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Re: Docket No.: Complaint of XO Florida, Inc. Against Verizon Communications, Inc. 
and Request for Emergency Relief 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

On behalf of XO Florida, Inc. (XO), enclosed for filing and distribution are the original 
and 15 copies of the following: 

b XO Florida, Inc. 's Complaint for Expedited Relief. 

Please acknowledge receipt of the above on the extra copy of each and return the 
stamped copies to me. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely , 

c/ Vicki Gordon Kauhan 



BEFORE T3HE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Complaint of XO Florida, Inc. Docket No. 

Filed: September 25,2001 

01 8 5 a k J  *s:-jp 
Against Verizon Communications, Inc. and 
Request for Emergency Relief 

/ 

XO FLORIDA, INC.’S COMPLAINT FOR EXPEDITED RELIEF 

Comes now XO Florida, Inc., fMa NEXTLINK Florida, Inc. (“XO”), by and through its 

undersigned counsel and hereby files this Complaint against Verizon Florida, Inc., fMa GTE 

Florida Incorporated (“Verizon”) pursuant to Sections 251 and 252 of the Communications Act 

of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. 6 151 et seq. (“Act”), 

Sections 364.01, 364.03, and 364.05, Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.036(5), Florida 

Administrative Code. XO files this complaint because of Verizon’s breach of the Parties’ 

Commission-approved Interconnection Agreement, violation of Florida Statutes, and violation of 

the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

Parties 

1. m. The name and address of the Complainant is: 

XO Florida, Inc. 
5904 Hampton Oaks Parkway 
Tampa, Florida 3 3 6 10 

XO is a local and long distance company providing a wide array of telecommunications 

services in Florida pursuant to Certificates of Authority issued by the Commission. XO is a 

“telecommunications carrier” and a “local exchange carrier” under the Act. Copies of all 

pleadings, notices, orders, discovery, and correspondence regarding this Complaint should be 

provided to the following on behalf of XO: 
h 
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Dana Shaffer 
XO Communications, Inc. 
Vice President - Regional Regulatory Counsel 
105 Molloy Street, Suite 300 
Nashville, TN 37201 
Telephone: (6 1 5 )  777-7700 
Facsimile: (61 5) 345-1 564 
dshafferaxo .corn 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
McWhirter, Reeves, McGloMin, Davidson, 
Decker, Kauhan, Arnold & Steen, P.A. 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 
Telephone: (850) 222-2525 
Facsimile: (850) 222-5606 
vkaufman@mac-law. corn 

2. Verizon. The name and principal place of business of the Respondent is: 

Verizon Florida, Inc. 
One Tampa City Center 
P.O. Box 110, FLTCO616 
Tampa, Florida 3 360 1-0 1 1 0 

Verizon provides local exchange and other services within its franchised areas in Florida. 

Verizon is an incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) under the terms of the Act. A copy of 

this Complaint has been provided by Federal Express to Kim Caswell, Verizon Communications, 

201 North Franklin Street, P.O. Box 120, MC FLTC 0007, Tampa, Florida 33601-01 10. 

Jurisdiction 

3. Jurisdiction. This Complaint is filed pursuant to Chapters 120 and 364 , Florida 

Statutes, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 , and rules 25-22.036 and 28-106.201, Florida 

Administrative Code. The Commission has statutory powers and jurisdiction over, and in regard 

to, all telecommunications companies operating in the State of Florida, including Verizon. 

Section 364.0 1, Florida Statutes. The Commission has exclusive jurisdiction in all matters set 

2 



forth in Chapter 364, Florida Statues, regarding the regulation of te1eco”kations companies. 

Section 364.01(2), Florida Statutes. In addition, XO and Verizon are parties to an 

Interconnection Agreement approved by the Commission. The Commission has jurisdiction to 

enforce the terms of the Interconnection Agreement pursuant to both Sections 251 and 252 of the 

Act, Section 364.01, 364.03, and 364.05, Florida Statutes, Rule 25-22.036(5), Florida 

Administrative Code. The Commission has jurisdiction to enforce the terms, rates and charges 

contained in the Interconnection Agreement between the parties. Iowa Utils. Bd v. Federal 

Communications Commission, 120 F.M 753 (P Circuit I 997). 

Facts 

4. Interconnection Agreement. XO is an alternative local exchange carrier 

(“ALEC”) and interexchange carrier (“IXC’’) operating in the state of Florida. To enable XO to 

provide local telecommunications services to customers in Tampa, where Verizon is the ILEC, 

XO executed an interconnection agreement with Verizon on June 2 1 , 1999, which was approved 

by the Commission in Docket No. 990858-TP, Order No. PSC-99-1529-FOF-TP on August 4, 

1999 (“Agreement”). The Agreement sets forth the terms and conditions for the establishment 

of, and compensation for, interconnection facilities over which each Party delivers 

telecommunications traffic from its end user customers to the other Party for termination to its 

end user customers. A copy of the relevant portions of the agreement is attached hereto as 

Exhibit A. 

5. Network Architecture. Interconnection provides a path between the XO switch 

and one or more Verizon switches for the exchange of telecommunications traffic. XO has 

deployed a single switch to serve all of its customers in the Tampa, Florida area, but Verizon has 

deployed multiple switches to provide local service within its Florida service area. Verizon’s 
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end office switches provide end user customers with access to the network. These end office 

switches are linked to (“subtend”) a Verizon tandem switch via interoffice transport facilities. 

