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ALEC, INC. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF D. NCHARD MCDANIEL 

BEFORE THE FLONDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

L DOCKET NO. 020099-TP 

MAY 22,2002 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS, AND POSITION WITH 

ALEC, IN&. 

I am D. Richard McDaniel, and am currently employed by DURO 

Communications Coy.  (“Duro”), the parent company of ALEC, Inc. 

(“ALEC”), as Director of Camer Relations. In that capacity, I am 

responsible for negotiating ALEC’s interconnection agreements and 

managing ALEC’s state-level regulatory and legislative obligations related 

to these agreements in several states, including Florida, Georgia and North 

Carolina. I am located at 1170 Buckhead Drive, Greensboro, GA 30642. 

A. 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND 

EXPERIENCE. 

I have been director of carrier relations for Duro since June 2000. Prior to 

joining DURO, I directed the consulting activities for CHR Solutions’ 

Client Services Group, Southeast Operations, in Atlanta, Georgia from 

October 1997 through June 2000. From 1990 through 1997, I was a senior 

A. 

regulatory, billing and engineering consultant for an engineering firm, 

Engineering Associates. I earlier held various management positions at 
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AT&T from September 1962 through December of 1989. I received a 

Bachelor of Business Administration with a major in management from 

Georgia State University in 1973 and a Masters of Business 

Administration from FairTeigh Dickinson University in 1 982. 
1 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

The purpose of this testimony is to address issues raised in this proceeding 

relating to ALEC’s providing of certain services and facilities to Sprint- 

Florida, Inc. (“Sprint”) and Sprint’s failure to pay ALEC amounts owed 

for such services and facilities. 

A. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE NATURE OF THE ARRANGEMENT 

BETWEEN THE PARTIES FOR TRANSPORT FACILITIES 

PROVIDED BY ALEC TO SPRINT AND THE CHARGES AT 

ISSUE. 

The Interconnection Agreement between Sprint and ALEC (the 

“Agreement”) sets forth the terms and conditions by which the Parties 

interconnect their networks and exchange traffic. The traffic originated by 

Sprint end users and terminated to ALEC’s network has to date been so- 

called “ISP-bound” traffic. Under the Agreement, both ALEC and Sprint 

hand off such traffic to the other Party at an “established” point of 

interconnection (“POI”). Under the Agreement, carriers are entitled to 

A. 
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charge the originating camer, first, a “termination” charge for the 

switching of traffic at the terminating carrier’s end office and, second, a 

“transport” charge for the delivery of that traffic from the interconnection 

point to the terminating carrier’s end office switch that directly serves the 
1 

end-user. The dispute regarding Sprint’s payment to ALEC for this 

minutes-of;use charge for termination of Sprint-originated traffic from 

ALEC’s switch to ALEC’s end users has already been resolved through a 

settlement agreement between the parties. A remaining reciprocal 

compensation transport charge remains at issue between the Parties, 

however. There are two elements to transport charges. First, ALEC, like 

Sprint, charges the other camer a one-time instaIlation fee to ready ALEC 

facilities for use by Sprint to transport that traffic. Second, ALEC assesses 

a recurring, monthly charge for each circuit used to transport that traffic. 

ALEC leases circuits from another telecommunications carrier (Time 

Wamer) and has dedicated capacity on these circuits for delivering Sprint 

traffic from Sprint’s designated POIs to ALEC’s end office. Sprint, 

however, has underpaid both recurring and nonrecurring transport charges 

owed ALEC for the period of April 2001 through January 2002, forcing 

ALEC to seek relief from the Commission. 

Q. WHAT IS THE CORRECT METHODOLOGY FOR 

CALCULATION BY ALEC OF RECURRING DEDICATED 

3 
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TRANSPORT CHARGES TO SPFUNT FOR THE ORDERED 

FACILITIES? 

A. ALEC assesses Sprint a monthly unit charge for each DS 1 and DS3 
1 

facility ordered. To compute the total charge, the charge for each type of 

facility is multiplied by the number of facilities ordered for that month in 

each Sprintitandem and then the dollar amount totals for DS 1 s and DS3s 

for each month are added. In some cases, prorated partial month charges 

apply. The Agreement also governs the level of ALEC’s transport 

charges. Section 2.2.3 of Attachment IV of the Agreement provides that if 

ALEC provides 100% of an interconnection facility via a lease fi-om a 

third party, ALEC may charge Sprint for the proportionate amount of such 

facilities. The Agreement contains somewhat confusing cost options in 

such a circumstance. ALEC may charge the lesser of: “Sprint’s 

dedicated interconnection rate; its own costs if filed and approved by a 

commission of appropriate jurisdiction; and the actual lease cost of the 

interconnection facility.” Because ALEC has provided 100% of the 

interconnection facilities in dispute via lease of such facilities from a third 

party, and because all traffic exchanged to date has originated with Sprint, 

ALEC made a relatively simple calculation. ALEC billed Sprint the actual 

lease cost of the interconnecting facilities, reasoning that this was the least 

cost available to charge. (The Agreement appears to grant ALEC the 

opportunity to add Sprint’s dedicated rate or ALEC’s tariffed rate to 

ALEC’s actual lease cost, but ALEC chose to interpret the contract to 

4 
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mean ALEC should charge Sprint only the actual lease cost incurred by 

ALEC.) The amounts billed were listed in the Agreement at Attachment I, 

Table One, Transport Bands. 

IS THAT IN FACT THE METHODOLOGY THAT WAS USED BY 
1 

Q. 

ALEC TO CALCULATE THE AMOUNTS OWED FOR 

RECURRING CHARGES RELATING TO FACILITIES 

RENDEFWD TO SPRINT? 

A. Yes, by following the process just described, 14 invoices were derived that 

accounted for recurring facilities dedicated to Sprint over the period at 

issue in this dispute. The amounts ranged in amount from $3,170.44 to 

$37,236.00 and a total of $139,913.10 was invoiced for recurring charges 

over that period. 

Q. IS SPRINT DISPUTING THAT METHODOLOGY? 

A. It is unclear if Sprint is disputing this methodology with respect to these 

fourteen invoices. Aside from a brief e-mail remark to ALEC employee 

Mr. Chris Roberson by a Sprint accounting officer stating that Sprint was 

withholding payment of amounts charged that represented amounts for 

DS3s due, there does not appear to be any dispute in the record with 

respect to the manner in which recurring costs for these elements was 

calculated. Further, Sprint’s extremely spare answer to ALEC’s complaint 

leave ALEC unable to determine whether Sprint is disputing this 

methodology. 
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Q. DOES SPIUNT OFFER AN ALTERNATE METHODOLOGY FOR 

THIS CALCULATION? 

While I am not an accountant by training, Sprint does not appear to have A. 

done so. 

I 

Q. DID SPRINT PAY ANY OF THE AMOUNTS BILLED IN THESE 

INVOICES? 

A. Yes, Sprint paid in full two of the IDS 1 invoices, MT200 108-2 and 

MT2001109-2. In each case Sprint paid the entire $5,252.35 billed. 

These bills corresponded to all the DS1 entrance facilities ordered for the 

months of August 2001 and September 2001. However, Sprint did not pay 

any amount of the total invoiced for the DS3 facilities for those months, 

MT200108-3 ($9,309.00) and MT200109-3 ($9,309.00). Sprint also did 

not pay any of the amounts invoiced for DS1 and DS3 facilities provided 

during the remainder of the period under consideration in this suit. In 

total, Sprint paid $10,504.70 (the two DS 1 invoices), but did not pay any 

portion of the other 12 invoices, which totaled $129,408.3 8. 

Q. ONE OF THE BILLS FOR DS3S ALEC PROVIDED SPRINT, 

MT200107-18, WAS A BILL FOR DS3 ENTRANCE FACILITIES 

PROVIDED FOR THE MONTHS OF APRIL 2001, MAY 2001, 

6 
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JUNE 2001, AND JULY 2001. WHY DID ALEC BILL SPRINT FOR 

MULTIPLE MONTHS IN A SINGLE INVOICE AND IS THAT 

PERMITTED UNDER THE AGREEMENT? 

That bill represented the first bill ALEC sent Sprint for these facilities. 

Such backbiIling is not uncommon throughout the industry. There is 

nothing in the language of the Agreement or industry practice that would 

prohibit it. 

IN SUM, IS THERE ANY EXPLANATION FOR SPFUNT’S 

REFUSAL TO PAY ALEC THE COMPLETE AMOUNTS 

INVOICED FOR IiECURRING CHARGES? 

No. There is none. 

WHAT IS THE CORRECT METHODOLOGY FOR ALEC TO 

CALCULATE THE NONRECURRTNG DEDICATED TRANSPORT 

CHARGES TO SPRINT FOR THE ORDERlED FACILITIES? 

As previously indicated, ALEC assesses Sprint a one-time charge for 

installation of each facility. This charge includes a small access order fee 

for each order, an installation fee for each DS1 circuit (with a substantially 

higher price for the first DSI circuit), and a charge for each Feature Group 

D trunk (“FGD” or “DSO”) installation (again, with a substantially higher 

price for the first FGD trunk). A separate installation charge is warranted 

for FGD trunks, as well as DS1 trunks, because separate identification and 

7 
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signaling continuity tests are required for each of the 24 FGD trunks 

within each DS1 trunk. Also, each DSl facility itself must be checked and 

set up for the same framing and coding at each end. Billing for both 
1 

elements is not uncommon. ALEC, for example, charges another Florida 

incumbent, BellSouth, for nonrecumng charges for both DS1 s and DSOs 

provisionect based upon ALEC’s tariffed rates (which are identical to 

BellSouth’s own rates), and BellSouth has paid such charges. 

To obtain the total amount owed for these charges, it is simply necessary 

to add the access order charge, the first DS1 charge, the first FGD trunk 

installation charge, the product of the number of additional DS I circuits 

multiplied by the lower additional DSl price, then the product of the 

number of additional FGD trunk installations multiplied by the lower 

additional FGD trunk installation price. 

Unlike the recurring charges discussed above, the Agreement does not 

contain a separate provision governing DSO charges in the reciprocal 

compensation pricing section but does have a DSO install charge in the 

transport pricing section. ALEC therefore charged Sprint for each DSO 

pursuant to ALEC’s Florida price list. Specifically, the facility installation 

21 

22 

23 

charges contained in Florida Public Service Commission Tariff No. 2 -- 

Access, First Revised Page 3. Sections 3.2 (“High Capacity OW’) and 

3.3 (“Signaling Connection”) of ALEC’s price list address both DS1 and 
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DSO instalIation. This price list was filed with, and approved by, the 

Commission (on January 14th, 2001 and January 1 5Ih, 2001). 

1 

Q. IS THAT THE METHODOLOGY ALEC USED TO CALCULATE 

THE AMOUNTS OWED FOR NONRECURRING CHARGES 

RELATING TO THE INSTALLATION OF FACILITIES 

PROVIDED TO SPRINT? 

