telecommunications
125 S. Gadsden Street, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL. 32301-1525



Marilyn Ash

MGC Communications
3301 North Buffalo Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89129

Ms. Susan Masterton

Sprint

P.O. Box 2214

Tallahassee, FL. 32316-2214

Shook, Hardy & Bacon LLP
Rodney L. Joyce

600 14" Street, N.W. Suite 800
Washington, DC 20005-2004

Katz, Kutter Law Firm

Charles Pellegrini/Patrick Wiggins
12th floor .

106 East College Avenue
Tallahassee, FLL 32301

ITC" DeltaCom

Ms. Nanette Edwards
4092 S. Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802

CWA (Orl)

Kenneth Ruth

2180 West State Road 434
Longwood, FL. 32779

Henry C. Campen, Jr.

Parker, Poe, Adams & Bernstein, LLP
P.O. Box 389

First Union Capital Center

150 Fayetteville Street Mall

Suite 1400

Raleigh, NC 27602-0389

Brian Sulmonetti
WorldCom, Inc.

ITCSuite 3200

6 Concourse Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30323

Matthew Feil

Florida Digital Network, Inc.
390 North Orange Ave.
Suite 2000

Orlando, FLL 32801

Michael Sloan

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, NW

Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20007-5116

Lori Reese

Vice President of Governmental Affairs
New South Communications

Two Main Street

Greenville, South Carolina 29609

Suzanne F. Summerlin, Esq.
1311-B Paul Russell Road
Suite 201

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Catherine F. Boone

Covad Communications Company
10 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 650
Atlanta, Georgia 30328-3495