Many of the end offices are also linked directly via interoffice transport facilities. This network 

design is often referred to as a “hub and spoke” configuration. The analogy is to a wagon or 

bicycle wheel. The tandem is the hub of the wheel, the interoffice transport facilities between 

the tandem and the end offices represent the spokes, and the direct facilities between end offices 

form the rim. A call between customers served by different Verizon end offices thus would be 

routed from the calling customer’s location, through the serving end office, over interoffice 

trullking to the other end office and terminated to the called customer. The same call would be 

routed through the Verizon tandem switch either when there are no direct connections between 

the two end offices or when the existing interoffice facilities between the end office switches 

have reached their capacity. 

6. Intercarrier Call Routing. X O  interconnects with Verizon at Verizon’ s tandem 

switch pursuant to the terms and conditions in the Agreement, as well as at some of Verizon’s 

end office switches. Interconnection at the Verizon tandem enables the parties to aggregate 

telephone caIls originated by, or delivered to, Verizon customers in multiple end offices and to 

exchange those calls at a single point. Such interconnection network architecture maximizes the 

efficiencies and minimizes the costs of interconnection for both parties when traffic volumes 

between XO’s customers and Verizon’s customers in a single end office do not justify the 

expense of dedicated interconnection facilities between XO’ s switch and the Verizon end office 

switch. Under those circumstances, Verizon routes a call from a Verizon customer to an XO 

customer through the end office switch that serves the Verizon customer, over interoffice 

transport facilities to the Verizon tandem switch where Verizon delivers the call over 
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interconnection facilities to XO’s switch for routing to the XO customer. For a call from an XO 

customer to a Verizon customer, the process is reversed. XO routes the call through its switch 

and over the interconnection facilities to Verizon’s tandem switch, where Verizon routes the call 

over interoffice transport facilities to the serving end office and on to the Verizon customer. 

7. End Office Interconnection. The parties construct interconnection facilities 

between XO’s switch and a Verizon end ofice switch pursuant to the terms and conditions in the 

Agreement when traffic volumes between XO’s customers and Verizods customers in that end 

office justify the expense of those facilities - usually when tr&ic volumes reach the level of the 

capacity of a DS-1 circuit. The facilities themselves generally would be comprised of dedicated 

interoffice transport between the end office and the Verizon tandem, which would be connected 

to the existing interconnection facilities to provide a dedicated path from the XO switch to the 

Verizon end office switch, bypassing the Verizon tandem switch. 

8. Interconnection Facility Provisioning. The Agreement establishes three methods 

for provisioning interconnection facilities between XO and Verizon: ( 1) Verizon may primarily 

construct the facilities; (2) XO may construct the facilities; or (3) each party may construct 

facilities to a negotiated meet point. Agreement Art. V, Section 4.1. When XO chooses the first 

option, i.e., requesting Verizon to provide the interconnection facilities, XO submits an order to 

Verizon for interconnection facilities, usually a high capacity circuit such as a DS-1 or DS-3 

circuit. Verizon then constructs the facilities from XO’s switch location to the Verizon tandem.. 

As a practical matter, therefore, XO is the party that orders interconnection facilities, but both 

parties use the €acilities for the exchange of traffic, and the Agreement requires both parties to 

share the ultimate obligation to ensure that those facilities have enough capacity to accommodate 
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the calls made between their customers without blocking. Id. Sections 4.3.2,4.3.5 & 4.3.6. The 

same sharing obligation would apply to facilities provisioned by XO, under the second option. 

9. Cost Sharing for Interconnection Facilities. The Agreement Wher  provides that 

each of the interconnecting companies will pay its proportionate share of the costs of the 

interconnection facilities. Id. Section 4.2. Specifically with respect to the facilities Verizon 

provides, Verizon must pay for its “proportionate share of the facility that is used for transport of 

traffic originated by [Verizon).” Id. Section 4.2.3. Although Verizon has used the 

interconnection facilities it provisioned between its tandem switch and the XO switch for 

transport of Verizon-originated traffic, it has billed the full amount for those interconnection 

facilities. Further, Verizon has “indicated a refusal to pay its proportionate share of 

interconnection facilities provisioned by XO, despite the fact that Verizon 

interconnection facilities also for the transport of Verizon-originated traffic. 

uses those 

10. Verizon Refbsal to Provide Interconnection Facilities. Due to an increasing level 

of traffic between Verizon and XO, XO ordered additional interconnection facilities between its 

switch and Verizon’s tandem in Tampa in order to increase the capacity of the existing 

interconnection facilities to handle the increased call volumes. Verizon, however, initially 

refused to provide those facilities, claiming that it lacked the facilities to provision XO’s order 

and therefore was not obligated to provide those facilities. On information and belief, Verizon 

constructs additional facilities for itself when sufficient facilities do not exist to accommodate 

traffic volumes on Verizon’s network. As a result of Verizon’s refusal to provide 

interconnection facilities in response to XO’s order, a substantial number of calls between 