Yes, ALEC billed Sprint for these facilities as they were ordered. The A. 

invoices were sent out in five batches, July 11,2001; July 12,2001; 

September 7,2001; December 5,2001; and January 4,2002. Of the 

$869,332.27 billed for these installations, Sprint only paid ALEC 

$17,428.55, leaving a shortfall of $851,903.72. 

Q. 

A. 

WHY IS SPRINT DISPUTING THAT METHODOLOGY? 

Sprint appears to claim that installation charges contained in the ALEC 

price list cannot be invoked under the Agreement until the Commission 

concludes an exhaustive cost proceeding concerning that price list. Sprint 

appears to argue that the Agreement requires that ALEC apply the 

Agreement’s rates until such time as ALEC files forward looking cost 

studies and establishes cost based rates that are approved by the 

Commission and that are less than Sprint’s rates. See Letter from Susan S. 

Masterton, Sprint, to Clayton Lewis, Florida Public Service Commission 

2-3 (December 7,2001) (Exhibit G/DRM-1). Thus, apparently, Sprint 
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remitted to ALEC amounts based upon only the DS1 rates contained in the 

Agreement, and refused to pay the billed DSO charges. Even for the DSl 

rates, however, Sprint has not provided ALEC with a clear explanation 
b 

regarding the source of any alternative rates for the cost items arid how 

they might be derived. 

1 

Q. IS SPRINT’S METHODOLOGY INCORRECT? 

A. Yes, there is no requirement under the Agreement that ALEC’s tariffed 

rate for nonrecurring dedicated transport charges be established in a 

formal Commission proceeding. Rather, the Agreement merely provides 

that such rates must be “filed and approved by a commission of 

appropriate jurisdiction.” ALEC’s rates were deemed approved by the 

Commission and became effective prior to the charges at issue. 

Q. HAS ALEC CHARGED SPFUNT AN ASYMMETRICAL RATE 

FOR NONRECURRING TRANSPORT CHARGES? 

No. ALEC is unable to charge Sprint an exactly symmetrical rate because 

an exactly applicable rate for DSO installation is not supplied in the 

Agreement. ALEC, however, has attempted to apply an equivalent rate. 

A. 

In the Agreement, under Attachment One, Table One: Florida Price 

Sheets, Page 44, no charge for DSO installation is supplied under the 

correct portion of the tariff for that charge, the section labeled “Reciprocal 

10 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Direct Testimony of D. Nchard McDaniel 
May 22,2002 

Docket No. 020099-TP 

Compensation.” Because an applicable DSO charge was not supplied for 

reciprocal compensation installation, ALEC instead elected another option 

under the Agreement and billed Sprint at its installation prices listed in its 

tariff. For FGD (DSO), this amounted to $915.00 for the first line, and 

1 

$263.00 for each additional line. For purposes of consistency, ALEC also 

billed Spriqt the ALEC-tariffed rate for DS1 installation, $866.97 for the 

first trunk installed, and $486.83 for each additional trunk. 

It should be noted that a nonrecurring charge for DSO installation is 

supplied on the preceding page of the Agreement, page 43, under the title 

“Transport,” and amounts to $1 53.58 per trunk. As discussed below, 

however, Sprint appears to concede that neither this rate, nor the $300 per 

trunk charge in Sprint’s tariffed access rate for DSO installation (see 

Access Services Tariff, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, page 13 8, E6.8.2(E) 

(Exhibit WDRM-2) represent the applicable charge for FGD trunk 

installation for reciprocal compensation purposes. 

Upon receiving word that Sprint would not pay either ALEC’s DSO or 

DS 1 tariffed rates, ALEC suggested a compromise by offering to instead 

agree to accept from Sprint installation charges based upon the 

Agreement’s rate for DS 1 installation and Sprint’s access tariffs rate for 

the DSO installations (because Sprint alleged the DSO transport installation 

rate contained in the Agreement was not applicable). See E-mail from 

11 
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Richard McDaniel, Duro, to Clayton Lewis, Florida Public Service 

Commission, (December 14, 2001) (Exhibit YDRM-3). ALEC later 

offered to allow Sprint to make DSO and DS1 payments based upon the 
L 

Agreement’s DS 1 and transport section DSO charge (rates considerably 

lower than ALEC’s tariffed rates). See Letter from John C. Dodge, 

counsel for; ALEC, to Thomas A. Grimaldi, Sprint, offering settlement 

(redacted) (Exhibit JiDRM-3). Sprint, however, rejected both offers. 

Aside from what rate Sprint should pay for DS 1 or DSO installations it 

orders, ALEC believes it is obvious that Sprint should pay something for 

DSO (FGD) installation. While the Agreement creates three options for 

billing, and conditions payment based upon the “lesser” of these three 

options, ALEC notes that “lesser” cannot mean “non-existent” when a 

charge is commonly assessed. As I noted, installation of DSO circuits 

involves substantial additional time and expense beyond that required for 

installation of DS 1 s. Where no applicable charge exists for a service 

commonly rendered and compensated for, as is the case with the charge 

for DSOs for reciprocal compensation purposes in the Agreement, ALEC 

is entitled to avail itself of another option that does set forth an equivalent 

charge, and cannot, as Sprint would have it, simply be forced to forgo an 

applicable charge. Charging for DSO installation is not a departure from 

current practice among carriers in the state. ALEC currently exchanges 

traffic with BellSouth, and BellSouth has billed ALEC for (and ALEC has 

12 
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paid) transport installation charges for both DS 1 s and the DSOs that ride 

on them based on BellSouth’s tariffed charges. Similarly, BellSouth has 

paid ALEC for both charges at ALEC’s tariffed rates. See Exhibit 

J/DRM-4 (sample invoice from ALEC to BellSouth). And as noted above, 

Sprint’s own Florida access tariff appears to provide for such charges. 

I 

Q. ARE THE RATES CONTAINED WITHIN ALEC’S ACCESS 

TARIFF FOR FACILITIES INSTALLATION REASONABLE? 

Yes. ALEC’s tariff rates are based upon rates contained in BellSouth 

Telecommunications, I n c h  Florida Access Services Tariff. The tariff at 

Second Revised Page 108 clearly includes “Nonrecuning charge[s]” for 

“BellSouth SWA DS 1 Service” at E6.8.1 .A.2(a) and at Second Revised 

Page 110 at E6.8.1 .F.2(a) includes a “Per Trunk’’ “Nonrecurring Charge” 

for “Trunk Side Service.” See Exhibit K/DRM-5. The latter “trunk” 

A. 

charge logically corresponds to a DSO charge. 

Sprint also complains that ALEC’s tariffed installation rates have not been 

determined through an approved cost study, yet they are based on another 

incumbent carrier’s approved rates that were based upon a cost study and 

that were approved by the Commission. 

Q. DID ALEC BRING SPRINT’S ERRONEOUS METHODOLOGY 

TO ITS ATTENTION? 

13 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Direct Testimony of D. Richard McDaniel 
May 22,2002 

Docket No. 020099-TP 

A. Yes. On October 23, October 24 and October 26,2001, I sent Mitch 

Danforth emails illustrating the errors in Sprint’s methodology and 

indicating that ALEC planned to file a complaint with the Commission 

based upon Sprint’s failure to pay amounts owed under the contract. See 

Exhibit LDRM-6. 

1 

I 

Q. UNDER THE TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT, WHAT MINUTE- 

OF-USE CHARGES ARE APPLICABLE FOR THE TRANSPORT 

OF SPRINT-ORIGINATED TRAFFIC FROM SPRINT’S POIS TO 

ALEC’S SWITCH? 

A. Sprint and ALEC decided to further consider this issue during their 

prehearing conference call establishing the issues for the Commission’s 

consideration in this matter. After further reviewing the Agreement, it 

does not appear that any minute-of-use charges apply to the transport of 

Sprint-originated traffic from the POIs to ALEC’s switch. This issue 

appears to be a carryover from the termination component of the 

compensation Sprint owed ALEC, which was, as explained above, 

resolved through a settlement agreement between the Parties. 

Q. WHAT WERE THE APPROPRIATE CHARGES FOR 

TRANSPORT FACILITIES AND SERVICES PROVIDED BY 

ALEC TO SPRINT AND HOW WERE THEY CALCULATED? 

14 
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A. I understand this question reflects the list of identified issues adopted by 

the Parties. I have described these charges, Sprint’s failure to apply them, 

ayd Sprint’s faulty reasoning for not doing so above in my description of 

the methodology by which ALEC’s invoices were generated. 

Q. EVEN IF SPRINT’S CONTENTIONS REGARDING THE PROPER 

METHODOLOGY AND RATES FOR CALCULATION OF THE 

RlECURRTNG AND NONRECURRING ARE CORRECT, ARE THE 

AMOUNTS PAID BY SPRlNT STILL BELOW WHAT SPRINT 

SHOULD PAY UNDER ITS OWN METHODOLOGY AND RATES? 

Yes, as noted above, Sprint has failed entirely to pay any recurring and 

nonrecurring charges during certain months. As explained below, the 

Parties are required to promptly pay all undisputed amounts. Even if 

Sprint wished to dispute ALEC’s methodology and rates, withholding 

undisputed amounts due is clearly improper. 

A. 

Q. DID SPRINT AND ALEC AGREE ON PROCEDURES FOR 

CHALLENGING AMOUNTS BILLED? 

A. Yes, the Agreement provides for a manner of disputing bills at Part B, 

Section 2 1 .  However, the Agreement’s relevant provisions also require 

that the Parties promptly pay all undisputed amounts. Sections 5.3 and 

21.2 of Part B of the Agreement require Parties to pay all invoices on the 

due date, and to pay all undisputed amounts when formally disputing any 

15 
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charges from the other Party. The Agreement also clarifies the means by 

which either Party may dispute a charge. Section 5.4 provides that a 

written, itemized dispute or claim must be filed with the other Party in 
i 

order for the nonpaying Party to avoid continuing liability for a particular 

charge, and the Agreement implies such notice must be provided within 30 

days of recqipt of an invoice. 

Q. 

A. 

DID SPRINT PROPERLY FOLLOW THESE PROCEDURES? 

