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Q. 

A. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF TIMOTHY T. DEVINE 
ON BEHALF OF 

METROPOLITAN FIBER SYSTEMS OF FLORIDA, INC. 
(Petition re: GTE Florida, IC.) 

Docket No. 950985-TP 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Timothy T. Devine. My business address is MFS 

Communications Company, Inc., Six Concourse Parkway, Ste. 2100, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30328-5351. 

ARE YOU THE S A M E  TIMOTHY DEVINE WHO PREVIOUSLY 

FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

A. Yes. 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

To respond on behalf of Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 

(“MFS-FL”) to the direct testimony in this proceeding, and particularly the 

testimony of Ms. Beverly Y. Menard and Dr. Edward C. Beauvais filed on 

behalf of GTE Florida, Inc. 

Q. HAS MFS-FL COME TO AGREEMENT WITH GTE ON SOME OF 

THE ISSUES IN THIS DOCKET WITH GTE? 

Yes. While MFS-FL has still not succeeded in coming to agreement with 

BellSouth on any of the interconnection or unbundling issues in those 

separate negotiations, MFS-FL has succeeded in negotiating an agreement 

A. 
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Q. 

A. 

with GTE on many of the principal issues in this docket. In this regard, 

GTE, like LECs in several other states, adopted a constructive, reasonable, 

and positive approach to the negotiations. The agreement is attached hereto 

as Exhibit TTD-9 (“Agreement”). A number of issues have been agreed 

upon, including essentially every aspect of issues 2 (tariffing), 4 (intraLATA 

800 traffic), 5 (911/E911), 6 (operator handled traffic), 7 (directory 

assistance services), 8 (white and yellow pages), 9 (billing and collection 

services), 10 (CLASSILASS services), 12 (treatment of “ported” calls), and 

14 (NXX codes). Certain technical and other arrangements remain to be 

worked out. The parties expect to be able to reach agreement on these 

issues, and in fact have agreed to negotiate an agreement with respect to 

these issues within 60 days. The Agreement, however, does not address 

every issue in this docket. 

WHAT ISSUES REMAIN TO BE RESOLVED BETWEEN MFS-FL 

AND GTE? 

Most importantly, MFS-FL and GTE were unable to agree upon the 

appropriate reciprocal compensation for call termination between its 

respective end users. GTE was unwilling to agree to the MFS-FL position 

that bill and keep transitioning to WC-based rates is the appropriate form 

of interconnection compensation. GTE would also not agree with MFS-FL 
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on three. additional issues: 1) arrangements advocated by MFS-FL, and 

ordered by the New York Public Service Commission, that would permit 

two collocated ALECs to cross-connect directly to one another without 

transiting GTE’s network; 2) the appropriate intermediary charge for MFS- 

FL traffic transiting the GTE network; and 3) that, where interconnection 

occurs via collocation, upon reasonable notice, MFS-FL would be permitted 

to change from one interconnection method to another with no penalty, 

conversion, or rollover charges. This testimony will therefore for the most 

part focus on the issue of the appropriate price for interconnection, as well 

as these additional unresolved issues. 

BEFORE ADDRESSING THESE PRICING AND OTHER ISSUES, 

DOES THE RECENTLY SIGNED “TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT 

Q. 

OF 1996” PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR THE MFS-FL 

INTERCONNECTION PETITION? 

Yes. Although I am not a lawyer, it is clear that the signing of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) on Thursday, February 8 ,  1996 

provides an essential backdrop to consideration of the MFS-FL 

interconnection petition. Under the Act, an incumbent LEC is required to 

negotiate interconnection arrangements in good faith and to provide 

interconnection. In addition to requiring “just, reasonable, and 

A. 
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nondiscriminatory” interconnection (Sec. 25 l(c)(2)), the Act also creates a 

duty on incumbent LECs to provide collocation on “rates, terms, and 

conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory.” Sec. 25 l(c)(6). 

The unresolved issues regarding the appropriate interconnection and 

collocation arrangements, therefore, should be viewed in the context of these 

and other provisions of the new federal Act. 

DOES THE ACT PROVIDE A STANDARD TO DETERMINE WHAT 

WOULD CONSTITUTE “JUST AND REASONABLE” RATES? 

Yes. The Act provides the following standard for interconnection pricing: 

Q. 

A. 

“INTERCONNECTION AND NETWORK ELEMENT 

CHARGES-Determinations by a State commission of the just and 

reasonable rate for the interconnection of facilities and equipment for 

the purposes of subsection (c)(2) of section 251, and the just and 

reasonable rates for network elements for purposes of subsection (c)(3) 

of such section -- 

(A) shallbe- 

(i) based on the cost (determined without reference to a rate-of- 

return or other rate-based proceeding) of providing the 

interconnection or network element (whichever is applicable), 

and 
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Q. 

A. 

(ii) nondiscriminatory, and 

may include a reasonable profit.” (B) 

Sec. 252(d)(l). The Act alio specifically states that “bill-and-keep 

arrangements” are not precluded by this standard. Sec. 252(d)(l)(B). 

Is THIS FEDERAL STANDARD CONSISTENT WITH THE 

STANDARD PROPOSED BY MFS-FL IN ITS DIRECT TESTIMONY 

IIV THIS DOCKET? 