Verizon customers and XO customers were blocked, i e . ,  could not be completed. 
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11. Attempts to Resolve Dispute. On or about July 24, 2000, XO filed an informal 

complaint with the Commission seeking to compel Verizon to provide the necessary 

interconnection facilities. Commission staff worked with the parties to resolve this dispute 

through informal mediation with Lennie Fulwood, of the Commission’s Bureau of Market 

Development. In order to eliminate the immediate %blockage problem, Verizon required XO to 

order direct trunk groups both to and from Verizon’s end offices, although capacity was needed 

only for the delivery of Verizon originated traffic. XO did so under protest, and sought 

resolution of the matter through informal mediation. After months of informal mediation, 

Verizon finally agreed to a provide a limited amount of additional interconnection facilities fiom 

its tandem to XO’s switch, and agreed to provide some billing credits for the direct end office 

trunks used to deliver Verizon traffic to XO. Verizon, however, soon indicated that such offer 

was conditioned on XO’s agreement to continue to pay for direct end office trunks to Verizon, 

many of which simply were not needed, and, more importantly, to pay the entire costs of all 

interconnection facilities between Verizon’ s tandem and XO ’ s switch, despite the sharing 

requirements of the Parties’ interconnection agreement. XO rehsed Verizon’s demand as 

inconsistent with the express terms and conditions of the Agreement. Commission staff 

subsequently closed the complaint. A copy of the July 24,2001 letter fiom Mr. Fulwood to XO 

summarizing the process, the issues addressed, and staffs evaluation of those issues is attached 

as Exhibit B. 

12. Verizon’s Current Position. Verizon continues to insist that XO pay the entire 

cost of interconnection facilities between XO’s switch and Verizon’ s tandem switch, despite the 

express language to the contrary in the Agreement. Verizm also continues to take the position 

that it is not required to provide interconnection facilities if sufficient facilities are not already 
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available, even though nothing in the Agreement makes Verizon’s obligation to provide facilities 

contingent on the current availability of facilities. 

13. Verizon has breached its Interconnection Agreement with XO. The Agreement 

requires Verizon to pay its proportionate share of the costs of the interconnection facilities. 

Agreement, Art. V, Section 4.2. Specifically with respect to the facilities Verizon provides, the 

Agreement requires Verizon to pay for its “proportionate share of the facility that is used for 

transport of traffic originated by [Verizon].” Id. Section 4.2.3. 

14. Article V, Section 4.3.2 of the Agreement requires Verizon to provide and 

maintain “trunk groups of sufficient capacity from the interconnecting facilities such that 

trunking is available to any switching center.” Accord id. section 4.3.5 & 4.3.6. 

15. Verizon has breached the Agreement by refusing to pay for its proportionate share 

of interconnection facilities between XO’s switch and Verizon’s tandem switch and by refusing 

to provide and maintain trunk groups of sufficient capacity if Verizon lacks existing facilities. 

16. Verizon’s conduct violates Florida law. Florida Statute, section 364.16 

(3) provides, “Each local exchange telecommunications company shall provide access to, and 

interconnection with, its telecommunications facilities to any other provider of local exchange 

telecommunications services requesting such access and interconnection at nondiscriminatory 

prices, rates, terms, and conditions established by the procedures set forth in Section 364.162.” 

17. Verizon has violated Florida law by refusing to pay for its proportionate share of 

interconnection facilities between XO’ s switch and Verizon’s tandem switches and by refusing 

to provide and maintain trunk groups of sufficient capacity if Verizon lacks existing facilities. 
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18. Verizon’s conduct also violates the federal Act. Section 251(c)(2) of the Act 

requires Verizon to provide interconnection with its network “for the transmission and routing of 

telephone exchange service . . . that is at least equal in quality to that provided by [Verizon] to 

itself or to any subsidiary, affiliate, or any other party to which the carrier provides 

interconnection” and “on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and 

nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms and conditions of the agreement and the 

requirements of [section 25 11 and section 252.” Accord 47 C.F.R.Section 5 1.305. 

19. FCC Rule 709(b) provides, “The rate of a carrier providing transmission facilities 

dedicated to the transmission of traffic between two carriers’ networks shall recover only the 

costs of the proportion of that trunk capacity used by an interconnecting carrier to send traffic 

that will terminate on the providing carrier’s network.” 

20. Verizon has violated 47 U.S.C. Section 251(c)(2) and 47 C.F.R. sections 51.305 & 

709 by refusing to pay for its proportionate share of interconnection facilities between XO’s 

switch and Verizon’s tandem switches and by refusing to provide and maintain trunk groups of 

sufficient capacity if Verizon lacks existing facilities. 

Effect on Substantial Interests 

2 1. Verizon’s conduct has interfered with XO’s ability to conduct business in Florida. 

Because it is unable to procure the necessary facilities, XO is unable to sign up customers as 

rapidly as it would otherwise and its reputation for quality service is being degraded. Further, 

Verizon’s conduct is imposing severe financial harm on XO. 