No. For certain of the unpaid invoices in dispute, Sprint provided untimely 

comments that it would dispute certain charges, but Sprint’s 

communications were inconsistent and confusing. For example, Sprint 

sent a “Dispute Claim Notification” for the 6/12/0 1 - 1 1 /05/0 1 Invoice 

Dates (billed to Sprint in December 2001 and responded to by Sprint on 

January 4, 2002) disputing termination fees already paid to ALEC. Each 

of the two notices Sprint sent ALEC on January, 4 2002 regarding 

termination fees were clearly identified as a “Dispute Claim Notification” 

and provided some rationale for the dispute. With respect to ALEC 

invoices regarding recurring transport facilities charges (the first was 

billed to Sprint in July 11 , 2001 and responded to by Sprint on August 20, 

2001), no such “Dispute Claim Notification” was provided. Instead, on 

21 

22 

23 

August 20, 2001 Sprint’s Alison R. Stickel sent ALEC’s Chris Roberson 

an email indicating: “As for Metrolink. [sic] I have validated all the DS 1’s 

against the ASR’s. We are issuing payment on the monthly recurring 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

14 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. IN SOME INSTANCES, SPRINT INDICATED THAT IT 

21 INTENDED TO INVESTIGATE THE PAYMENT OF CHARGES 

22 FURTHER. DID ALEC AGREE TO WAIVE THE TIME FRAME 

23 AND REQUIREMENTS FOR DISPUTING CLAIMS? 

charges on all except the DS3. I still need to validate that. I am disputing 

the invoices for installation charges because these rates should come from 

the interconnection agreement.” Thus, as for that particular invoice, 
1 

Sprint appears to have accepted all DS1 recurring charges, DS3 recurring 

charges (upon confirmation), and to have disputed the rate (but not the 

obligation for) DS1 and DSO nonreczirring charges. On September 6, 

2001, Ms. Stickel’s second e-mail to me provided a spreadsheet indicating 

that DSO installation charges would not be paid but failed to explain the 

rationale for not making such payments. 

On October 23, 2001, months after the initial invoices were sent, Mitch 

Danforth sent me an e-mail indicating that “Since Sprint does not bill a 

DSO install rate neither can the CLEC. Sprint does not believe that the 

DSO install charges are valid, or that the install charges on the DSl’s 

above the contract rate are valid. We will continue authorize payment 

based on the contract language and rates.” This “explanation” was not 

associated with any particular invoice. For other invoices, Sprint’s 

rationale for the dispute was cursory. 

17 
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A. No, ALEC did not. Rather, in the October 24, 2001 e-mail from me to 

Mitchell Danforth of Sprint, I noted that ALEC had no other option but to 

file an informal complaint with the Commission precisely because “you 

have not officially put this billing in a billing dispute situation.” 

Q. 

A. Yes, it does. 

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

18 
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ALEC, INC. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF D. RICHARD MCDANIEL 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

I DOCKlZT NO. 020099-TP 

MAY 22,2002 

I 
EXHIBITS 

Letter from Susan S. Masterton, Sprint, to Clayton Lewis, Florida Public 
Service Commission, responding to ALEC informal complaint against 
Sprint 2-3 (December 7,2001). 

Access Services Tariff, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (single page). 

E-mail from Richard McDaniel, ALEC, to Clayton Lewis, Florida Public 
Service Commission, regarding settlement offer made to Sprint; Letter 
from John C. Dodge, counsel for ALEC, to Thomas A. Grimaldi, Sprint, 
offering settlement (redacted) . 

Sample Invoice from ALEC to BellSouth for DSO and DS 1 Installation 
Charges 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.'s Florida Access Services Tariff 
(selected pages) 

Selected correspondence between Richard McDaniel, ALEC, and Mitchell 
Danforth, Sprint, disputing billing methodology and charges. 



ALEC, INC. 

DIFECT TESTIMONY OF D. RICHARD MCDANIEL 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

I 
DOCKET NO. 020099-TP 

MAY 22,2002 

EXHIBITS 

GDRM-1. Letter from Susan S .  Masterton, Sprint, to Clayton Lewis, Florida Public Service 
Commission, responding to ALEC informal complaint against Sprint 2-3 
(December 7,2001). 

H/DRM-2. Access Services Tariff, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (selected pages). 

DRM-3.  E-mail from Richard McDaniel, ALEC, to Clayton Lewis, Florida Public Service 
Commission, regarding settlement offer made to Sprint; letter to John C. Dodge, 
counsel for ALEC, to Thomas A. Grimaldi, Sprint, offering settlement (redacted). 

J/DRM-4. Sample Invoice from ALEC to BellSouth for DSO and DS 1 Installation Charges. 

K/DRM-5. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s Florida Access Services Tariff (selected 
pages). 

LDRM-6. Selected correspondence between Richard McDaniel, ALEC, and Mitch Danforth, 
of Sprint, disputing billing methodology and charges. 
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Lawmernal AfEairs 
Pat Office Box 2214 
1313 3lair Stone Road 
Tallahasseq ~323162214 
Mailstop FLTIHo0107 
Voice 820 599 1560 
Fax 8550 878 om 
SUSanmarterton@madquLsprintcom 

December 7,2001 

Mr. Clayton Lewis 
FIorida hblic Service Conpnission 
Division of Competitive Services 
Bureau of Service Quality 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: CATS 41494113 ALEC, hc. 

Dear Mr. Lewis: 

Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (hereinafter “Sprint’’) files this response to your request of 
October 29,2001 cunceming the informal complaint filed by ALEC, hc. (hereinafter 
“ALEC). 

Tn the complaint document, the FPSC staff indicates that ALEC states that Sprint is not 
acknowkdging ALEC’s Access Service Requests and will not provide Points o f  htedace. 
(Within the supporting attachments to this document, the complainant, ALEC, Inc., refers 
to their corporation using any or all of the foUowing d/b/a - ALEC, Inc., Durocom, 
MetroLink, and MetroLink Internet Services of Port St. Lucie. Sprint will refer to the 
collective complainant as ALEC in this response.) Sprint denies these accusitfiom, 
however, nothing in the documents provided gives any specific, or even general, 
allegations relating to AS& or POk to which SpMt can provide a more definitive 
response. 

The documentation attached to the Complaint and provided to Sprint by the FPSC 
appears to relate to two separate billing disputes currently outsfanding between the 
parties, both of which are embedded in non-recuning charge (NRC) billing for 
installation o f  DS1 traffic termination circuits between Sprint and ALEC. These CKCU 
were installed to terminate Sprint end users’ calls to the htemet Service Provid& 
@resumabIy MefroLink) being served by ALEC, The following response is based on 
information provided by individuals within Sprint who are knowledgeable about these 
billing issues. 

i t s  

As mkd, there are two separate billing disputes which are more mly explained below. 
In s=ay, the first issue involves t h e . q p m p ~ a ~ e ~ ~ t ~ @ a t  ALEC should apply for - - .  the --- -c.-- 
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in this case DSls. The relevant provisions of the Interconnection Agreement 
d require that ALEC apply Sprint's rates, until such h e  as ALEC files forward 

look$ng economic cost studies and estabfishes cost based rates that are approved by the 
am."mssion; and, that pursuant to the contract terms, are less than Sprint's rates. The 
second issue involves an error in the methodology applied by ALEC in calculating the 
charges which gkossly overstates the total appropriate charges due to redundant billing. 
Thus, A l E C  is billing Sprint more than once for the same facility using inappropriate 
rates. 

The first issue in the ALEC complaint involves the rate leveIs used by AI;EC in 
calculating its charges to Sprint. In Attachment W,  the Interconnection Agreement 
executed by ALEC and Sprint provides that: 

2.2.3 If CLEC provides one-hundred percent (1 00%) of the 
interconnection facility via Iease of meet-point circuits between Sprint and a third- 
p m ,  lease of third party facilities; or construction of its own facilities; CLEC may 
charge Sprint for proportionate amount based on refative usage Using the lesser of: 

2.2.3. I Sprint's dedicated interconnection rate; 
2.2.3.2 Its own costs if filed and approved by a commission of 

2.2.3.3 The actual lease cost ofthe interconnecting facility. 
appropriate jurisdiction; and 

While the provisions of the interconnection agreement are controlling, and dispositive of 
this complaint, the FCC rules on symmetrical reciprocal compensation rates are also 
relevant. The current reciprocal compensation rules are as follows: 

51.71 I Symmetrical. reciprocal compensation. 
&Rates for transport and termination of telecommunications traffic shaU be 
symmetrical, except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c). 

(1) For purposes of this subpart, symmetrical r a t s  are rates that a carrier other than 
an incumbent LEC assesses upon an incumbent LEC for transport and termination 
of tekommunications traffic equal to those that the incumbent LEC assesses upon 
the other carrier for the same services. 

(b) A state commission may establish asymmetrical rates for transport a d - '  
termination o f  telecommunications traffic only if the carrier other than the 
incumbent LEC (or the smaller of h o  incumbent LECs) proves to the state 
co"ission on the basis of a cost study using the forward-looking economic cost 
based pricing methodoIogy described in 51.505 and 51.51 1 of this part, that the 
forward-looking costs for a network efficienay configured and operated by the 
carrier other than the incumbent LEC (or the smaller of two incumbent LECs), 

2 
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exceed the costs incurred by the incumbent LEC (or the larger incumbent LEC), 
and, consequently, that such that a higher rate is justified. 

The FCC clearly intended., and the 8m Circuit Court and Supreme Court have upheld, that 
the ILEC ratesLwould be used for CLEC-EEC billing purposes. Should a CLEC wish to 
bill a aifferent (higher) rate, the cL;EC (in this case ALEC) would have to prove to a state 
utility commission that its fomard looking economic costs, and subsequent rates, are 
justifiably different fiom those of the ILEC (in this case Sprint). In the Local 
Competition Order the FCC specifically stated: 

Given the advantages of symmetrical rates, we direct states to establish presurnptive 
symmetrical rates based on the incumbent LEC's costs for transport and texmination 
of traf%c when arbitrating disputes under section 252(d)(2) and in reviewing BOC 
statements of generally available terms and conditions. If a competing local service 
provider believes that its cost will be greater than that o f  the incumbent LEC for 
tmsport and texmination, then it must submit a forward-looking economic cost 
study to rebut this presumptive symmetrical rate. In that case, we direct state 
"missions, when arbitrating interconnection arrangements, to depart &om 
symmetrical rates only if they find that the costs of efficiently configured and 
operated systems are not symmetrical and justify a Mixent compensation rate. Xn 
doing so, however, state commissions must give fbll and fair effect to the economic 
costing methodology we set forth in this order, and create a factual record, 
including the cost study, sufEcient for purposes of review after notice and 
opportunity for the afffected parties to participate. In the absence of such a cost 
study justifying a departure from the presumption of symmetrical compensation, 
reciprocal compensation for the transport and termination of trafiic s h d  be based 
on the incumbent local exchange canieis cost studies. First Report and Order, 
yiosg. 

h an e-mail sent October 24,2001 fiom Richard McDaniel (Durocom), to Mitch 
Ddorth (Sprint) provided as Attachment 2, Mr. McDaniel asserts that for the rates 
reflected in ALEC's bill to Sprint: 

". ..the tariff is filed with the Florida Commission and becomes effective the next day 
after filing. The tariff was originally filed on January 14,2001 and effective on the 
15*. We [made] some changes to some of the sheets and added some idionnation 
(text changes) and filed those on September 10,2001 with and (sp.) effkztivi5 date of 
the 11'. We have not and are not required to file cost based tariffs as a CLEC. Most 
of o w  [rates] are market based since we are a CLEC." 