Yes. The MFS-FL bill and keep proposal is expressly provided for in the 

federal Act. There is no question that if the Commission were to adopt bill 

and keep, this would be consistent with the Act. MFS-FL also proposes that 

bill and keep is the appropriate interim arrangement, but that rates set at 

Long Run Incremental Cost (“LRIC”) are the appropriate long term 

arrangement. Accordingly, MFS-FL’s long term proposal and the federal 

pricing standard are both based on rates set with direct reference to the cost 

of providing interconnection. This is in stark contrast to GTE’s proposal 

that rates should be based on the current price of switched access (less the 

Carrier Common Line charge (“CCL”) and the Residual Interconnection 

Charge (“RIC”)). Fkauvais Direct at 26. Moreover, the MFS-FL proposal 

of bill and keep compensation is, unlike GTE’s switched access-based 

proposal, nondiscriminatory: to the extent that GTE exchanges traffic with 
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Q. 

A. 

other Florida LECs today on a bill and keep basis (Menard Direct at 6), bill 

and keep would clearly be nondiscriminatory. While GTE claims that not 

applying switched access rates to local calls would discriminate against IXCs 

(Menard Direct at 5 4 ,  every major IXC participating in this docket 

advocates a bill and keep arrangement, clearly indicating that they would not 

consider it to be discriminatory. 

DOES THE ACT REQUIRE COMPENSATION ABOVE COSTS? 

No. While the federal standard states that compensation rates “may include 

a reasonable profit,” it does not expressly require that rates must include 

such profit. If the Commission were to consider what amount of 

contribution were “reasonable,” it would have to bear in mind the distinct 

possibility of a price squeeze, as discussed below. Moreover, although I am 

not an economist, it is my understanding that LRIC rates, in fact, do take 

into account return on investment, and this provision is therefore met by the 

MFS-FL proposal. 

DOES THE GTE PROPOSAL MEET THIS FEDERAL STANDARD? 

No. As I noted, the GTE proposal-switched access minus the RIC and the 

CCL-is not even arguably cost-based, is discriminatory with respect to the 

manner in which GTE compensates other LECs today, and includes 

significant contribution above cost that, as discussed below, could lead to a 

Q. 

A. 
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Q. 

A. 

price squeeze. 

COULD YOU SUMMARIZE THE BILL AND KEEP PROPOSAL 

ADVOCATED BY MFS-FL, CONTINENTAL, MCI METRO, AT&T, 

AND OTHERS? 

As I explained in my direct testimony, under bill and keep, each carrier 

would be compensated in two ways for terminating local calls originated by 

customers of other local exchange carriers. First, each carrier would 

automatically be permitted to have its customers local calls to subscribers on 

the other local exchange carrier's network terminated on that network. This 

is often referred to as payment "in kind." In addition, each carrier is 

compensated by its own customers who pay a monthly fee for service. 

WHY DOES MFS-FL SUPPORT BILL AND KEEP? 

Unlike the proposals advocated by other parties, and particularly as 

compared with the per-minute charge advocated by GTE, bill and keep 

economizes on costs of measurement and billing, which could increase 

prices for all customers. It is also the only method proposed by any of the 

parties that provides an ironclad guarantee that a price squeeze will not 

foreclose the development of local exchange competition in Florida. The 

bill and keep method of compensation also provides incentives to carriers to 

adopt an efficient network architecture, one that will enable the termination 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

of calls in the manner that utilizes the fewest resources. As a result of these 

advantages, some form of bill and keep has been adopted by several states 

(including Michigan, Iowa, Connecticut, Washington, Oregon, Tennessee, 

Texas, and California) and is currently in use in many states for the 

exchange of traffic between existing LECs. 

DO OTHER PARTIES SUPPORT THE IMPLEMENTATION OF BILL 

AND KEEP RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION IN THIS DOCKET? 

Yes. Continental, AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. 

("AT&T"), and MCI Metro Access Transmission Services, Inc. ("MCI 

Metro"), among others, all support identical bill and keep proposals. These 

parties emphasize the same benefits of administrative simplicity, the 

elimination of the possibility a price squeeze, and the efficiency incentives 

created by bill and keep. 

HAS GTE RECENTLY SUPPORTED BILL AND KEEP IN 

PRINCIPLE? 

Yes. Despite its stated opposition to bill and keep, surprisingly, GTE has 

signed a stipulation with Intermedia (attached as Exhibit TTD-8) that 

recognizes that bill and keep is an effective method of compensation 

between LECs and ALECs. GTE and Intermedia would exchange traffic on 

an in-kind basis for the first two years of the Stipulation. GTE and 
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Q. 

A. 

Intermedia would also exchange traffic on an in-kind basis if it is mutually 

agreed that the administrative costs associated with local interconnection are 

greater than the net monies exchanged. Thus, the GTElIntemedia 

Stipulation also recognizes the primary reason for adopting bill and keep, 

the desirability of avoiding the unnecessary administrative costs involved in 

other forms of compensation. All of GTE’s testimony criticizing bill and 

keep should therefore be read with this simple fact in mind: GTE has 

voluntarily agreed to utilize this system for two years, and possibly longer. 