Request for Relief 

22. XO requests that the Commission: 
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a) Hold an expedited hearing to address the issues raised in this Complaint in 

light of the severe financial harm being incurred by XO; 

Determine that Verizon has breached the Agreement and violated state 

statutes, Commission rules, and federal law by refusing to pay for its 

proportional share of interconnection facilities between XO’ s switch and 

Verizon’s tandem switches and by failing to provide adequate 

interconnection facilities; 

Order Verizon to refund XO for all end office facilities charges imposed 

by Verizon upon XO; 

Order Verizon to refund all charges imposed by Verizon for the 

proportionate share of tandem facilities used for the delivery of Verizon 

traffic to XO; 

Order Verizon to pay appropriate charges for the proportionate share of 

XO-provided tandem facilities used for the delivery of Verizon traf l ic to 

xo; 
Grant such other relief as the Commission deems fair, just, reasonable and 

sufficient. 

b) 

c)  

d) 

e) 

f) 
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Dana Shaffer 
XO Florida, Inc. 
105 Molloy Street, Suite 200 
Nashville, TN 37201 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, Davidson, 
Decker, Kaufman, Amold & Steen, P.A. 
11 7 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Attorneys for XO Florida, Inc. 
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I. Services Covered bv This Article. 

I. I Types of Services. This Article governs the provision of internetwork facilities 
(i.e., physical interconnection services and facilities), meet point billing by 
W E  to NEXTLINK or by NEXTLINK to GTE and the transport and 
termination and billing of LocaI, IntralATA Toll, optional EAS traffic and 
jointly provided Interexchange Carrier Access between GTE and NEXTLINK. 
The services and facilities described in this A~?ticle shall be referred to in this 
Article V as the "Services." 

2. Billina and Rates, 

2. I Rates and Charms. Customer agrees Po pay to Prowider the ratfes and 
charges for the Services set folrth in the applicable appendices to this 
Agreement. GTE's rates and charges are set forth in Aa~~endix C a%tacRed Ps 
this Agreement and made a part hereof. NEXTLINK'S separate rates and 
charges are a h  set forb in A ~ ~ e n d i x  C attached hereto and made a par3 
hereof. 

2.2 BitOinq. Provider shall remdeu to Customer a bill far interrcsnnsction SSJV~PA 
on 8 current basis. 
sensitive charges shall be biPl~~! in ~ d v a n c e ,  except for charges and cr~dYk 
associated with the initia! OQ find bills. Usage sensitive charges, such as 
charges for termination ~f Local Traffic, shall be billed in arrears. Charges 
for traffic that has been routed over a jurisdictiomally inappropriate trunk 
group (e .g,  local trafic carried over trunks used for Switched Access Traffic) 
may be adjusted to reflect the appropriate compensation arrangement and 
may be handled as a post-billing adjustment to bills rendered. Additional 
matters relating to ordering, provisioning, and billing are 'included in Appendix 
H attached to this Agreement sand mabe a part hereof. 

Charges far physical faei9bties and Dthsr nonwssge 

2: - 
2.3 Billha SDecifications. The Parties agree that billing requirements and outputs 

will be consistent with the Bellcore Output Specifications ("BOS"). 

2.3. I Usaqe Measuremek Usage measurement for catts shall begin 
when answer supervision or equivalent SS7 message is received 
from the terminating ofice and shall end at the time of call 
disconnect by the calling or called subscriber, including time 
released call disconnect. 

Exhibit A 
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3. 

3.1 

3.2 

2.3.2 Minutes sf Use. Minutes of use ('lMOkj''), or fractions thereof, shall 
not be rounded upward on a per-cafl basis, but will be accumulated 
over the billing period. ,At,the end of the billing period, any. 
ri"iningl fraction shall be rounded up to the nearest whole minute 
to arrive at total billable minutes for each interconnection. MOU 
shali be collected and measured in minutes, sec~nds, and tenths of 
seconds. 

Transport and Termination of Prsemc. 

Traffic to be Exchamed. The Parties shall reciprocally terminate Local, 
IntraLATA Toll, optional EM, and jointly .provided Interexchange Carrier 
Traffic originating on each other's networks utilizing either Direct or indirect 
Network Interconnections as provided in Section 4 or Section 5 of this Article. 
To this end,  the Parties agree that there will be rnteropera*il~.bee~ their 
networks. ?he Parties agree to exchange trafk associated with third party 
LECs, CkECs and Wireless Sewice Providers pursuant to the compensation 
arrangement specified in Section 3.3 of this Article. Only Srafk briginated by 
and/or terminated to a Party's or the Parties' end user C U S ~ Q ~ M ( S )  is t~ be 
exchanged. In addition, the Padies will notify each other ~f any anticipated 
change in traffic to be exchanged @.g9 Sse#e type, volume). 

3.2.1 Mutual Compensation. The Padies ahaB8 csmpensak each other 
for the exchange of koca8 Tr8mG in accordancE with Section 3.2.2 
of this &tick. Uhe Partias agree 80 the inifid 5tate-9evei szagmpt 
factor representative 0% the share 0% tuafic exempt ffrom local 
compensation. This initial exempt factor is set fcrth in Appendix 6. 
-This factor will be updated qerarkr9y in Bike manner or as the  
Parties ofhenvise agree, Once the traffic that is exempt from local 
compensation can be measured, the actual exernat traffic will be 
used rather than the above factor. Charges for the transport and 
termination of optional EAS, intraMTA toll, end interexchange 
traffic shall be in accordance" with the Parties' respective intrastate 
or interstate access tariffs or price lists, as apprdpriats. 