T i  other words, Metrolink filed a price sheet, not the required forward-looking economic 
cost-based rates with supporting cost studies, with the FPSC. In order to exercise its 
rights under the contract provision 2.2.3.2 of Attachment IV and consistent with thc FCC 

3 
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symmetrical compensation rules, the C E C  must submit cost-based rates for Commission 
approval before they can be appIied in lieu of Sprint’s rates as set forth in the 
interconnection agreement. Furthemore, pursuant to paragraph 2.2.3 of the parties’ 
lnterconne&on Agreement cited above, even if ALEC were to submit cost-based rates 
they could only be charged if they were less than the rates charged by Sprint. 

1 

The second issue, andbyfdargestpoaion of the bill being disputed by+Sprint involves 
t€i&ippl&tion ofkates by ALEC in ?heinstallationafthe cixui@-It appears, from 
Attachment I, that Sprint ordered eight (8) new DS1 s on this particular order. On the 
ALEC invoice for the applicable non-recurring charges, there was one Service Order 
charge (amount to be discussed later), there was a charge for one (1) Initial DSI Local 
Channel installation, and thkre were charges for seven (7) Additional DS I Local Channel 
installations. These charges total $4,355.78, of the invoice total of $55,503.78. The truly 
outrageous billing ($51,148) occurs as ALIEC, in the next two line items, attempts to 
charge Sprint for the 192 FGD (Feature Group D) trunks derived fiom those same eight 
DS1 s. Not only is this algorithm directly opposed to standard telecommunications billing 
practices, it defies all common logic. 

-5 ----- _---.\ -___ -- 

Applying the billing logic used by ALEC above, no circuit would ever be ordered at 
greater than a DSO or Voice Grade level. Imagine the eEmt on a telecommunications 
carrier ordering a common DS3 circuit. Were ALEC the supplier, the purchaser would 
receive bills for NIcCs for: 1 DS3 circuit, 28 DSl circuits, and finally, 672 Voice Grade 
circuits, effectively paying three separate times for each derived voice t”ission 
channel. Using the rates charged by ALEC, the total non-recurring charges would be the 
incredible sum of $191,480.41 plus the actual NRC for the DS3, as that price isn’t quoted 
on this particular ALEC invoice. This charge is in lieu of a Sprint non-recurring charge 
for the same DS3 circuit fiom the Sprint Florida Intrastate Access Service Tariff of $40. 

To conclude the discussion on this portion of the complaint, redundant billing for derived 
circuits on dedicated high capacity circuits is flagrantly incorrect and the WSC should 
order ALEC to cease such practices. Sprint avers that the entire $51,148 of the amount 
on Attachment 1 is invalid. Sprint requests that ALEC’s illogical billing methodology be 
rejected and associated amounts removed fiom all outstanding m C  invoices to SprinL 

In light of this discussion, the prices that Metrolink may properly assess Sprint for 
interconnection facilities (including that for a Service Order} are the prices set forth in the 
SpridALEC Master Interconnection and Resale Agreement. Those prices were used to 
derive the amounts actually paid by Sprint on the disputed bills, Sprint re-rated the 
U C  invoice provided as Attachment 1 using the appropriate rates fbm the -: 
SprinVALEC Master Interconnection and Resale Agreement, resulting in a corrected non- 
recurring charge total of $1,806.14. This amount is shown as paid on the ALEC 
spreadsheet of invoices to Sprint (Attachent 3), as the $1,806.14 credit toward the 
$55,503.78 invoice. 

-. 

4 
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Sprint requests that the FPSC affirm that the rates set forth in the agreement are the 
applicable rates for ALEC to bill Sprint in the instance where ALEC “price-sheet” rates 
conflict with those in the SprinVALEC interconnection agreement. These rates should 
apply unless or until ALEC provides forward looking economic cost studies to establish 
cost-based rates which are approved by the Florida Public Service Commission and the 
agreement is amended to recognize these rates as the appScable rates, 

Sincerely, 

i 

Susan S. Masterton 

cc: ALEC,hc. 
Mitch Danforth 
Janette Luehring 
Jeff Caswell 

5 
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By: F. E. Poag. Director 
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Second Revised Page 138 
Cancels First Revised Page I38 

1 Effective: January 19,2001 

E6. SWITCHED ACCESS SERVICE 

E6.8 Rates and Charg2.s (Cont'd) 

E6.8.2 Switched Transport (Cont'd) 

E In stallation (MI 

Nunrecurring Charge Rate 

- Per Trunk or line 

Common Transport Trunk Group Performance Data Report - United Tefeohone 

$300.00 

F. 

N an recu rri ng Charge Rate 
- Per Magnetic 
- Other Media 

$5U.O0 
IC8 

E. Network Blocking Charge, (Applies to FGD) 

- Per Call Blocked $ I0080 

H. Nonchargeable Optional Features 

1. Supervisory Signaling 

a. DX Supervisory Signaling arrangement - Per Transmission Path' 

b. SF Supervisory Signaling - Per Transmission Path2 

c .  E&M Type 1 Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission Path' 

d .  E&M Type II Supervisory Signaling arrangemen! 
- Per Transmission Path' 

e. E&M Type I I I  Supervisory Signaling - Per Transmission Path3 

f. Tandem Supervisory Signaling 
- Per Transmission Pa th4 

Note 
Elate 

' AvaiIable with Intorface Groups 1 and 2. 
Available with lnkrface Groups 2 ,6  and 9. 

P m 3  
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JOHN C .  DODGE 

DIRECT DIAL 

JDODGE@CRBLAW. COM 

A D M ~ D  fN DC AND ME. MA 

20 2-0 E 8-980 5 

COLE, RAYWID E;c BRAVERMAN, L.L.P. 
ATTORNElS AT LAW 

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W., S U E  200 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006-3458 

TELEPHONE (202) 659-9750 
FAX (202) 452-0067 

WWW . CR LAW. COM 

J OS ANGEI ES 0 FFICE 

EL SEGUNOO, CALIFORNIA 00245-4200 
lkLEPHOHL (310) 643-7999 

FAX (310) 643-7997 

23e 1 ROSECRANI AVENUE. s u m  110 

I January 30,2002 

VIA EMAIL AND FACSIMILE 

Thomas A. Grimaldi 
General Attorney 
Sprint 
5455 West 1 loth Street 
Overland Park, KS 6621 1 

Re: Planned Enforcement Action of ALEC, Inc. Against Sprint, Inc. for Non- 
Payment of Reciprocal compensation Owed ALEC 

Dear Mr. Grimaldi: 

My client, Duro Communications Corporation (“Dwo” - owner of ALEC, Inc.) has 
instructed me to transmit to you Duro’s offer to settle the above-referenced matter as regards 
both North Carolina and Florida. This offer expires at 11:OO a.m. (E.S.T) on Friday, February 
lS‘, 2002. 

As you are aware, Duro believes that Sprint owes Duro a total of -through 
January 18, 2002 pursuant to the parties’ interconnection agreements in North Carolina and 
Florida. The amount owed includes R- for the cost of transporting Sprint-originated 
traffic to ALEC’s switch in North Carolina and -for the transport and termination 
of such traffic in Florida. In the interest of avoiding lengthy, resource-consuming and potentially 
expensive litigation to pursue its claims, Duro is willing to settle these matters for the gross sum 
of , such amount to be wired to Duro within ten (1 0) business days of the execution 
of a settlement agreement. A brief description of the basis for Duro’s settlement offer follows. 

North Carolina 

1. Duro agrees to reduce the payment owed by Sprint f i o m w o  
2. Sprint agrees to waive termination liability on circuits where Sprint had charged access 

rates, thereby reducing Duro’s payment to Interconnection Agreement rate. Duro agrees 
to bill Sprint the Interconnection Agreement rate (Table One North Carolina Price Sheets 
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Mr. Thomas Grimaldi 
January 30,2002 
Page 2 

[United and Centel] Transport Section) for all circuits currently being billed to ALEC at 
the Sprint Access Tariff rate; 

3. Sprint agrees to pay dedicated transport for all reciprocal trunks ordered pursuant to the 
parties’ interconnection agreements; and 

4. Duro accepts lQOl cap on minutes. 

Florida 

Duro agrees to reduce the payment owed by Sprint as follows: 

I 1 TOTAL 

Assumptions: 

1. Duro used the Interconnection Agreement Transport rates (Table One Florida Price 
Sheets (Transport Section)), in lieu of ALEC’s or Sprint’s Access Tariff rates, both of 
which would result in greater liability; 

2. Sprint agrees to pay MOUs through January 2002 at the Interconnection Agreement rate 
(see Item 3 below); 

3. The carriers’ relationship began in November 2000 when ALEC requested DS3 interface. 
Orders were placed and Sprint advised ALEC the interface had to be at DS1 level. ALEC 
had to place new orders and service was thereby delayed. Thus, Duro believes it fair and 
reasonable to use 4401 as a more representative benchmark to cap MOUs; 

4. Sprint agrees to pay dedicated transport at the current Interconnection Agreement 
(Transport Section) rate. 

Duro also proffers that the parties extend their current interconnection agreements to 
coincide with the Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC”) ISP Remand Order ‘and its 
intercarrier compensation timeline.* This would tie rates to whatever is current governing law, 
thereby adding certainty to the relationship. 

If you wish to respond to this settlement offer, you may contact the undersigned, or you 
or any Sprint representative may contact Mr. Richard McDaniel, who can be reached on (706) 
467-0661, or by email at dmcdaniel@volaris.com. 

In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 
1996, Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Trafic, Order on Remand and Report and Order, CC Docket NOS. 
96-98,99-68 (rel. Apr. 27, 2001) 

I .  at 7 78 (the intercarrier compensation regime extends to December 3 1,2003 or until fixher FCC action, 
whichever is later). 

1 

2 

FXNAL VERSION SETTLEMENT OFFER TO SPRINT2.DOC 
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Sincerely, 

John C. Dodge 

Counsel for Duro Communications Corp. and 
ALEC, Inc. L 

cc: Mr. Rick Moses, Florida Public Service Commission (redacted) 
Mr. Dan Long, North Carolina Utilities Commission (redacted) 
Mr. Philip Patete, Duro Communications Corp. 
Mr. Richard McDaniel, Duro Communications Corp. 

(3 FINAL VERSION SETTLEMENT OFFER TO SPRMT2.DOC 
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From "Richard McDaniel" <dmcdarW@voIaris.com> 
To: 4 e v i s @  psc.sta te.n .us> 
Sent Friday, December 14,2001 2 : s  PM 
Subject Sprint compldnt 

Clayton: I did call Phil (my boss) aher our call. He was expecting a conference call in a few rrdnutes but we briefly tafked 
about being willing to negotiate. As I mentioned, we should be Alling to agree to the contract rates for DSls and not till them 
our tariff rates. Even  on the DSO installs we w u l d  be willing to agree to their tariff rates for trunk installalion. Of course we 
would pay ihese same amur& fw trunks that handle our transit bcaffic. We do not have many of these at this time but are 
planning on getfing more into the originating of traffic next year. We will probably start with our own company originating 
needs first and make Sure we can order and handle all that before we go after our potential customers. 