The Commission should likewise recognize the benefits of bill and keep as 

an interim arrangement in order to transition to LRIC-based rates. 

HAS GTE SUPPORTED BILL AND KEEP IN ANY OTHER 

CONTEXT? 

Yes. GTE currently exchanges traffic with other LECs utilizing bill and 

keep arrangements. GTE also admits in its testimony that bill and keep is 

appropriate under certain circumstances: 1) if one carrier is involved in the 

originating, transport and termination of a call from one end user to another; 

and 2) where the quantity of terminating minutes is the same, the 

terminating price charged by both carriers is the same and no transiting 

carriers are involved. Beauvais Direct at 19. The first scenario makes no 

sense because if only one carrier is involved there is no need for 
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compensation. As to the second scenario concerning traffic balance, the 

evidence in this docket confirms that, if anything, the traffic balance favors 

GTE under bill and keep. 

WHY WOULD GTE BENEFIT FROM THE TRAFFIC BALANCE IF 

BILL AND KEEP WERE IMPLEMENTED? 

MFS has introduced real-world record evidence on traffic balance based on 

its actual experience exchanging traffic with NYNEX in New York. (MFS 

attaches as TTD-7 the chart that was introduced as Exhibit 7 at the hearing 

in the BellSouth portion of this docket.) MFS has demonstrated, based on 

tens of thousands of voice grade lines,' that it consistently terminated more 

inbound traffic from NYNEX than it sent out to NYNEX for termination on 

NYNEX's network. During an eight-month period, the traffic split was 

approximately 60% inbound minutes of use, and 40% outbound minutes of 

use. Id. This data strongly suggests that bill and keep may well benefit 

GTE: GTE would terminate only approximately 40% of the traffic while 

MFS would terminate approximately 60%. With equal per minute of use 

interconnection charges, GTE would actually make a net payment to MFS 

Q. 

A. 

MFS has provided an estimate of the amount of traffic rather than the precise amount 
because the amount of traffic and associated revenue is confidential, proprietary business 
information. 
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based on this data. Under bill and keep, there would be no payment by 

GTE or MFS-FL. Therefore, GTE's argument that bill and keep will not 

work in Florida-particularly when it is currently working for GTE in 

Florida with respect to the exchange of local traffic with other LECs-is 

inapposite. Despite the real world evidence on traffic flows, MFS still 

prefers bill and keep in the interim because it avoids the possibility of a 

price squeeze, as discussed below, and eliminates substantial administrative 

costs until such time as LRIC-based rates are established. 

WHY ELSE IS GTE'S CRITIQUE OF BILL AND KEEP 

MISLEADING AND UNSUBSTANTIATED? 

GTE cites to figures regarding the incremental cost of measurement and 

billing in claiming that these costs are negligible. Beauvais Direct at 21. 

Yet GTE pulls these numbers out of thin air and fails to provide any cost 

study (or even a cite) to substantiate them. Significantly, GTE's fellow 

LEC, UnitedlCentel, states the exact opposite: UnitedKentel believes that 

establishing new measurement mechanisms can be prohibitively expensive. 

As Mr. Poag states, "for traffic which is routed between ALECs, IXCs, 

cellular providers and other ILECs, a special software package is required 

for measurement. This software is relatively expensive and will only be 

provided at the access tandems." Poag Direct at 15-16. Even if there were 

Q. 

A. 
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Q. 

A. 

some support for GTE’s claims that long-term costs of measurement and 

billing are low, that would not obviate the necessity for establishing billing 

and measurement arrangements in Florida between each and every 

competitive local carrier. There is no question that bill and keep would be 

significantly easier to implement in the near term. It would permit ALECs 

to get into business and create such arrangements with each of the other 

carriers once they begin earning their first revenues from providing local 

service in Florida. Overall, incumbent LECs have been less than 

enthusiastic about creating even the most basic, fundamental 

arrangements-BellSouth still has not even agreed to arrangements for 

91 VE911-and eliminating one additional obstacle in the interim until LRIC 

cost studies can be developed and analyzed in contested hearings will 

facilitate the introduction of local competition significantly. 

CAN YOU PROVIDE AN UPDATE AS TO THE NUMBER OF 

STATES THAT HAVE ADOPTED BILL AND KEEP? 

Yes. Bill and keep has been adopted by a number of states, including 

several states that have adopted bill and keep on an interim basis until cost- 

based rates can be established. Michigan, California, Connecticut, and 

Texas, have all adopted precisely the approach advocated by MFS: bill and 

keep transitioning to cost-based rates. In Michigan, bill and keep is applied 
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as long as traffic is close to being in balance (within 5%). In the maner of 

the application of CITY SIGNAL, INC.., for an order establishing and 

approving interconnection arrangements with AMERIECH MICHIGAN, 

Case No. U-10647, Opinion and Order, at 32 (Feb. 23, 1995). The 

California Public Utilities Commission recently endorsed bill and keep on an 

interim basis, recognizing that in the long term “it is the policy of this 

Commission that Commission-approved tariffs for call termination services 

should be cost-based. Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s 

O w n  Motion into Competition for Local Ekchange Service, R.95-04-043, 

1.95-04-044, Decision 95-07-054, at 39 (Cal. P.U.C., July 25, 1995); 

Decision 95-12-056, at 39 (Cal. P.U.C., Dec. 20, 1995). Connecticut has 

also adopted modified bill and keep with a transition to cost-based rates. 

