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Pleasc state your imme, posiition aiicl Busine5s hrlclrcss 

M y  name I S  Lawienie E. S[tickling and I am SI Vice Piesiclcnl, Industry 

Development foi Allcglance Teleconin~unicat~on Inc , the parent company of 

Allcgimce Telecotn of Floi ids, 1nc ("Allegiance") My address I S  700 E. 

Bu ttci field Road, Lomb:ii d, 11 I1 1101 s GO I 48 

Are you the smic 1,awretice E. Strickling who affered direct testirllolly on behalf of 

Allegiii lice in this illill tcr? 

Yes I am 

What is the purpose of this rebuttal testiniany? 

The pui-posc of this ichuttal testimony IS  to rcspo~id to ccrtain arguments macle b y  

BellSouth witness Kathy K Blake 111 her- clirect testimony 

Issue 2: Rates aiid charges for Conversion of Custoniers from Special Access to Extended 

Enhanced Loops (EELS) 

Following a request by Allegiance to convert R speciaI access arrangetnent tu a 

conibinetl loop and transport network eleiiient (EEL), when should BellSouth cease 

billing the special access rate arid begin to bill the lower UNE rate for the EEL? 
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M s .  tilake contends that dthough the Triennial Review Order ("TRO") irn~iacts the 

issue of when BeltSouth h r u l c l  Iwgin billing the lower UNE rate for special access 

circuits converted to EKL's it should be ignored in this proceeding. (Blake, direct 

testimuny, pp. 2, 3) no you agree with her conclusion? 

Not .~ t  nl1 The TRO bccarne efl'ectrve on October 2, 2003. A s  to this issiic i t  fins not 

been stayed It IS, theiefore, tlie law. Ms Blake contends that the pii-tics can invoke the 

change o f  Inw pi~~vision anti xneiitl tlic Agrewrent at ;I Inter d:itc. The piiipose of the 

h n g e  of law j'rovisi'oii IS to the effectuate changes to the Agreement made neccssary by 

changes i n   he law that occiir &the cffcctive date of the Agiecinent not changes tIiiit 

occiiii bcfoie. In this c;isc tlicic is no el'fectivc agieetnenl yct nncl thcic won't be for some 

rnonths to come Allegiiuice shouldn't bc put lo the burden of having to wait months foi- 

its interconncctiori agreemcnt to hccoine etfectivc nncl then have to wait i n o i i t h c  inore to 

ncgotiatc an amendmciit to iiicorpoiate ;I change knowii to the parlies wcll txfore the 

under-lying agieernent beconieh effrctive BellSoiith's position is nothiiig more h n  ;I 

dilatory tactic des~gncd to further deliiy thr rclief that Allegiance i b  patently cntitled to ;IS 

;i matter ~it'1:1w It underscoics thc veiy point that Allegiaiice has been making all along 

that BellSouth should not be permitted to hide bchind piocesses and guidelines for n 

"phantom" Conversion and delay hilling the lowci U N E  rntc for EELS. Therc is no 

facility convcisioii occuning hcie The circuit remains physically i n  the sainc place 

doing thc same thing both befoie and aftcr the so called "conversion". The only 

difference is the rate to be p i c 1  which i s  lower untler the UiVE rate struclure. As I said in 

my thiect [estimrmy, the FCC iecogiiized that this conversion is largely il billing function 
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which is why thcy ordered i t  be perfoimcd expeditiously. BellSouth should not  hc 

pcrmtted to buiy its head it1 the sand and ignore this obligation i n  this pi~i~ectling 

tssiie 7: Payment Due 1)ate 

When shoiild paynicnt for service I)c doc? 

Nls. Blake contends that RellSouth "invoices" Allegiancc cvery 30 days. (Blake, 

direct testimony, 11.7) Is this tnic'! 

If  hy  this stntcmcnt Ms Blake contends 1h;it BellSouth "scnda" an invoice every 30 days 

she is wir,iig. Bell South may (oi  may riot) pi111 all  o f  the data neuxsir-y to mike an 

iiivoice every 30 clays h t  it takcs thcm sooletme lo aggiegate :il l  of thc c lat i i  and Lo make 

the iiivoice available so t h a l  i t  c;In be reviewed for ticcuracy and paid 

Ms. Blake argues that Allegiarice corrld avoid delays in bill prirititig atit1 receipt by 

requesting electronic bills. (Blake, direct tcstimony, p.7) Is this correct? 