Phirs -11 came in before we were finished and he called me back about 1230 and 1 was at lunch. I have tried him a couple 
limes but have not been able to reach him. Hopefully can talk witb him and you later this aftemoon. If not the first thing on 
Monday. At this time our preference is to try to settle without the arbitration but if Sprint is not willing, then I guess that is our 
only recourse i have talked with John Clayton (Sprint) via email and he is suppose to call me back about 330 PM. 

=chard McDanid 
d mcdani el@volans.com 
Office 706 467 0661 
Fax 397562132 
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Invoice Date 5/22/2002 
Due Date 2/28/2002 
Order No. NFNF0711301131E 

Address 

Phone 

600 N. 9th Street, 7th Floor 
Birmingham, AL 35203 

- Q t y  
1 

3 

1 

95 

Please remit payment to: 

Metrolink 
Attn: Chris Roberson 
121 1 Semoran Blvd, Ste 295 
Casselberry, FL 32707 

Description Unit Price TOTAL 
DS1 Local Channel Installation (initial) $866.97 $866.97 
Initial PON-NFNF0711301131 E 

DSI Local Channel Installation $486.83 $1,460.49 
Remainder of order PON-NFNFO711301131 E 

FGD Trunk Installation USOC: TPP++ $915.00 $915.00 
Initial PON-NFNF0711301131 E 

FGD Trunk fnstallation USOC: TPP++ $1 00.00 $9,500.00 
Remainder of order PON-NFNF0711301131 E 

Installed for Metrolink on 1/10/02 

, 

End Office NSBHFLMADSO 
S u bTo tal $ I 2 , 742.46 

TOTAL 

Office Use Only 

L I 

Balances not paid by the due date will be subject to late fees. 
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ACCESS SERVICES TARIFF 

E6. BELLSOUTH SWA SERVICE 
E6.7 Rate Regulations (Cont'd) 

Original Page 107.3 

EFFECTIVE: January 6,1999 
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E6.7.26 Channels For Use With BellSouth Managed Shared Ring Service 
A. Rates and charges as specified in E6.8.1 following apply on a per Off-Net BellSouth Managed Shared Ring service DS1 or 

DS3 basis, as applicable. The minimum service period for each Off-Net DS1 or DS3 BellSouth Managed Shared Ring service 
channel is four months. The rates and charges for Common Transport are in addition to the Off-Net BellSouth Managed 
Shared Ring service channel rates and charges. 
BellSouth Managed Shared Ring service is available in the BellSouth Telecommuniocations, Inc. Tariff F.C.C. No.1 under 
commitment plans as follows: Month-to-Month, Plan A (36 Months), or Plan B (60 Months). Month-to-Month rates are only 
available upon completion of a Plan A or Plan B commitment plan. Upon the completion of a Plan A or Plan B commitment 
period, the customer must establish a new commitment plan or billing will be changed to month-to-month. The rates in this 
Tariff for channels for use with BellSouth Managed Shared Ring service will be based on time period for the commitment plan 
established for the service in the BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Tariff F.C.C. No. 1, 
The rates for channels for use with BellSouth Managed Shared Ring service commitment plans are stabilized for the length of 
the plan selected for the service arrangement in the interstate tariff and are exempt from Telephone Company initiated 
increases, however, decreases will automatically flow through to the customer. 

B. 

C. 



BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

FLORIDA 
ISSUED: September 25,2000 
BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL 

Miami, Florida 

OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ 

ACCESS SERVICES TARIFF 

E6. BELLSOUTH SWA SERVICE 
E6.8 Rates and Charges 
E6.8.1 BellSouth SWA Transport 

A. Switched Local Channel - per Local Channel 
1.  BellSouth SWA VG 

Monthly Rate 
Rate Rate Rate 

Zone1 Zone2 Zone3  
(a) Two-Wire' $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 
(b) Four-Wire 45.24 45.24 45.24 

(a) 1.544 Mbps 133.8 1 133.81 133.81 
2. BellSouth SWA DS 1 Service 

3. BellSouth SWA DS3 Service 

4. End-Office Based Private Network 
(a) 44.736Mbps 2,100.00 2,100.00 2,100.00 

Monthly Rate 
Rate Rate 

Zone 1 Zone 2 
(a) Per Local Channel $4.75 34.75 

B. Switched Interoffice Channel - BellSouth SWA Dedicated Transport 
1. BellSouth SWA VG 

(a) Permile 1.90 1.90 
(b) Facility Termination 23.30 23.30 

2. BellSouth SWA DSO - 56/64 Kbps 

(a) Per mile 3.95 3.95 
(b) Facility Termination 38.37 38.37 

(a) Per mile 16.75 16.75 
3. BellSouth SWA DS 1 - 1 .S44 Mbps 

(b) Facility Termination 59.75 59.7s 

(6) Facility Termination 1,200.00 1,200.00 

4. BellSouth SWA DS3 - 44.736 Mbps 
(a) Permile 175.00 175.00 

Second Revised Page 108 
Cancels First Revised Page IO8 

EFFECTIVE: October 25,2000 
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Nonrecurring Charge 
First Additional 

S308.95 $119.49 
314.69 125.19 

866.97 486.83 

870.50 427.83 

Rate Nonrecurring 
Zone 3 Charge 
$4.75 S18.43 

1.90 
23.30 79.85 

3.95 
38.37 24.01 

16.75 
59.75 100.49 

175.00 
1,200.00 67.19 

usoc 
TEFVZ 
TEFV4 

TEFHG 

TEFHJ 

usoc 
TEFHK 

1 L5NF 
NA 

ILSNK 
NA 

lL5NL 
NA 

1LSNM 
NA 



I I OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION. RELEASED BY BSTHQ 

ACCESS SERVICES TARIFF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNTCATIONS, MC. 

FLORIDA 
ISSUED: July 27,2001 
BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL 

Miami, Florida 

E6. BELLSOUTH SWA ACCESS SERVICE 
E6.8 Rates and Charges (Cont'd) 
E6.8.1 BellSouth SWA: Transport (Cont'd) 
C. Switched Interoffice Channel - BellSouth SWA Common Transport 

1. Per Mile 

(a) Zone 1 ; 
(b) Zone2 
(c) Zone 3 

2. Facilities Termination 
(a) Zone 1 
(b) Zone2 
(c) Zone 3 

3. BellSouth SWA Common Transport 

(a) DS3 to DS 1 Multiplexer Per Access Minute of Use 
I). Access Tandem Switching 

1. Premium 

2. 
(a) Per Access Minute 

Dedicated Tandem Trunk Port Service 

(a) 
(b) 

Per dedicated DSONG trunk port required 
Per dedicated DS 1 trunk port required 

E. Interconnection 
1. BellSouth 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Per originating transport-provided access minute of use 
-Premium 
Per terminating transport-provided access minute of use 
-Premium 
Per originating non-transport provided access minute of use 
-Premium 
Per terminating non-transport provided access minute of use 
-Premium 

2. ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc. 
(a) Rate 

Rate 
Per Access 

Minute 
S.00004 
.00004 
.00004 

.00036 
,00036 
.00036 

,000387 

.000500 

MonthIy 
Rate 
$9.47 
139.98 

Fourth Revised Page 109 
Cancels Third Revised Page 109 

EFFECTIVE: August 26,200 1 
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Per Access Minute 
%.000000 

.oooooo 

.oooooo 

.oooooo 

.01552 

usoc 
NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

usoc 
TDWOP 
TDWlP 

usoc 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 



OFFICIAL. APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ 

ACCESS SERVICES TARIFF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

FLORIDA 
ISSUED: January 18,2002 
BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL 

Miami, Florida 

E6. BELLSOUTH SWA SERVICE 
E6.8 Rates and Charges (Cont'd) 

E6.8,l BellSouth SWA Transport (Cont'd) 
F. Installation of New Service 

1. Line Side Service 

Fifth Revised Page 1 10 
Cancels Fourth Revised Page 1 10 

EFFECTIVE: February 17,2002 
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(a) Per Line 
(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Per Inward Only BellSouth SWA 
LSBSA Line for DID Service 
Per Two-way BellSouth SWA LSBSA 
Line for DIDDOD Service 
Per BellSouth SWA LSBSA Line with 
Answer Supervision 

2. Trunk Side Service 
(a) Per Trunk 

G. Network Blocking Charge' 
1. Nonrecurring Charge 

(a) Per Call Blocked 
H. Optional Features 

1. Supervisory Signaling 
a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Nonrecurring Charge Monthly 
First Additional Rate 

285.00 263.00 
S285.00 $263.00 S- 

285.00 263.00 

285.00 263.00 

9 15.00 263.00 

Rate 
S.0080 

DX Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission PathZ 
SF Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission Path3 
E&M Type 1 Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission Path2 
E&M Type I1 Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission Path2 
E&M Type IIT Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission Path4 
Tandem Supervisory Signaling arrangement 
- Per Transmission Path4 

Note 1: 
Note 2: 
Note 3: 

Applies to BellSouth SWA FGD and BellSouth SWA TSBSA 3 
Available with Interface Groups 1 and 2. 
Available with Interface Groups 2,6 andor 9. 

usoc 
T P P U  
TPP+l 

TPP+2 

TPP+3 

T P P U  

usoc 
NA 

Note4: 

Note 5: 

Available with Interface Groups 1 and 2 for BellSouth SWA FGC, BellSouth SWA FGD, 
BellSouth SWA TSBSA 2 and TSBSA 3. 
Available with Interface Group 2 for BellSouth SWA FGA and BellSouth SWA LSBSA. 

*.,I 1 
Material previously +g on this page now appears on pge(s)115 of this section. 
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Mitch Dado& 
SpMt - LTR Access Verification 
Manager 
Phone (913) 433-1180 
Fax (9 13)433-1908 
mit cli . dan forth @m ai I. sp r" t . c om 

-Wginal Message--- 
From: rmcdaniel [mailto:mcdanief@durocom.com] 
Sent Wednesday, October 24,2001 1:48 PM 
To: Dado&, Mitchell S. 
Cc: rmcdaniel; Clayton, John W.; Stickel, Alison R 
Subject: Re: ALECMetroLink Ta&in Florida and contract 

lmguage regarding tarZf versus coneact control 

1 

Mitch S o y  for the delay in responding. I am working out 
of my office 
~ & y  with another employee in the Atlanta area. In response 
to your 
questions, the tariff is f led with the Florida Commission 
and becomes 
effective the next day after f ihg.  The tariff was 
originally filed on 
January 14,2001 and effective on the 15th. We some changes 
to some of the 
sheets and added some information (text changes) and fled 
.those on 
September 10,2001 with and effective date of the 1 Ith. 