3.2.2 Biil-and-KeeD. ~ h b  parties shalt assume that  oca^ Brafic is 
roughly balanced between the pakeies unless traffic studies indicate 
ertherwrise. Accordingly, the Paflies agree to use a Bill-and-Keep 
Arrangement with respect to termination of Local Traffic only. 
Either Party may requast that a joint traffic study be performed no 
more. frequently thaw once a quarter. Should such traffic study 
indicate, in the aggregate, %hat either Party is terminating more than 
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60 p e n t  of the Parties' total terminated minutes for Local Traftic, 
either P a m  may notify the other that mutual compensation will 
commence pursuant to the rates set forkh in Appendix C of this 
Agreement; provided, however, that neither Party may initiate 
commencement of mutual compensation until the Commission or , 

the F@c, in a decision binding on GTE, has resolved the issue of 
whether ISP traffic is Local Traffic. Mutual compensation shall 
begin on the next billing cycle at least ten (10) business days 
following such notice and shall continue until such time as a 
subsequent trafic study indicates, in the aggregate, that neither 
Party is terminating more than 60 percent sf the Parties' total 
terminated minutes for Local Traffic (referred to as "Traffic 
Balance"). Such a subsequent traffic study may be requested by 
either Party no more frequently than once every six months, and 
the Bill-and-Keep Arrangement described in this subsection shall 
resume on the next billing cycle at least ten (18) business days 
following notification by either Party that Traffic Balance .exists. 
Nothing in this Section 3.2.2 shall be interpreted to (i) change 
compensation set forth in this Agreement for traffic or sewices 
other than Local Trafk, including but not limited to internetwork 
facilities, access 'trafk or wireless traffic, 08 (ai) allow either Party to 

this Ssctio~ra 3.2.2, ex~apt as set fmth in Section 3.:3 .above, 

aggregate traffic other than Local Blrafic for the purpsae of 
compensation under %he BiBB-and-Keep Asrangemenit describsd in 

3.3 Tandem and Transit Switchina Tra.fic. GTE shall provide tandsm switching 
for traffic between GTE end offices subtending its ac~ess tandems  tandim dim 
switching"), as well as for traffic between NWTLlNK's end users and any 
Third Party that is interconnected to GBE's access tandems ("transit tandem 
switching"), and NEXTLINK shall provide switching between GTE's end users 
and any Third Party that is directly interconnected with NEXTLINK'S 
switch(es) ("transit switching"), as fc~llsws: 

3.3. I The originating Party will coriipensate the tandendtransif switching 
Party for each minute of originated tandemftransit switched traffic 
that terminates to a Third Party (e.g., other CLEC, ILEC, or 
wireless service provider). The applicable rate f ~ r  this charge is 
identified in Atwendix @. 

3.3.2 The originating Party also assumes responsibility for compensation 
to the company that terminates the call. 

3.3.3 The Partties agree to enter info their own agreements' with Third 
Parties, lrpe the event that NEXTLINK sends traffic through GTE's 



n&work to a Third Party with whom NEXTkiNK does not have a 
traffic interexchange agreement, NEXTLINK agrees to indemnify 
GTE for any termination charges rendered by the Third Party for 
such traffic. 

* 

3.4 Inter-Tandem Switchinq. The Parties will only use inter-tandem switching for 
the transport and termination of intralATA toll traffic (including optional EM)  
originating on each other's network at and after such time as NEXTLINK has 
agreed to and fully implemented an existing intraLATA toll compensation 
mechanism such as IntraMTA Terminating Access Compensation (ITAC) or 
a functional equivalent thereof. The Parties will only use inter-tandem 
switching for the transport and termination of Local Traff~c originating on each 
other's network at and after such time as the Parties have agreed to and fully 
implemented generally accepted industry signaling standards sand AMA 
record standards which shall support the recognition of multiple tandem 
switching events. 

4. Direct Network Interconnection. 

4-l .I Subject to mutual agreement, the Partties may 'use the following 
types of network facility interconnection, using such interface media 
as are appropriate to suppori the type sf interconnection requested. 

(a) A Mid-Span Fiber Meet within an existing GTE exchange 
area whereby the parties mutualiy agree to jointly plan 
and engineer their facility 'W" at a designated manhole or 
junction location. The "I$" is the demarcation between 
ownership of the fiber transmission facility. Each Party is 
individudly responsible for its incurred costs in 
establishing this arrangement. 

A Virtual or Physical EOS arrangement at a GTE wire 
center subject to the rates, terms, and conditions 
contained in GTE's applicable tariffs. 
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A Special Access arrangement andlor CLEC Dedicated 
Transport arrangement terminating at a GTE wire center 
subject to the rates, terms, and Conditions contained in 
GTE's applicable tariffs. These facilities wit! meet the 
standards set forth in such tariffs. 

4.4 2 Virtual and Physical EIS arrangements are gowerned by appropriate 
GTE tariffs, except as provided in Article [X, Section 1.3. 

4.2 Compensation. Unless the Parties otherwise mutually agree, the Parties 
agree to the following compensation for internetwork facilities, depending on 
facility type. 