Allegiance alieady ieceives all of its bilh clcc~~oriic~~lly,  bu t  there i s  still a dehy In 

BellSouth transmitting the bills electionicully that cuts i n t o  the time that Allegioiice has 

to review the hills and inakc payincnt 
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NIs. Blakc says in her clircct tcstiiiioiiy that if circumstances warrant it BellSouth 

woulcl not uiirrasunably refuse a requcst tor at1 exteiisiori of the chic date. (Blake, 

direct testimony, p.8) Isn't this siifficient to acltlress Al1cgi;liire's concern? 

I doii t  1inderst;ind why, i f  BellSouth ackiinwledges tha l  tlelnys i i i  tran~mitting bills tnay 

piovidc grounds foi an extensioii to the-due h i e ,  they icfusc to address i t  i i i  ihc 

Interconnection Agreemcnt 'l'his IS the document that spccifies the rights and obligations 

of' both pai ties and iiglit now i t  says that hills arc duc oii the clue datc, Icgardlc~s whether 

thc b i l l  was received with thirty days lo ieview hcfnrc i t  J S  clue or  only one day 

BellSouth's 1i;iicl h e  siaiiuc scciiis to be at odds with Ms. Blake's con~rli:itory statement 

i1i ; i t  cmuriistmccs may warrmi (presuiii;ildy ;I delay i i i  issuing a b i l l  would coiiTtitule 

sucli ;I ciicumstance) an cxtciisioii. 

Ms. Blake also coi~tei~cls that pyn ien l  on a tixerl clue date, rcprdless of the date a 

Idll was received, i s  ;in iadnqtry standard. (Blake, direct tcstimony, p.8) Do you 

agree? 

No. Allegiance has iiiteiconnec~ion agreciiienks I I ~  New Yo1 k, Minnesota, Washington, 

Mal yland, Massachusetts, Callfanla, Missouii and Texas which all provide that bills be 

received at least twenty days pi101 to the due date. In my direct testimony I indicetcd that 

Allegiance would iiccept a provision requiiing that bills bc received 110 less then twenty 

days pi101- to thc due date which is nothing more thm what BelfSouih has committed to 

pl-ov~cic to t1'C DeltaCom 111 Docket #010137-TP In fact, 111 light of what ReIlSouth hn.s 

comniitterl to piovide ITC DeltaCorn, I don't know how they can possibly coriteiid that 
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(I Iswe # 8:  I)epsits 

When is it appropriate lo clemniitl a security deposit, in what arnorint. aiicl iiricler 

what conditions should the security deposit be releilsed? 

Ms. Blake contends that because it takes at Icast two months to cliscotiiiect a iiori- 

paying car r ic r  they should he able to demaiid a two iiioiitli scciirity dcposit to avoid 

the ri5k of' providing free service. (Blakc. clircct testiniony, 11.1 1 )  Dn you agree with 

this logic? 

No. Ms. Blahe piccccles frcm the false pemise that a secuiiry tleposit IS [ l ie only rne;ins 

;it BellSoiith's dis~~osal  to command payment ("BellSouth can only protect itself hom thc 

n a k s  of non-pyineiit by obtnining sonic typc of secuiily to guorentee payment for 

Services" Bfake, diiect tcstimony, 1' 10) l'his is not true BellSouth, as the inoiiopnly 

piovider of most of thc wholcsulc scivices that CLEC's ieceive cim refuse to take iicw 

OJ ders in tlic event nf non-payment, effectively piecludiiig ;i CLEC fiom ;tccliiiriiig new 

customerr Thcy can aIso impose late payiiient elm-ges ;it J S% pel aiiiium to encouiage 

piiymeiit Furthermore, they can bill in adv:uicc. 111 fact, appoxmntely 75% of' all of 
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BcllSouth's billings to Allegiuiicc ~ I C  foi seiviceb billed 111 iIdv:111ce fuither dccieasing the 

need fni such ;I high 5ec111 ity deposit Knally,  clcrnanding a two rnontli's sccurity dcposit 

seeiiis to go beyond wliat 15 contcmplaled by the Coiimiisbioii for locd exchange scrvice 

iiiidci its I tiles Chaplei 25-4 109(2) of the Rules of the Floritlu Public Service 

Commissinii ptovides, i n  pci tineiit part, that; 

"'J'he amniint of the i n i t i a l  icquiicd deposit slinll tint cxceecl ;in amount  eqiiiil to 
thc chiirges for one month's local exih;ingc sei V I L W  . " 

Is :illy other provision of the Commission rnles rrlcvant to the security deposit 

issue? 