W e  have not and are not required to filed cost based tariffs 
as a CLEC. Most 
of oufs are market based since we are a CLEC. Based upon 
yom section of the 
Agreement you provided and 1 have quoted to Alison, it 
appears we should be 
able to bill you for the installs based upon our approved 
t a a  sprint 
does charge for some DSO installs I believe. It is also in 
your access 
tariffjust as it is in our t a s .  If you do not mind 
please review this 
m e  more h e  and then ifyou come up with the same, we will 
decide what we 
have to do. I believe our options are to f3e with the 
commjission as you 
have not officially put this billing in a billing dispute 
situation, Thanks 
for your patience and help in trying to resolve this issue. 

Page 1 of21 

As Iunderstsmd your current response for the DSls we are 
being billed over 
---I - * -L.L . 

r. 

1 
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regarding tariffversus contract mtml 

€€as the tariffthat you provided to me been approved by the 
Florida 
commiSiOn, or only filedwith them? Is the pricing cost 
based? In 
attachemnt IV section 2.2.3 of the interconnection agreement 
it states 
that 'CLEC may charge Sprint. . the lesser of: I)  Sprints 
dedicated 
intercannedon rate, 2) Its own COGS filed and approved by 
&e 
c o d s s i m ,  or 3) the actual lease cost of the 
interconnecting 
facility. Since Sprint does not bill a DSO install rate 
neither can the 
CLEC. Sprint does not believe that the DSO install charges 
are valid, 
or that the instdl charges on the DSl's above the contract 
rate are 
valid We will continue authorize payment based on the 
Contract 
language and rates. 

Mitch DanfoTth 
(913)433-1180 

--Original Message--- 
From: mcdaniel [mdto:rmcdaniel@durocom.comJ 
Sent Tuesday, October 23,2001 11337 AM 
To: Ddoth,  Mitchell S. 
Cc: rmcdmiel; rmcdaniel 
Subject: ALECMetroLd Tariffin Florida and contract 

regarding tarifbersus contract control 
h w w e  

Mitch: I had to get the latest tarifffkom our Regulatory 

did look in the contract and copied the first page of 

contract. Please refer to 1.4. This specficdy 

Sprint provides to CLEC which are your aunks to 

traffic. h states the tariff controls. This is talking 

person. I 

Part €3 of the 

addresses services 

terminate Sprint 

about the - I . --I . I * a *  . 
2 



I L 

going to 

mgydSO 

our feet a 

Cathy. We 

want to 

potentially have to 

change the name again. It may be a ALEC dba ..... but it 

have to be a 111 name change. So we have been dragging 

little to see what the new name will be before contacting 

jus& went through a p a w  process with BellSouth so we 

avoid that with you d ifpossible now that we 

do It again with BeU. 

Call me if you want to discuss th6 tarif€ or contract or 

situation. 
name 

Docket No. 020099-TP 
Exhibit LIDRM-6 
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Richard McDaniel 
nncdaniel@durocom.com 
UfEce 706 467 0661 
Fax 509 756 2132 
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Richard McDaniel d 

From: 
To: ~rmcdaniel@ciumm.com> 
Sent: 
Attack BDY.RtF 
Subject: F W  Disputdssues 

4 ITCH. DAN FORTH @ mail .sprint corn 

Thursday, October 18,2001 I 1  57  AM 

i 

Richard - The dispute for the Metrolink install charges is based on 
charges billed at your W r a t e  and should be billed at the contract 
rate. Sprint bas issued payment based on the contract. Chris has not 
addressed the dispute yet. 

Mitch D d d  
Sprint - LTD Access Verification 
Manager 
Phone (913)433-1180 
Fax (913)433-190S 
mi tcli. dan fortli.n@ail spin t . com 

t 

From Stickel, Alison R 
Sent Thursday, October 18,2001 1150 AM 
To: Danfo~th, Mitchell S. 
Subject: FW: D i s p e s u e s  

From Stickel, Alison R 
Sent Monday, August 20,2001 5:04 P M  
To= 'croberson@,durocom.com' 
Subject Dispute/lssues 

At this time payments are being processed on Gietel. invoices: 

T200107-3, T200108-3, T200107-2 and T200108-2. I will be disputing 
TZOO107-1 and T200f08-1. You stated that these charges were to recoup 
Getel's cost of meeting Sprint at the POI and per attachment 4, Section 
2.1 Each party is responsible for bringing their facilities to the POI. 
I briefly discussed these charges with Richard McDaniel and am going to 
look at these firrther. However, at this time I cannot validate these 
charges to issue payment 

As far Metrolink I have validated all of the DS 1's against the ASR's. 

(4 
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Richard McDaniel 

From Wchard McDanW <rmcdardel$duroa"com> 
TO: <mitch.danforth~maiI.sprint.~m> 
Cc= 'Richard M c h i  el" <rmcdani el @durocum. corn> 
Sent Tuesday, October 23,2001 11 :06 AM 
Attach: ALEC FL Access Tariff #2 mod2.doc; PART B florida Agreement.doc 
Subject ALECMetroLink Tariff in Florida and contract language regarding tariff versus contract control 

Mi&: 1 had to get the latest tariff from our Regulatory person. I did look in the contract and copied the first page of Part 8 of 
the contract Please refer to 1.4. This spedfically addresses services Sprint provides to CLEC which are your trunks to 
terminale Sprint traffic. It states the tariff controls. This is talldng about the Sprint tariff but should be reciprocal. 

As infomation, *en we shrted the project in Florida, we were in the process of changing the CLEC name to ALEC. The 
Sprint Account team said we should use the exsting name which was Metrolink We have completed the name change and 
the contract and tariff is in the name of ALEC. We will work with Cathy to get what paper work needs to be done if we need to 
change the project from Metrotink to ALEC. 
It has not been officially announced but we are probably going to change the name again. It may be a ALEC dba ..... but it 
may also have to be a fuli name change. So we have been dragging our feet a little to see what the new name will be before 
contacting Cathy. We just went through a painful process with BellSouth so we want to avoid that with you ail if possible now 
that we potentially have to do it again With Bell. 

Call me if you want to discuss the tariff or contract or name situation. 

Richard McDaniel 
rmcd a ni el @d urocom . com 
Oflice 706 467 0661 
Fax 5097562132 
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L 
II. 
III. 
Iv. 
V. 
VI. 

PART B- GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Price Schedule 
Local Resale 
Network Elements 
Interconnection 
Interim Number Portability 
Local Number PortabW 

z SCOPE OF THIS AGREEMENT 
1.1- This Agreement, including Parts A, B, and Attachments I through Vm, spe&& 

the rights and obligations of each party with respect to the establishment, 
purchase, and sale of Local Interconnection, resale of Te1eco"unicathns 
Senices and Unbundled Network Elements. Certam terms used in this Agreement 
shall have the meanings defbed m PART A -- DEFINITIONS, or as otherwise 
elsewhere dehed throughout this Agreement. Other terms used but not deked 
herein will have $he meanings ascribed to them m the Act, m the FCC's, and in 
the ComnGssion's Rules and Regulations. PART B sets forth the general terms 
and conditions governing this Agreement. The attachments set forth, among other 
things, descriptions of the services, pricing, technical and business requirements, 
and physical and network security requirements. 

- 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 

tvn. I General Business Recluk"ns 1 
I Vm. I Reporting Standards I 

1.2. Sprint shall not discontinue any mtercomection arrangement, 
Telecommunications Service, or Network Element provided or required 
hereunder without providing CLEC thirty (30) days prior written notice of such 
discontinuation of such sewice, element or arrangement. Sprint agrees to 
cooperate with CLEC and/or the appropriate regulatory body with any transition 
resulting fiom such discontinuation of service and to "bE the impact to 
customers which may result from such discontinuance of service. 

Sprint shaU provide notice ofnetwork changes and upgrades in accordance with 
30 51.325 through 51.335 of Title 47 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations. 

The sewices and facilities to be provided to CLEC by Sprint in satisfiction of this 
Agreement may be provided pursuant to Sprint tariffs and then currenf practices. 
Should there be a connict between the terms of this Agreement and any such 
t a r E  and practices, the terms of the tariff shall control to the extent allowed by 
law or Commission order. 

1.3. 

1.4. 

Z REGULATORY APPROVALS 
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ALEC,INC 

FLORIDA T m  NO. 2 

INJXASTATE ACCESS RATE SHEET 

Issued. J m w  10,2001 Effective January 15.2001 
James hckett - Chief Technical CHicer 

121 1 Semoran Blvd, Suite 217 
Casselberry, Florida 32707 
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ALEC, XNC 

._ -. - *  
; .F? I 1. APPLICATION OF TARIFF . I  

Tlds tari!T cotlfaitls regulations, rates and charges applicable to the ~ddsim -s ScNices by 
Az;EC, hc. to customers. 

.;r p n  i 

The provision of service by AUC, Inc. as set forth in this W d a s  not constitute a j&t 
Imderkddg with the customer for the furnishing &any seMce. 

2 UNDERTAKINGOF THE COMPANY 

The cornparry shall €x responsibk only for the installation, operation and maintenance of setvice 
Which it provides and does not undertake to transmit messages under this tariff. 

Services provided undek this tariff are provided 24 hours a day, seven days per week, unless 
Otherwise specified in this tarif€ 

Issued. January 15.2001 E$ective Januarv 15.2001 
James Puckett - Chief Technical Officer 

121 1 Semoran Blvd, Suite 217 
CasseIberry, Florida 32707 



3. RATEsANDcKARas 

3.1. Service order Noarecurring Charges 
Access Order Charge 
Service Date C h g e  Charge 
Design Change Charge 

L 

3.2 Switched Local Channel per Local Channel 
Voice Grade 2 - W k  
Voie Grade &Wire 
High chpciqDS1 
High C;rpacityDS3 

3.3. Trunk Activation (FG-ID) 
Line Side Service, Per Line 
Trunk Si& Service, Per Trunk or 
Signaling Cotmection 

3.4. Local Channel 
Per Point af Termination 

Voice 
TwwWixe 
Four-Wire ‘ 

TmWire 
Four-Wire 

Data 

3.5. IntenSce Channel 
All Mileage Bands 

Per Mile 
Fixed Monthly Charge 

Monthly 
a!B?t!2 

$25.00 
$45.24 

$133.82 
$2 100.00 

c 

- 

$26.00 
$3 8.00 

$30.00 
$39.00 

- 
$1.65 
$30.00 

NOl.UWU&t#X€iyffe 
$81.00 
$30.00 
$30.00 

$308.95 $1 19.49 
$3 14.69 $125.19 
$866.97 W86.83 
$870.50 $427.88 

$285.00 $263.00 

$915.00 $263.00 

$270.00 $100.00 
$275.00 $105.00 

$295.00 $120.00 
$300.00 $125.00 

NonrecurringCharge 
Per Channel 

$87.00 - 

Tea has been moved to pa& 4. 