DPUC Investigation Into the Unbundling of the Southern New England 

Telephone Company’s Local Telecommunications Network, Docket No.  94- 

10-02, Decision at 62-71 (COM. D.P.U.C., Sept. 22, 1995). Several other 

states are following this trend towards bill and keep rates. See Texas PURA 

of  1995, Vernon’s Ann.Civ.St. art. 1445c-0, 53.458 (1995); Washington 

Utilities and Transportation Comm ’n v. US West Communications, Inc., 

Dkt. No. UT-941464, Fourth Supplemental Order Rejecting Tariff Filings 

and Ordering Reflling; Granting Complaints, in Part, at 29 (Wash. U.T.C., 
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Q. 

A. 

Oct. 31 ,  1995); In Re: McLeod Telemanagement, Inc., Dkt. No. TCU-944, 

Final Decision and Order, at p. 16 (Iowa D.C.U.B., March 31, 1995); In 

the Matter of the Application of Electric Lightwave, Inc. for a Certificate of 

Authority to Provide Telecommunications Services in Oregon.CP1, CP14, 

CP15, Order No. 96-021, at p. 52 (Oregon P.U.C. Jan. 12, 1996). The 

Tennessee Commission also approved in December final rules that require 

bill and keep for one year. Rule 12204-8.10(3) (effective upon approval of 

the Attorney General). 

DO YOU ADVOCATE BILL AND KEEP ON A PERMANENT BASIS? 

No. As I have noted, a number of states have adopted bill and keep on an 

interim basis. Dr. Beauvais argues that the fact that these states have 

adopted bill and keep on only an interim basis (Devine Direct at 28-29), 

means that this is not the solution for Florida. Beauvais Direct at 23. Yet 

MFS-FL only supports bill and keep on an interim basis (e.g. ,  for the next 

eighteen months) in order for incumbent LECs to develop the appropriate 

cost studies in order to develop cost-based rates as mandated by the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996. In fact, this is precisely the reason that 

these other states have adopted bill and keep on an interim basis: to permit a 

transition to cost-based permanent rates while not delaying the introduction 

of competition. Dr. Beauvais also clouds the record by suggesting that 
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MFS-FL did not accurately describe the Michigan plan to allow bill and 

keep while traffic is within 5 %  in balance. Beauvais Direct at 23. MFS-FL 

accurately described that bill and keep only applies under limited 

circumstances in Michigan (Devine Direct at 28), and did not endorse the 

Michigan approach in every detail. As Dr. Beauvais correctly notes, the 

Michigan plan still suffers from the problem that it requires measurement 

and billing, and establishes compensation rates prior to conducting the 

appropriate examination of LEC local call termination costs. 

HAVE OTHER STATES EMPHASIZED THE ADVANTAGES OF 

BILL AND KEEP? 

Yes. Each of the states that have adopted bill and keep, including Michigan, 

Iowa, Connecticut, Washington, Texas, Oregon, Tennessee, and California, 

have done so for the very reasons expressed by MFS-FL. For example, the 

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, in recently adopting 

interim bill and keep, addressed several of the key advantages of bill and keep: 

e 

e 

Q. 

A. 

“It is’already in use by the industry for the exchange of EAS traffic.” 

“Any potential harm would not occur until current barriers to 

competition are eliminated and competitors gain more than a & 

minimus market share.” 

“Bill and keep offers the best opportunity to get new entrants up and e 
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2 companies.” 
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7 

running, with a minimum disruption to customers and existing 

a “We would not adopt bill and keep if it appeared that new entrant 

ALECs would be imposing more costs on the incumbents than they 

would be incurring by terminating incumbents’ traffic. However, the 

opponents of bill and keep have not demonstrated that this situation is 

likely to occur, at least in the near term when bill and keep will be in 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

place. To the contrary, the only evidence on the record favors the 

theory that traffic will be close to balance.” Washington Utilities and 

Transportation Commission v. U S  West Communications, Inc., 

Docket Nos. UT-941464 et al., Fourth Supplemental Order Rejecting 

Tariff Filings and Ordering Refiling; Granting Complaints in Part, at 

29-30 (October 31, 1995). MFS-FL believes that these advantages 

14 

15 

16 

17 TELEPHONE COMPANIES? 

make bill and keep the ideal solution on an interim basis 

Q. IS BILL AND KEEP THE MOST COMMON PRACTICE FOR THE 

EXCHANGE OF TRAFFIC BETWEEN LECS AND INDEPENDENT 

18 A. Yes. GTE does not refute the simple fact that bill and keep arrangements 

19 

20 

have been the most common arrangement between LECs for the exchange of 

local traffic and admits that it currently utilizes bill and keep today. Menard 
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Direct at 6. While LECs may compensate each other with terminating 

access charges for certain long distance or toll calls, based on MFS’s 

experience in other states, LECs prefer bill and keep as the simplest form of 

Q. IS IT TRUE, AS GTE SUGGESTS, THAT CARRIERS CANNOT 

DISTINGUISH BETWEEN LOCAL AND TOLL CALLS? 