Yes Allcgiance mmntniiis t h i l t  ;iny deposit should be ietiiirierl once it has cstnblishcd 

good cicdit through the tiiiicly payinerit of a l l  bills ovei a twelve month period This IS  

not good enough l i~ BcllSoulh who Insist o11 t i i i x l y  payment nf all bills over a twelvc 

month period passage of n credit sci ecn to be per fnrinecl mc! evaf uatetl by 

BellSouth I have nlieatly tlewibed m y  concerns over the subjective iiatuie of 

BellSouth's credit scieens in my diiect testimony Idcntifxation of Ihe ciedit systerns that 

BcllSouth uses ;is cicscnhcd i n  Ms. Blukc's ditect testiinony docs noth~ng to ;unelioi:itc 

thc fact that BellSouth oncl RcllSouth aIonc de~ i r l cs  thc p w m g  scoie . Most ~mpo~tantly. 

though, poinpt piyinciit, should be thc de~isivc factoi in ietuiiiing :I sccunty deposit 

Appiiicntly the Coininisswii agrces w i t h  Allcgiance on this point. Concerning how ;I 
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customei establishes credit Chapter 25-4 109 ( l ) ( a )  of the C'ommissioiik I tiles provides, 

in peifiiient pait, that. 

"[Eltich LEC may rccluirc an applicant foi sei vice LO siitisfactoi ily eslahlish crcdit, 
but such est:iblishinent of cicdit sh;rll not relicvc the ~ustorncr fiom coinplyirig with the 
compiiy's rules foi prompt payrneiii of  bills Credit w i l l  bc deemed so established if 

(a) The applicant f o i  se~vice has been a customer of :my LEC' within the 
last two yeais and duiing the last twelve (12) consecutive moiiths of 
service did not have more Ill;lt Olle 0Cc;tSIoIi I J l  Which iI blll W;IS ])aid 
aftel beconiiiig deliKquent and has iicver had XI vicc clisconiiccted foi 
noli-payiiicnt " 

Thus, in the eyes of the C~oiiiinissmn, a pattcm or piompt payment ostddishcc l  ovei ;I 

twelve month period is tmtamount to g o d  cicdit. S o  slioultl i t  be fur dereiiiitiiiiig when 

to icttirn ;I security clcposit undcr h e  prties intercoiiiicction agieemmt 

Issue 9: Rack Billing 

How f;lr may BellSouth back bill for all services? 

Q hils. Illlake coritcnds that the exccplions BellSouth seeks to the twelve month b:ick 

billing liniitation for iiricler bilting resultiug from third party data is consistent with 

Chapter 25-9.110(10) of  the Rules of the Florida Public Scrvice Commission (Make 

direct testimony, p.12) Do you agree? 

A The Rulc seeins to inake some sort of differentiation between mdei charges resulting 

from ;I company mistake arid those that ale undei billed fur so111e other leason. 

Allcgiaiicc's luwycrs wil l  d c ~ l  with tlic legal :ispectq of this rule in moie dct:iiI 111 the 

briefing portion of this pioccediiig, hut i t  sceins to me that if BellSouth knows that their 
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billing i s  dependent on third party data and i f  they don’t tahe rcaV.IIiiiblc menaui-es to 

veiify the submitted data witliin thc one year Iiinitatron thm thc inistake is theirs 1Jncler 

BcllSouthk piopoual they are complctely iiiiiiiuriid - nppiirenlly for all time - as long as 

SOITW third party data w‘is used i n  the piepaiation of the bill 

I also wa1i1 to rerteiatc the coiicerii I iaised i n  my direct testimony that thc spe~ific h x k  

1)iIliiig provrsion advocated by BellSouth IS not, by its terms, limited to lust thc two 

cxceptions discussed i n  Ms. Blakc’s direct tcstimoriy If i t  was bell South'^ Intent to l imit  

the exccptroiis to the spccilic itcms mentioned ITI Ms Blakcs’s testimony (cxceptmis that 

Allegiancc stdl opposcs) then “include” in the 1~1oposed contract provisi’oii should br 

changed to “are” i t 1  ~ l i i d i  case the paiagraph would ~xovidc, in pertinent pait, a s  

“Howevei, both Paities rccagaize that situations cxists that would ncceasrliik 
billtrig beyond the one year l i m i t  as pcnnittecl by law. l’hesc cxceptroiis +&tttk 

a 1 )  C‘hargcs coiinccted with jointly provided seiviccs were by meet point 
billing gtiitlelirics requiic crther Paity to rely on iccnids piovideci by n third Party, 
and 7)  Charges iricorrectly hilled duc to error 111 ni oriiissioii of custoincr piowled 
data such as PLll or PIU factors oi othcr oidei ing dtitii ” 

Does this coiicliide your testimony? 

Yes i t  does 

x 