Isswd: September 10.2001 EEective September 11.2001 
Phil Mete - Chief Technical Officer 

1211 Semoran Blvd, Suite 217 
Casselbeny, Florida 32707 



3. RATES AM3 CECAFEES (Cont'd) 

3.6. Switched Intera&ce Channel 
Voice Grade (2 or 4 Wire) 
' PerMile 

Facility Termitlation 

DSO - 56/64 
Per Mile 
FacilityTermination 

1.544 Mbps 6 S l )  
Per Mile 
Facility Termidan 

44.736 Mbps @S3) 
Per Mile 
Facility Termination 

3.7. LocalTransport 
Tandem Switched Transport 

Tandem Switched Facility 
Per Access Minute Per Mile 

Tandem Switched 
Per Access Minute Per Termination 

Tandem Switching 
Per Access Minute Per Tandem 

Locaz TransprtFacility 
Per Access Minute Per Mile 

L a d  Transport Termination 
Per AccessMinute 

Residual Inte"tion Charge 
Per Access Minute 

3.8. EndOf€ice 
Locat Switching Per Access Minute 
fnfomtion SurchargePer Access Minute 

3.9. Carrier Corumon Line 
Originsting Per Minute af Use 
Temliuating, Per Mhute of Use ' 

Text has been m d  from p g e  3. 

Monthly 
Cwf42 

$1.90 
$23.20 

$3.95 
$38.37 

$16.75 
$59.75 

$1 75.00 
$1200.00 

$0.000156 

$0.000722 

$0.000990 

$0.000187 

$0.001470 

$0.013 179 

$O.MlZOo 
$O.OOO267 

$0.007600 
$0.007600 

- 
$79.85 

c 

$24.01 

$1 00.49 

L 

$67.19 0 

hlld sqlt ember 10.2001 EI3ective September 11.2001 
Phil mete - Chief Technical Officer 

121 1 Semoran Bhd, Suite 21 7 
Casselbeny, Plcnida 32707 
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!t +. .J 
Richard McDaniel 

From <MITCH.DANFORTHt@maiI.spn'nt"> -- 
TQ: <rmcdaniel@durocom.com> 
Ce: <John.Ctayton~mail.spn'ntcom>; ~lison.stickel~mail.sprint.~m> 
Sent 
Attach: BDY.RTF 
Subject 

Tuesday, O&er 23,2001 3% PM 

RE: ALEClMetrolink Tariff in Florida and amtract language regarding tariff versus contract control 

Has the tariffthat you provided to me been approved by the Florida 
Commisian, or only Bed with them? Is the pricing cost based? In 
attacbemnt IV section 2.2.3 of the hterconhwtkm agreement it states 
that 'CLEC may charge Sprint. . the lesser of: 1) Sprint's dedicated 
interconnection rate, 2) Its o m  costs filed and approved by the 
commission, or 3) the actual lease cost of the interconnecting 
facility. Since Sprint does not bill a DSO install'rate neither can the 
CLEC. Sprint does not believe that the DSO instdl charges are valid, 
or that the install charges on the DSl's above the contract rate are 
valid. We will conhue aufhoTize payment based on the contract 
language and rates. 

Mitch Ddo& 
(913) 433-1 180 

-original Message- 
From: rmcdaniel [m~~~:rmcdaniel@durocom.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23,2001 lk07 AM 
To: Danf'orth, Mitchell S, 
Cc: mcdaniel; rmcdaniel 
Subject ALECLMetroLitik Tariffin Florida and contract language 
regardhg tariffversus contract control 

Mitck I had to get the latest tariff fiom OUT Regulatory person. I 
did look In the contract and copied the first page of Part B of the 
contract. Please refer to 1.4. This specifically addresses services 
Sprint provides to CLEC which are your trunks to tenninate Sprint 
trdEc. It states the tariffcontrols. "his is talldng about the 
Sprint tariffbut &odd be reciprocal. 

A s  information, when we started the project in Florida, we were in 
the process of changing the CLEC name to ALEC. The Sprint Account 
team said we &odduse the existing name which was MetroLink. We 
have completed the name change and the contract and tariff is in the 
name of ALEC. We will work with Cathy to get what paper work needs to 
be done ifwe need to change the project fhm MetroLink to ALEC. 
It has not been officially announced but we are probably going to 
change the name again. It may be a ALEC dba ..... but it may also 
I * m  c u  m m .  
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Richard McDaniel L 

, '  

f r o m  "Richard McDaniel" <rmcdaniel@durocom.com> 

CC <John.Clayton~m~I.sprintcom>; <alissn.sti~et~mail.sprint.arm> 
Sent 
Subject 

To: <M ITCH. DAN FORTH$mai I .spn nt corn> * ,  

Wednesday, October 24,2001 1 :48 PM 
Re: ALECNIetrotink Tariff in Florida and contract language regarding tatiff versus a n k t  wnW 

I 

Mitch: Sorry for the delay in responding. I am worhg out of my office 
today wjth another employee i~ the Atlanta area. In response to your 
questions, the tariff is filed with the Florida Commission and becomes 
efftxtbe the next day after filing. The tariffwas oigkauy fled cm 
January 14,2001 and effective on the 15th.7We some changes to some of the 
sheets and added some information (text ch'anges) and filed those on 
September 10,2001 with and effective date of the 1 lth. 

We have not and are not required to filed cost based tariffs as a CLEC, Most 
of ours are market based since we are a CLEC. Based upon your section of the 
Agreement you provided and I have quoted to Alison, it appears we should be 
able to bill you for the installs based upon our approved tarifK Sprint 
does charge for some DSO installs I believe. It is also in your access 
tariffjust as it is in our t a s .  If you do not mind please review this 
one more time and then if you come up with tbe same, we will decide what we 
have tu do, I: believe our options are to file with the commission as you 
have not officially put this billing in a billing dispute situation. Thanks 
far your patience aad help in trying to resolve this issue. 

As I understand your current response for the DSls we are being billed over 
$600, and the DS3s, you are only going to pay the contract rate. Is this 
correct? Is this for all the back billing (North Carolina) as well? 

- Original Message --- 
From: <MITCII.DANFORTH~lll_a_i!,spil-~~r~it. coin> 
To: <--> 
CC: <John. C1 a ~ o n ~ m ~ i I , s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ > ;  <aGslin. stj&e~@j~~qiJ,sprin t. coin> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23,2001 456  PM 
Subject: RE: ALECIMetroLink Tariffin Florida and contract language 
Tegarding taGff versus contract control 

Richard, 

rcas the e t h a t  you provided to me been approved by the FIorida 
cuds ion ,  or only filed with them? Is the pricing cost based? In 
attachemnt Tv section 22.3 of the interconnection agreemat it states 
that 'CLEC may charge Sprint the lesser of: 1) Sprint's dedicated 
interconnection rate, 2) Its own costs filed and approved by the 
commissim, or 3) .the actual lease cost of the interconnecting 
facility. Since Sprint does not bill a DSO install rate neither can the 
CLEC. Sprint does not believe that the DSO install charges are valid, 



Mtch I had to get the latest tariff from OUT Regulatory person. I 
did look in the contract and copied the first page of Part B of the 
contract. Please refer to 1.4. This specifically addresses seMces 
Sprint provides to CLEC which are your trunks to terminate Sprint 
traffic, It states the taxifTcontrols. This is talking about the 
Sprint tar‘rffbut should be reciprocal. 

As “formaticm, when we started the project in Florida, we were in 
the process of changing the CLEC name to ALEC. The Sprint Account 
team said we should use the existing name which was MetroLink. We 
have completed the name change and thekmtract  and tamis in the 
name of ALEC. We will work with Cathy to get what paper work needs to 
be done if we need to change the project fbm Metrotink to ALEC. 
It bas not been officially announced but we are probably going to 
change the name again. It may be a ALEC dba ..... but it may also 
have to be a fbll name change. So we have been dragging our feet a 
little to see what the new name will be before contacting Cathy. We 
just went through a painful process with BellSouth so we want to 
avoid that with you all if possible now that we potentially have to 
do it again with Bell. 

Call me if you want to discuss the tariff or contract or name 
situation, 

Richard McDaniel 
nn c dan i el @duroc om. coiii 
Office 706 467 0661 
Fax 509 756 2132 
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Richad McOaniel 

_. 1 .). , T .? -$. . .- From <MlTCH.DANFORTH@maiI .sprint cow 

cc: 

Attach: BDY.RTF i 

Subject= 

To: <rmcdarriel@durocom.com> . -  

Sent Wnesday, October 24,2001 4 : s  PM , - -- 

4 eff. Caswell@ maif. spri nt.com>; <John. Clayton@ mai 1.s pri nt. corn>; <AI. tu beck@ d .spirtcaw; 
<alison.sticke~~maiI.sprint.com> 

RE: Re: ALECMetroliink Tariff in Florida and contract language regarding tariff versus “ctmr&d 

Richard, 

The charges were disputed in an e-mail to Chris Roberson on 8/20/01. I 
understand that a CLEC is not required to file cost based W s ,  but 
Sprint would only recognize your tariff ifit was cost based. It is my 
understanding that filing a tariff does not automatically mean it is 
approved by the w d s s i o n ,  only that your rates are on file with them, 
TELRIC rates would apply, but, your charges can not be any higher than 
the incumbent LEC. Also, were has Sprint billed a DSO channel install 
and a DS1 install for the same trunk to M e t r o w ?  I still believe that 
Metrobk (ALEC) does not have the right to bill an element that is not 
in the contract, or a rate that is above contract pricing. To your last 
poiat, Sprint will only pay the contractual rate. 

From de diagram that you faxed me last week, can you indicate to me 
which locations Gietel is calling their POI’S ,and which are your switch 
sites. Also, ofthe circuits that Gietel is billing Sprint; do they 
interconnect the Sprint CO’s with the Gietel Polls, or do they connect 
the POPS to the Gietel switch? I believe that Gietet is billing Sprint 
DSl’s between the Sprint CO and the Gietel POI that are based on 
reciprocal ASR’s, which are for record purposes only, not billing. It 
is Sprint’s responsibility to deliver the traffic to the POI. The 
initial bill for these charges is T200108-2 and are believed to be not 
billable. On bill ## T200107-1, are these circuits from the POI to your 
switch? 

Mitch Dado& 
Sprint - LTD Access Verification 
Manager 
Phone (913) 433-1180 
Fax (913)433-1908 
Initch. danforth@mail.qrint.com 

-W@d Message- 
From: rmcrlslniel [mailto:rmcdaniel@durocom.com] 
Sent Wednesday, October 24,2001 1:48 PM 
To: Dador&, Mitchell S. 
0- --J-z-l- P1-r~- TAL- %IT C l d d l - m l  Al:-- D 
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Richard McDaniei 

From: "Richard McDaniel" <rmcdaniel@durocom.com 
TO: <mkh.danforth@mail .sprint co- 
Sent Monday, October OS, 2001 2:47 PM 
Attach: Sprint Bill Analysis.xls 
Subject Billing spreadsheet 

1 

Mkh: Per our conversation and your request. 