7 

8 

9 are identical or close to identical. Beauvais Direct at 26-28. Yet 

A. GTE suggests that the fact that it cannot determine the originating nature of 

traffic necessitates a system in which access charges for local and toll calls 

10 

11 

Dr. Beauvais states and GTE has agreed that it will be the responsibility of 

the originating carrier to “correctly report such traffic or to place such 

12 traffic on the appropriate trunk group,” subject to audit by the other 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

company, (Beauvais Direct at 28-29) and GTE and MFS-FL have agreed to 

the establishment of separate trunk groups for local and toll traffic. The 

capability therefore clearly exists to distinguish between local and toll 

traffic, and furthermore, the suggestion that a new entrant would define its 

local calling areas as the entire state of Florida is highly unrealistic 

considering that no ALEC has ever publicly stated that its local calling areas 

would not mirror those of the incumbent LECs. GTE also ignores the 

current reality that Percent Interstate. Use (“PIU”) reports are currently 
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5 system of interim number portability. To determine the proper 
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10 

11 

12 Q. CAN ALECS COMPETE IF A USAGE SENSITIVE 

utilized to distinguish whether M C  traffic terminated to a LEC is interstate 

or intrastate. MFS-FL will employ advanced switchmg equipment that can 

identify the origin of local and toll traffic. Auditing can also be utilized to 

determine the origin of local and toll calls, including “ported” calls under a 

jurisdictional nature of ported calls, MFS-FL believes that the PLU 

percentages based on call records should be applied against the total ported 

minutes. GTE’s argument that determining the origin of calls is somehow 

not feasible is not based on any technical shortcoming, but is rather a 

transparent attempt to promote a system based on switched access charges 

that will impose additional costs on ALECs. 

13 INTERCONNECTION CHARGE IS IMPOSED IN A FLAT-RATE 

14 ENVIRONMENT? 

15 A. No. As demonstrated by my Direct Testimony (Devine Direct at 30-35), 

16 

17 

18 

charging switched access rates would result in a price squeeze that would 

make it impossible for ALECs to compete. Dr. Beauvais argues that 

because GTE offers both flat-rated and measured rate service, MFS-FL can 

19 

20 

simply offer measured rate service and still cover its costs. Beauvais Direct 

at 32-33. Dr. Beauvais ignores the fact that MFS-FL will have to price its 
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services at prices competitive with GTE’s services in order to compete. 

Accordingly, if GTE offers a flat-rate service, the one most attractive to 

large users, MFS-FL will likewise have to offer a flat-rate service in order 

to compete. If MFS-FL must pay measured switched access rates, and 

charge customers a flat-rate rate, it is all the more likely to be caught in a 

price squeeze. As Dr. Beauvais accurately states, “For very large volume 

customers, there will indeed be a point at which compensation payments 

may exceed the price that MFS has established to end users. Beauvais 

Direct at 33. Competition is apparently acceptable to GTE only if it can 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

effectively insulate its “very large volume customers” from competition. 

GTE also argues that, because MFS-FL claims that traffic will be in 

balance, there can be no price squeeze. Beauvais Direct at 32. But MFS- 

FL never claimed that traffic would be perfectly in balance. In fact, the 

record evidence on traffic balance presented by MFS-FL indicates that MFS- 

FL could well be making significant access payments to GTE if a per-minute 

access charge were instituted. Thus, there is a very real possibility of a 

price squeeze if excessive, non-LRIC-based access charges are implemented. 

18 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. BEAUVAIS’ SUGGESTION THAT 

19 COMPENSATION MAY BE PRICED IN SUCH A WAY THAT SOME 
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NEW ENTRANTS COULD FAIL (BEAWAIS AT 33)? 

Not entirely. While the Commission does not have a mandate to protect any A. 

particular competitor, it does have a mandate to open the market for 

competition. If local call termination is priced as GTE suggests, it may well 

preclude the entry of not just select ALECs but aU ALECs, resulting in no 

competition at all. This would be the result of the price squeeze as I have 

described it, a result which would be inconsistent with this Commission’s 

mandate. Furthermore, Dr. Beauvais is completely incorrect when he states 

that “the price for compensation is, after all, just another price.” Beauvais 

Direct at 34. MFS-FL will pay compensation on virtually every call, and it 

will make that payment to its direct competitor. Compensation rates also 

have a disproportionate impact on ALECs: while GTE will complete the 

vast majority of its local calls on its own network without paying 

compensation, the vast majority of ALEC local calls will terminate on 

another network and require payment of compensation. Compensation is 

therefore a critical price for MFS-FL, and one that, if set at excessive rates, 

would permit incumbent LECs to preclude competitive entry, or at the very 

least, significantly erode ALEC profit margins. Compensation is therefore 

much more than just another price; rather it is the central issue of this 

proceeding. 