4.2.1 Mid-Span Fiber Meet: GTE will charge special access (flat rated) 
transport from the applicable intrastate access tariff and will rate 
charges between the ''1 P" and GTE's interconnection switch. 
Charges will be reduced to reflect the proportionate share of the 
faciiity'that is used for transport of traffic originated .by-GIE._ The 
initial proportionate share factor for facilities shall be neiot/&d by 
the Parties and updated quarterly in like manner or as the Parties 
othewise agree. NEXTLINK will charge flat rated transport to GTE 
for NEXTLINK facilities used by GTE at the rates in NEXTLINK'S 
tariff or price list, QB as mutually agreed. NWTLUNK wiUB apply 
charges based on the Bease~ of: (i) the airline milaage from the "IP" 
to ah@ NEXTLINK switch; or (ii) the airline mileage 'from the GTE 
switch to the sewing area boundav. 

4.2.2 CoOBscatisw: GTE will charge Mrtua8 or Physicai EBS rates from the 
applicable GTE tariff. Charges for EBS cross-connect facilities used 
to connect NEXTLINK'S collocated equipment with GTE's switch 
will be reduced to reflect the proportionate share ofthe facility that 
is used for transport of traffic ariain~ted by GTE. NEXTLINK will 
charge GTE flat rated transport at t h e  rates in NEXTLINK'S tiriff or 
price list, or as mutually agred,  to reflect the proportionate share 
of the facility that is used for transport of traffic originated by GTE. 
NEXTLINK will apply charges based on the lesser of: (i) the airline 
mileage from the "SP" to the NEXTLINK switch; or (ii) t o  (2) times 
the airline mileage.from the GTE switch to the sewing area 
boundary. 

4.2.3 Special Access and/or CLEC Dedicated Transport: GTE will i 
charge special access and/or switched access rates from the 
applicable G?E intrastate access tarifi. Charges will be reduced to 
reflect the proportionate share ofthe facility that is used for 
faanspsri of traffic oriainafed by GBE. The Parties will negotiate an 
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initial factor representative of the proportionate share of the 
facilities. This factor will be updated quarterly in like manner or as 
the Paflies othemise agree. 

4.3 Trunkina Rets uirements. 

4.3.1 The Parties shall estabtish and maintain trunks over which each 
Party shall terminate to its end users the Exchange Serarices, Local 
Traffic and intrabATA toll or optional W S  traffic originated by the 
end users ofthe other Party. 

4.3.2 The Parties agree to establish trunk groups of sufficient capacity 
from the interconnecting faciliti@s such that trunking is avaitable to 
any switching center designated by either Party, including end 
offices, tandems, 91 1 routing switches, and directory 
assistancdoperator service switches. The Parties will mutually 
agree where one-way or two-way trunking will be available. The 
Parties may use two-way trunks f ~ r  delivery of local trafk or either 
Patty may elect to provision its own one-way trunks f f i k  delivery 0% 
tocai trafk .to the other Party. if a Pam elects to prowisi~n its o%w 
one-way trunks, mat Pam will be respoeesibk for its own expenses 
associated with the trunks. 

4.3.3 NEXTLINK and GBE shaDP, where epplieab89, mak2 aaclpracaj3y 
available, by mutual agPeem8wt, %he required trunk gmups *kl 
handle different traffic types. NEXTLINK and GTE will sugapori Zhe 
provisioning of trunk groups that carry combined QT separate Local 
Traffic and in4raUTA toll and optional W S  traffic. The Parlies 
shall establish and maintain separate trunk gpoups far the following: 
(1) to originate and terminate interUTA calls when either Paw is 
acting as an tX@ and ordering switched access service from the 
other Party; (2) to provide joint Switched Access Sewice to IXCs; 
and (3) for routing data traffic, to the extent technically feasible. To 
the extent NEXTLINK desireq to have any tXC originate or 
terminate trafk to NEXTLIN8;(; using jointly provided switched 
access facilities routed through a GTE access tandem, it is the 
responsibility of NEXTLINK to arrange for such IXC to issue an 
ASW to GTE to direct GTE to route the tradfc. If GTE does not 
receive an ASR frch the IXC, GTE will initially route the switched 
access traffic between the 1x6 and NEXTLINK. If the IXC . . 

subsequently indicates that it does not want the traffic routed ts or 
from NEX?LINM, GTE will not route the traffic to or from 
rd WTht N K. 



4.3.3.1 Each Party agrees to route traffic only over the proper 
jurisdictional trunk group. 

4.3.3.2 Each Party shall onty deliver traffic over the local 
interconnection trunk groups to the other Party's access 
tandem for those publicly-dialable NXX Codes served by 
end offices that directly subtend the access tandem or to 
those wireless service providers that directly subtend the 
access tandem. 

4.3.3.3 Neither party shall route Switched Access Service traffic 
over local interconnection trunks, or local trafk over 
Switched Access Sewice trunks. 

43.4 NEXTLINK and GTE will reciprocally provide Percent Local Usage 
("PLU") factors to each other on a quarterly basis to identify the 
proper jurisdiction of each call type that is carried over the required 
trunks. If either Paw does not provide to the other Paw an 
updated BLU, the previous PbU will be utilized. The Parties agree 
to the initial PLU facicv as set forth in ~ p p e n d i x  C. 