%chard McDanid 
-mcdaniel@durocom.com 
3ffice 706 467 0661 
Fax 5097562132 

I 
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ull 
Septmber 10,2001 with and effective date ofthe 11th. 

We have not and are not required to filed cost based tariffs as a 
CLEC. Most 
of ours are market based since we are a CLEC. Based upon your 
sedan of the 
Agreement you provided an& I have quoted to Alison, it appears we 
should be 
able to bill you for the installs based upon our approved e. 
sprint 
does charge for some DSO installs I believe. It is also in your 
access 
t a s j n s t  as it is in o w  tadX If you do hot mind please 
reviewthis 
one more time and then if you come up with the same, we will 
decide what we 
have to do. I believe our options are to file with the commission 
as you 
have not officially put this billing in a billing dispute 
situation. Thanks 
for your patience and help in trying to resolve this issue. 

As I understand your current response for the DSls we are being 
billed over 
$600, and the DS3s, you are only going to pay the contract rate. 
ISthiS 
correct? Is this for all the back billing (North Carolina) as 
well? 

Richard 

-- Original Message -- 
From: <MITC €-€.DANFORTH@-mail.-~rin t . corn > 
To: <rmcdanie@durocom. corn> 
Cc: <John. C1 aytgn@mail. spin t . corn>; 
<a1 i son. stickel @mail. sprint . coin > 
Sent Tuesday, October 23,2001 456  PM 
Subject RE: ALEC/MetroLink Tarif€in Florida and contract 
language 
regarding tariff versus contract control 

Has the tariffthat you provided to me been approved by the 
Florida 
Commision, or only fled with them" Is the pricing cost based? In 
attachmt IV section 2.2.3 of the interconnection agreement it 
states 
that 'CLW may charge Sprint. . the lesser of: 1) Sprint's 
dedicated 
a a. w. a- a + e *  e 
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From mcdan.ie1 [mailto:rmcdaniel@durocom.coml 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23,2001 11:07 AM 
To: Dado&, Mitchell S. 
Cc: rmcdaniel; rmcdaniel 
Subject: ALEC/MetroLidk TarZfin Florida and contract language 
regarding tarlflFversus contract control 

Mitch: 1 had to get the latest tariff from our Regulatory 

did look in the contract and copied the fist page of Part B of 

contract Please refer to 1.4. This specifhlly addresses 

SpMt provides to CLEC which are your trunks to terminate 

traftic. It states the tariff controls. This is talking about 

Sprint tariff but should be reciprocal. 

person. I 

&e 

Services 

sprint 

I 

the 

As information, when we started the project in Florida, we were 

the process of changing the CLEC name to ALEC. The Sprint 

team said we should use the existing name which was MetroLink. 

have completed the name change and the contract and tariff is 

name of ALEC. We will work with Cathy to get what paper work 

be done ifwe need to change the project from MetroLhk to 

It has not been officially announced but we are probably going 

change the name again. It m y  be a ALEC dba ..... but it may 

have to be a fidl name change. So we have been dragging cur 

little to see what the new name will be before contacting 

just went thxmgh a painful. process with BellSouth so we want 

avoid that with you d if possible now that we potentidly 

do it again with Bell 

in 

ACWUIlt 

We 

in the 

needs to 

ALEC 

t0 

also 

feet a 

Cathy. We 

b 

have to 
/ 

CaU me if you want to discuss the tariff or contract or name 
s'ttuation, 

Richard McDaniel 
* I * A .  
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Richard McDaniel 

Frum 'Richard McDaniel'' <rmcdaniel@durocom.com> 
To= <MITCH.DANF ORTH@mail.sprint. COW 
Cc: <Jeff.Caswell~maiI.sprint~m>; <John.~ayton~mai~.sprintcom>; <Al.Lubec~mail.sprint.com>; 

sent 
Subject 

<alison.stickel~m;;d.spnntcom>; <ppatete@durocc"m> 
Friday, October 26,2001 4:40 PM 
Re: Re: ALECMetroLink Tariff in Florfda and contract language regarding tariff versus contract control 

Mt&: n m k s  for the CJaJrificatioa. Florida does not require filing a 
tarif€ They only require a price Est and I believe NC is the same. 
However, we have fled both a Local Tariff and an Access TarifffPrice Lists 
for both) in Florida and NC. 1 talked With the Co"ission Staff yesterday 
and he adwised that they do not regulate sceess. They do not require 
companies to file but practically all LECs do file because some other 
carrjers will not offer senjce in your area unless you have a tariff" 
file. The staff only looks at the Price List when there is a complaint. He 
referred me to the staff members who handle the complaints and I had hope to 
hear back fiom them by now but it is evident that T will not hear back fiom 
them 

After discussions with them I will get back with my management and determine 
what ifany course of action we want to pursue. Based upon your answers, it 
appears our next step will be to file a complaint with the commission. Our 
tariffrates match the Bell rates and I assume they are 1'EL;RIC or other 
sim-ilsr cost study based. We deal with several carriers in Florida and have 
only one Local Tariff and m e  Intrastate Access Tariff(again I mean Price 
List) fled for the entire state. It has the same rates for all our 
custotnedmppliers 

h summq, omtar'lffs are filed and approved by the existing commissim 
d e s  just as Sprints or Bells are approved by commission rules. 

GIETEL 

Sprint advised us we had to establish a POI in the Sprint CO. For example, 
the Waibingtm -New Bern TIS. The POI is in Washington (where Sprint told 
us we had to have it) and we pick up calls made by your customers there and 
transport them to New Bem &ere our switch j s  located, This is Similar to 
&e remaining. I will verify with Todd one more time that my understanding 
is correct and actvise you on Monday. 

Have a good weekend. 

Richard 
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1 and a DSI install for the same tnrnk to MetroLink? I still believe that 
' hfeboli~k (ALEC) does not have the right to bill an element that is not 

in the contract, or a rate that is above contract pricing. To your last 
> point, Sprint will onfy pay the cmiractual rate. 

' Gi&l 

From the diagram that you faxed me last week, can you indicate to me 
which locations Gietel is calling their Pol's ,and which are your switch 
sites. Also, of the circuits that Gietel is billing Sprint; do they 

- intemmnect the Sprint CO's with the Gietel POFs, or do they connect 
the Pol's to the Gietel. switch? I believe that Gietel is billing Sprint 
DSl's between the Sprint CO and the Gee1 POI that are based on - reciprocal ASR's, which are for record pufjmses only, not billing. It 
i s  Sprint's responsibility to deliver the traECic to the POI. The 
initial bill for these charges is T200 1.05-2 and are believed to be not 
billable. On bill # T200107-1, are these circuits from the POI to your 

 switch? 

MitchDdOrth 
- Sprint - LTD Access Verification 
'Manager 
> Phone (913) 433-1180 
> Fax [913)433-1908 

mit cli. dan forth @Inails rin t . coin 

--origixlal Message--- 
From: rrncdaniel [mailto:rmcdani el@durocom. com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24,2001 1:48 PM 
To: Ddorth, Mitchell S. 
Cc: rmcdaniel; Clayton, John W.; Stickel, Alison R. 
Subject: Re: ALECIMetroLhk Tariffin Horida and contract 

language regarding tariff versus contract control 

Mitch: Sorry for the delay in responding. I am working out of my 
office 
today with mather employee in the Atlanta area. In response to 
YO* 
questions, the tariffis filed with the Florida Commission and 
becomes 
effective the nex? day after filing. The tariff was originally 
fled on 
January 14,2001 and effective on the 15th. We some changes to 
some ofthe 
sheets and added some information (text changes) and filed those 

September 10,2001 with and effective date of the 1 Ith. 
on 

We have not and are not required to filed cost based tariffs as a 
CEC. Most 
of o m  are market based since we are a CLEC. Based upon your 
section of the 
Agreement you provided and I have quoted to Alison it appears we 
shordd be "5h 
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> 

> 

z 

for your patience and help in trying to resolve this issue. 

As Tunderstand your current response for the DSls we are being 
billed over 
$600, and the DS3s, you are only going to pay the contract rate. 
Is this 
correctl Is this for all the back billing (North Carolina) as 
well? 1 

Richard 

- Original Message -- 
From: <MKC H. DANFORTH@m a i 1 .Spi nt . co tn> 
To:<rmcdaniel~,duroc~i~i.cor.11> 
Cc: < Jolin . C1 avtontmaj12-sprh t . co tn>; 
Kali son sti ckel@j-na.mlsprin t. coin> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23,2001 4 5 6  PM 
Subject RE: ALECIMetroW Tariff in Florida and contract 

regarding tariffversus contract control 
~ w w g e  

Richard, 

Has the tariff that you provided to me been approved by the 
Florida 
c"ision, OT anly filed with them? Is the pricing cost based? In 
attachemnt IV section 2.2.3 of the htmconnection agreement it 
states 
that 'CLEC may charge Sprint. , the lesser of: 1) Sprint's 
dedicated 
intermection rate, 2) Its own costs filed and approved by the 
co"ission, or 3) the actual lease cost of the interconnecting 
facility. Since Sprint does not bill a DSO install rate neither 
can the 
CLEC. Sprint does not believe that the BSO install &arges are 
Valid, 
or that the install charges on &e DSl's above the contract rate 
are 
valid. We will continue authorize payment based on the contract 
language and rates 

Mi&hD;inforth 
(913) 433-1 180 

---Originat Message- 
From: rmcdaniel [mailto:rmcdaniel@durocom.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23,2001 21:07 AM 
To: Danforth, Mitchell S. 
Cc: rmcdaniel; mcdaniel 
Subject: ALECMetroLhk Tariff in Florida and contract language 
regarding tariffversus contract cou.tro~ 
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* 
' i n  

Accomt 

We 

inthe 

- needsto - 
- ALEC. 

As infomatin, xihen we started the project in Florida, we were 

the process of changing the CLEC name to ALEC. The Sprint 

team said we should use the existing name which was MetroLink, 

have completed the name ehange and the contract and tariffis 

name of ALEC. We will work with Cathy to get what paper work 

be done i f  we need to change the project from MetmLink to 

It has not been officially announced but we are probably going 

change the name again. It may be a ALEC dba ..... but it may 

have to be a fdl name change. So we have been dragging our 

little to see w5at the new name will be before contacting 

just went through a painfid process with BellSouth so we want 

avoid that with you all ifpossible now that we potentially 

do it again with Bell. 

- t o  

. also 

. 

. feeta 

Cathy. We 

tQ 

have tu 

Cd me if you want to discuss the tariff or contract or name 
simfian. 

Richard McDaniel 
nn cdaii i el @durocom. com 
Office 706 467 0661 
Fax 509 756 2132 