Rebuttal Testimony of Timothy T. Devine 
Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
Petition re: GTE Florida, Inc. 
February 20,1996 
Page 21 



Rebuttal Testimony of Timothy T. Devine 
Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. 
Petition re: GTE Florida, Inc. 
February 20,1996 
Page 22 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. IF THE COMMISSION DOES NOT ADOPT BILL AND KEEP AS AN 

INTERIM SOLUTION, WHAT IS MFS-FL’S RECOMMENDATION 

FOR RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION? 

MFS-FL recommends a reciprocal and equal per minute rate based on 

GTE’s Long Run Incremental Cost (“LRIC”). This LFUC-based rate should 

not include any contribution, despite the recommendation of GTE that 

contribution be added to cost-based rates. Even Dr. Beauvais admits that 

common costs should be recovered in local interconnection charges but “not 

in the proportion that was done as a matter of public policy in the initial 

establishment of access charges.” Beauvais Direct at 18. 

WHY SHOULD GTE BE PROHIBITED FROM ADDING 

CONTRIBUTION TO LRIC IN SETTING PRICES FOR 

RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION? 

Dr. Beauvais believes that contribution should be included in rates for 

reciprocal compensation. Beauvais Direct at 18. “Contribution” is often 

defined in the industry as the difference between the incremental cost of a 

service and the price charged for that service. Such charges force ALECs to 

recover from their customers not only the ALEC’s own overhead costs, but 

also a portion of GTE’s overhead costs. This effectively insulates GTE 

from the forces of competition. One of the most significant benefits of 
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competition is that it forces all market participants, including GTE, to 

operate efficiently, resulting in lower rates for end users. If GTE receives 

contribution -- in effect, is iubsidized by its new entrant competitors -- 

GTE’s overhead costs will not be subjected to the full benefits of 

competition that result from market pressures. Instead, current 

inefficiencies in GTE’s network will become incorporated into GTE’s price 

floor, locking in current inefficiencies in GTE’s operations, despite the 

introduction of competition. The Commission should therefore not require 

ALECs to provide contribution in reciprocal compensation rates because it 

would foreclose many of the potential benefits of competition. 

DOES GTE RECOMMEND RATES THAT ARE BASED ON THE 

COST OF INTERCONNECTION? 

No. The GTE proposal is not consistent with the federal Act in that its 

proposed rates are not based on cost. In fact, GTE makes no secret of the 

fact that its compensation rate is based on the price of a measured local call. 

Beauvais Direct at 14, 25. GTE also recognizes that switched access 

charges include significant contribution “as a matter of public policy” when 

switched access rates were initially set for IXCs (Beauvais Direct at 18). 

The circumstances of the mid-1980s no longer apply, and under the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996, the Commission must set compensation 

Q. 

A. 
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Q. 

A. 

rates based on cost, rather than based on switched access or any other 

non-cost-based pricing. 

ARE THERE OTHER OUTSTANDING ISSUES BETWEEN GTE AND 

MFS-FL OTHER THAN COMPENSATION? 

Yes. GTE would also not agree with MFS-FL on two other issues relating 

to collocation. The first issue is that GTE would not agree to arrangements, 

advocated by MFS-FL and ordered by the New York Public Service 

Commission, that would permit two ALECs collocated at a GTE central 

office to cross-connect directly without transiting (and, of course, as GTE 

would prefer, paying to transit) GTE’s network. 

Q. HOW DOES MFS-FL’S POSITION ON COLLOCATION DIFFER 

FROM THAT OF GTE? 

GTE should enable MFS-FL to directly interconnect to any other entity that 

maintains a collocation facility at the same GTE wire center at which MFS- 

FL maintains a collocation facility, by effecting a crossconnection between 

those collocation facilities, as jointly directed by MFS-FL and the other 

entity. Devine Direct at 37-38. For each such cross-connection, GTE 

should charge both MFS-FL and the other entity one-half the standard 

tariffed special access cross-connect rate. GTE takes the position that it 

would not permit such interconnection between two collocated entities. 

A. 
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4 not the purpose of collocation. Menard Direct at 4. The New York Public 
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7 connection between adjacently collocated ALECs. Order Instituting 
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11 

Menard Direct at 4. GTE’s refusal to permit such cross-connection is 

designed to and would impose undue costs on ALECs by refusing cross- 

connection of adjacent, virtually collocated facilities. GTE states that this is 

Service Commission, however, in its Competition II interconnection 

proceeding did not take this view when it required LECs to permit cross- 

Framework for Directory Listings, Carrier Interconnection, and Intercarrier 

Compensation (N.Y. P.S.C., Sept. 27, 1995). The Commission should not 

permit GTE to impose inefficiencies on all ALECs and should likewise 

require GTE to permit such cross-connection. 

12 Q. HOW SHOULD MFS-FL COMPENSATE GTE FOR TRANSITING 

13 TRAFFIC? 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. MFS-FL should only be required to pay for the GTE intermediary function 

of transiting traffic in the limited circumstances in which two ALECs that 

are not crossconnected at the D-NIP and do not have direct trunks utilize 

BellSouth trunks to transit traffic. As I have explained, in all cases, ALECs 

should have an opportunity to cross-connect. In those instances where 

MFS-FL must pay for this intermediary function, it should pay the lesser of 

1) BellSouth’s interstate or intrastate switched access per minute tandem 
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switching element; or 2) a per minute rate of $0.002. 