4.3.6 NWTL6NGQ and GTE agree to use diligent etbrk t~ devsJop and 
agree ow a Joint Bnlercowwection Grooming Plan prescribing 
standards 4s ensure that the re~ipro~at  trafic ex~&ange 
arrangement trunk groups are maintained at c~nsistent P.04 or 
better grades of service. Such plan shall also include mutually- 
agreed upon default standards f ~ r  the configuration of ell 
segregated trunk groups. 

Signaling System 7 ('SS,~') domr~s~n Channel Signaling will be 
used io the extent that such technology is awaitable. If SS7 is not 
available, Multi-Frequency Signaling ("MF'') will be used as 
specified. I 

i 

4.3.7 

4.3.8 The Padies agree to offer and provide to each other B8ZS 
Extended SupePframe Format ("ESF") facilities, where available, 
capable of voice and data traffic transmission. 

4.3.9 For purposes QS exchanging data traffic, the Parties will support 
intercompany 64kbps clear channel where available. 



43.10 Orders between the Parties to establish, add, change, or 
disconnect trunks shall be processed by use of an Access Service 
Request ("ASRI'), or another industry standard eventually adopted 
to replace the A S ?  for local service ordering as referenced in 
Appendix I-!. 

4.4 Network Redesisns Initiated bv GTE. GTE will not charge NEXTLINK when 
GTE initiates its own network redesigns/reconfigurafioras, but GTE shall make 
best efforks to notify NEXTLINK of any W E  network 
redesigndreconfgurations that will affect NEXTLINK'S facilities sufficiently in 
advance to enable NEXTLINK to accommodate such network 
redesignl~~configuration. The Parties shall coordinate deployment and 
accommodation of any such network redesigns/r~confighlrations to avoid or 
minimize disruption in services prowided to their end users. 

4.5 Interconnection Callina and Called SCQWS ~ Q P  the Access Tandem 
Interconnection and the End Office Interconnection. 

4.5.1 GTE Access Tandem Interconnection calling scope (originating and 
terminating) is to those W E  end ofices which subtend the GBE 
access tandem to which the cong?lection is made except as pr~wided 
for in Section 3.3 of this Article. 

5. indirect Network Bwtercswwectiow. The Parks agree to use %heir best efforts 
to establish direct iratereonnectio~s for the axchange of traffic and to use 
indirect interconnection only if trafhc volumes do not justiigr direct connection 
and both Parties subtend another LEC's tandem. Unless the Parties mutually 
agree othewise, NEXTLINK shall not deliver traffic destined to terminate at a 
GTE end sffice via another LEC's end office, and NEXTLINK shall not deiiver 
traffic destined to terminate at an end owce subtending a GTE access 
tandem via another LEC's access tandem or switch, nor shall GTE deliver 
frafk destined to terminate at NEXTLINK'S switch via another 1EC's access 
tandem or switch, until such time as compensation arrangements have been 
established in accordance with Sectkms 3.4 and 3.4 of this Artkle. 

6. Number Resources. 

6. I Number Assignment. Notthing in this Agr6ement shall be construed to, in any 
manner, limit or otherwise adwersely impact NEXTLINK'S right to employ or to 
request and be assigned any NANP number resources including, but not 

c limited to, Cewtral O f k e  ( N n )  Codes pursuant 40 the Central Ofice Code 



On August 17,2000, Verkon responded claiming the at.aBc at issue i s  virtvatly ;t18 htemet 
Service Provider traffic that is outside the scape of%be parties intercomecti~n agreement, which 
states: 



Upon hearing both parties' issues on August 8, 2000, staff suggested that the parties share 
proprietary infonnation. which would determine the technical feasibility and necessity of XO's 
t:run.k.ing request. On September 12,20007 Verizon agreed that XO's trunlcing requestwas necessary 
and technically feasible. 

Via a conference calIon October 9, 2000, the issue of whether Verizon's computations to 
deteImine ISP traffic allows Verizon to discriminately provide trunking to XO, pursuant to the 
interconnection agreement was discussed. Staff expressed that this type ofdispute is beyond the 
scope of the infonnal complaint resolution process. Moreover, staff advised that the contractual 
dispute resolution or formal complaint process would be the proper forum to handle this matter; 
however, the parties agreed to continue negotiating informally. 

At staff's request on January 11, 2001, Verizon provided a tnmk billing information 
spreadsheet to rebut XO's assertion ofdiscriminatory charges for end office trunking. Thereafter, 
XO was allowed to order the trunks sought. Staffnotes that both carriers provide trunking to the 
other carrier's network for transport of traffic originating from their respective networks. On 
January 29,2001, XO and staff'identified two central offices billed inconsistently with Verizon's 
claim to reciprocate outbound direct end-office trunks (DEOTs),. Bradenton and North GulfBeach. 
Further, Verizon admitted. to instituting a universal billing policy change without modifying the 
Agreement language. However, Verizon believed that its policy change was allowed by the 
agreement's language. During the call, staffobserved that Vcrizon was not certain ofthe effective 
date of the policy change. Therefore, :,taff requested the following information from Verizon: 

.. The Carrier Notification Letter/documentation provided to XO or all carriers. 

... The fOl'lllula Verizon used to establish the percentage of the trunks caniers must pay for, 
,.. Information relative to how frequently the formula is re-calculated. 
,. Explanation ofwhy XO is paying for inbound and outbound trunking at particular COs. 
.. What was the agreement or what happened in the blocking scenario. 

~ staffreiterated to the parties that contract interpretation is beyond the scope ofan informal 
complaint. However. in order to determine the true discrepancies surrounding the dispute. 
optimistically seeking resolution, XO opted to continue informally . 

.;;; 

Per conference calIon February 7, 2001, Veri:l;on agreed to modify its trunking charges, 
retroactive to the order date, for both. the Bradenton and North Gulf Beach central offices. It 
appeared to staff that all the preliminary issues were resolved, and therefore the parties could 
negotiate the language interpretation dispute. Staffexpressed concern regarding V crizon' s decision 
not to inform the Commission of its universal billing policy modification. which may or may not 
be appropriate under the terms and conditions of the agreement. Additionally, Verizon 
acknowledged that its method of modification forced competitors to abide by the new policy, if 
recognized, and seemingly provided no means for carriers to protest. However, staffnotes that XO 
was the only carner pursuing the matter at this time. 

OnMay 3, 2001, XO infonned staffthat another conference call may be necessary-to complete 
negotiations between the parties. At staff's request, each party presented staffwith its position on 
the txunking charges in dispute. XO's position is as follows: 



I 

We ~ f f e r  to deliver and pick-up'trafic at the same point ofintercomectlon - basically, 
each party be respunsible for its n&wvorlr on its side ofthe point of interconnection- 
Verizun has rehed.  They want &e financial ben& on both sides -- different 
compensatbn arrangements for them than for us, in that they can charge us, but we can't 
charge them. 

Xxkxm's position: 

Verizon offered to not charge for the Direct End Office T d s  from our end office to 
Verizon's tmdem In addition, Verizon would not charge XU for the trunks which XO 
ordered from Ve;rizon's tandem to XO's switch. To enme that there were no issues on 
compensation, Verizon's proposal also statad that XO would not chrge Vekix~n for the 
fwilities from Verizon's access tandem to XO' switch. 

S k f f  invefiigated XO's claim, that Venizon biiis discriminately between carriers, which have 
identical a g " t  language. Staff notes that both parties a p e  that when there i s  a balance in 
direct end-office trunkingF the Bill and Keep agreement h q g " e  identifies each party as responsible 

, for the transport of traff i~ originated from its end-users to the end-ofice ofthe respective carrier. 
(See Figure 3.1) # 



However, Verizon contends thatwhen there is an imbalance oftraffic, identifiable by inbound trunks 
to Verizon versus outbound trunks to XO, such traffic is ISP traffic. Hence, according to Verizon' s 
agreement interpretation, Verizon is not responsible for the trunking cost to XO for the dis­
proportionate amount ofoutbound traffic. Although staff does not necessarily agree with Verizon' s 
position, in accordance with Verizon' 5 position and billing information provided, staffdiscovered 
that there are billing discrepancies at two end-offices, Bradenton and North OulfBeacb. Staff notes 
that Verizon agreed to retroactively compensate XO for the apparent billing errors on February 7. 
2001. 

On May 31, 2001, staff notes that Verizon reneged on its agreement to credit XO, unless XO 
agrees to compensate Verizon for the transport between Veri.zon·s tandem and Verizon's end· 
ofli.l;es. Staff identifies transport segment "B" in Figure 4.1. as the new issue in dispute. 

V..m:.-Orip.__d Trame 
v.n..:m p..,.. lor tn:Idddna 

Xo-orip..atad. TZ"IIIJiI: 
XO P8;)'"5 lur~ 

, 
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Figure 4.1 
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It appears to stafftbat when XO selects the tandem as the interconnection point, Vertzon would be 
responsible for the transport ofXO-origiAated local traffic to its end-oftices. In support, staffrefers 
to section 1.38 of the agreement, which reads: 

··Interconnection Point" ("lP'') means the physical point on the network where the two 
parties intercormcct. The ~'IP" is the demarcation point between ownership of the 
transmission facility. 

'Staffbelieves that xo has the right, pursuant to the Act, the FCC's Local Competition Order, and 
FCC regulations, to designate the network point(s) ofinterconnectioD. Also~ staffrefers to Section 



3.2.2 af the parties’ agreement, which addresses compensation far the exchange oftrafic between 
the parties: 

B&aYld-Keep. The Parties shall. assume that Locd T d f i c  is roughly balanced between 
the parties unless traffic studies indicate otbmise. Accordingly, the Parties agree to use 
a Bill-and-Keep Arrangement with respect to termination of Local T r a c  only, Eitha 
Party may request that a joint mc study be performed no more fiequen.tIy than once 
squater.. . . 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing XO Florida, I n c h  
Complaint and Request for Emergency Relief has been furnished by (*) hand delivery or (* *) 
Federal Express on this'25Ih day of September, 2001 to the following: 

(*) Beth Keating 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

(* *) Kimberly Caswell 
Verizon Communications 
201 North Franklin Street 
Tampa, Florida 3 3 60 1 -0 1 10 