WHAT OTHER ISSUE REMAINS UNRESOLVED WITH GTE? 

GTE would also impose incremental cross-connect charges where an 

interconnection occurs via a collocation facility. MFS-FL has requested that 

no such charges apply. Upon reasonable notice, MFS-FL should be 

permitted to change from one interconnection method to another (e&, 

collocation to a fiber meetpoint) with no penalty, conversion, or rollover 

charges. This would give MFS-FL the flexibility to reconfigure its network 

in the most efficient manner without incurring excessive charges that would 

only serve to penalize MFS-FL for increasing the efficiency of its network. 

GTE could use such charges to impose additional interconnection costs on 

MFS-FL. The Commission should address these three issues to ensure that 

hidden interconnection costs are not imposed on collocated ALECs. 

Finally, certain operational issues have been left to be negotiated between 

the parties within 60 days. MFS-FL recommends that the portion of this 

docket concerning its petition against GTE be left open at least until these 

issues are fully resolved. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL, TESTIMONY? 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. Yes. 

154846 lg 
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Usage Ratios in NYC Show MFS Inbound 
Traffic Greater Than Outbound Traffic 

January I995 through August 1995 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
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Outbouod YO 

40.40 
42.00 
42.20 
44.90 
36.80 
35.30 
36.80 
36.00 

1/95-8195 Eight Month Avg. 38.80 
B a d  up00 custcmer base of 10’s of thousands of Y 
grade lines. 
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Inbound y Q 

59.60 
58.00 
57.80 
55.10 
63.20 
64.70 
63.20 
64.00 

61.20 
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EXHIBIT TD-8 

INTERCONNECTlON AGREEMENT 

This interconnection Agreement (Agreement) is entaed into by and between the 

and undersignal parties to establish. on an Interim basis, nondiseriminaow rates, 

mndiiono fw locel illtawm ection pumuant to section =.la Florida stebrtes; 

address the establishment of an M m  universal swice/canjer at last resort I(KXIVBIY 

mechenim pursuant to Section 364.025, Florida StaMer; address a temporary 

telephone number portabilq solution. e.& Remote Call F o d i n g ,  punwant to Section 

364.16(4), Roarlda Statute; end address unbundling and resale of local exchange 

telecommunications company network features, fumtions and capabilities pursuant to 

Section 364.161, Florida StaMeE, to the extent idenwied herein. 

The undersigned parties am entering Into this Agreement for the purpose of 

commencing local exchange competition on an expedited basis and avoiding the 

uncertainty and expense of litigation. It is the intention of the undersipned patties that 

this Agreement nm'n in effect for two y m  beginning &lUery 1, 1988. The 

undersigned parties understend lhat lhii is an interim Agreement for the reesons noted 

and the parties intend to renegotiate this Agreement at its conclusion. prices, terms and 

conditions other then those set forth in this Agreement may be more appropriate upon 

the expiration of this Agreement in order to send the correct price signals to the market. 

The parties intend for this Agreement to establish only interim prices, b m s ,  condiins 

end mectmniims neoessary to allow the introduction of local exchange competition, as 

required by the sections of Florida Chap& Law 9543. However, for 

the period unlil January 1. lQW, disputed issues raised by the eforementioned smtutes 

shall be resalved as follows: 



A. LacallnterCOndOn 

Section 364.16, Florida StaMeS, requires. among other things. thet each 

incumbent local exchange t e l o c o m m u n i m  wmpeny (LEC) prwide access to and 

interconnection wlth Ib telemmmunicatlons facilities to any other provider af kcal 

exchangetelecommunicetkns d e s  requeaing such and interconnection at 

norrdiscrimlnatory~,~,twns,andconditionsestablishedbytheproccdurec~ 

forth in Section 384.162, Florida StaMeS. Section 384.162 provides that an alternative 

local exchange tdecommunications company 0 ShaR have until August 31.1Bss, 

or saty (60) days, to negotiate with the LEC mutually acceptaMe prices, terms and 

conditions of interconnection and for the resale of LEC sewices and facilities. The 

statute also provides that if the parties are notabbtu negodatee price b y ~ u g w 3 1 ,  

1995. or wSlfiin six@ (SO) days, either party may palition the Commission to establish no+ 

discrirninatury rates, terms and condiins of interconnection and for the rasele of LEC 

services and facilities. The parties were unable to negotiate mutually BcceptaMc 

prices, termS and condiions of interconnectian by August 31.1985, or within sixty (so] 

days. After further mgOtiati0tls. howeVer. the Unddgncd partieS naW agree to the 

f ~ ~ ~ w v i n g  interim prices, terms and wndiins ior intemnnection and the &tmge ot 

traffic with GTE W a  Incorporated (GTEFL) through D m b e r  31,1997: 

1. 'Local interconnectkn' is defined only for puposes of this Agreement as 

including the delivery of kad tmflic to be terminated on each company% 

locd network, the LEC unbundled nelwork feature, functions and 

capablllties contained in Attachment D. and temporary telephone number 

2 



the addtianel prices, terms and c v n d i i  shall be established pursuant 

to negotiation or set by the Commission. upon tuques& as required by 

Section 364.161(6), Florida Statuks If the Commission does not render 

its vote within 120 days, Uten the p w t h  agme that the Commisoion'fi 

decision will be mtmcbve . to the 120th day m a  p n  is filed. 

The delivery of local tramc beiween cach undersigned ALEC and GlEFL 2. 

3 
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Wlic an an in-kind basis, foqoiw cornperwion in the krm of cash or 

cash equivalent 

On M interim bask, a local exchange provider shall not be required to 

amp- another local m e  plwiderkw more Uun up to ms 

of the kcel 

prwidermths lower minutes of use inthe same month. This 

cap shall applytothebtal local minutes ofusecalcuiated on a company- 

wide basis in the State of Florida. For -le. if m BI given month GTEFL 

has 10,oOO minutes of local tramctenninated onun AlEC's local exchmge 

network and the ALEC has 1 5 , p  mi- of koal Mtictemhatad on 

GTEFL's bcal exchange network, the MEC would bo required to 

corn- GTEFL for bcal inbaarnneclhn on the basii of 10,500 

terminating minutes (l0,OOO mins. X 105% = 10.500 mins.) and GTEFL 

would compensate the ALEC for 10,006 terminating minutes, Seven 

3. 

e 

hundred* percent (105%) ofthe toml minutes of 

addwonal emnples are contained on Attachment 8. which i incorporated 

herein by reference. In order to determine the mount of local beffic 

terminated on each locel provides nehnok, oech kcal plovider will report 

to the other praviderthe amount of local treffictefrnin8w. connectivity 

shall be estaMished at eech and wery wh;rreUiefaciljljes of GTEFL 

and the ALEC p e r m  the physical function of M i n g  local tramcto be 

terminatsdintheoUtercompany'srwwork. Suchintemmectingtadutles 

shall canform, at the minimum. to the &deamrtnm&Wm Wlrrtry 

4 
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stendard of DS1 (eellcore stendad No. TR-NWUMW). Neither party 

shell construct f d i i e s  in order to nBcBGsrtate ' the other party bullding 

unnecessary taciliies. STP (signal transfer point) SS7 (Signalling System 

7) conrmdhhly is also required. The parties recognize that various aspects 

of the lnterconnedion process (including physical tnteuwnnectlon 

enangements (ia, collocation, midspan meet) teclnical requirements, 

muble reporting and resolution, billing processes, resolution of opefating 

issues. provisioning, ordering. deadlines, Perfomwrestandards, recording 

of traffic, including start and stop time, reparbng and payment, dispute 

resolutions, rounding mesunements, financial pedlies for late payments, 

and the provision of in terder  dearinghouse functions ZUB nat msolved 

in thii document, and the agme to coop&dy work toward 

resolution of these issues no later than Mamh 31, lSgg, and Uwt either 

party may petition the Commission for resolution should unresolved issues 

remain on Match 31,1996. If the Cammissin does not render its vote 

within 120 days of the petition, then the parties agme that (he 

Commission's decision will be remactWe to the l20h day after a pe!itbn 

is filed. The parties agree that resolution of these issues will ultimatdy 

result in additionel written documents with which the parties will comply. 

The parties Stipulate and agree that the exchange of traflic on GlEFL's 4. 

GctEded Area senrice, M e d  caning savice and other local calling 

mutes shall be consiclorod bcal traffic. The pmies will theredore 

5 
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compensate each other for such tramc muant to paragraphs 2 and 3 

above. 

The parties ma agree that no traffic for which Wnaaing access 

senkes dlarges would otherwise apply shall be carried -ugh a bcal 

5. 

imnnection ~mmgsment without peyiw the appr~priete charge for 

such minating axess Smites 8s set foflh in W o n  364.16@)(a), 

Florida Statute. GTEFL agrees to provide with a Sumcient quantity 

of numbering resources to enable ALECs to comply with this requirement, 

6. Elther GTEFL or an ALEC will provide irdermdkuy tandem switchihg and 

transport to connect the end user of a local eachange provider to the end 

user of another ALEC, a LEC other than GTEFL, another 

telecommunications company (a~., pay telephone plwider, openrtw 

ssnrices prwider), or a wireless telecommunications setvice p M e r  for 

the purpose of making a local call. me local axchange provider 

perfwming thi intennediary function will bill a $.a(12 per minute cttaqp 

o w  and above b appropriate locel interconnection rate dements as 

shown on Attachment A 

7, when or an ALEC prouides intemrsdiary functions for nehrvork 

access. i.e., between an IXC and an ALEC, the ALEC and OTEFL will each 

provide W r  OWTI ncrtwork access senrke dunants on a m e p o i n t  Wis. 

I '  I 



M e r  will bill its owf~ network Bcc88s Service elements 1D tile 

IXC. 

8. n e  ddjvsry of iWSWS toll bamc behnreen each undersigned and 

GTEFL shall alw be teEiprocal and compensation will be mutual. Each 

undersigned ALECand GTEFLshan pay each other Mentical fatfits for 

terminating the sme iype of blrflic on each ottmfs network The parties 

w i l l p a y e a c h o t h e r G T E R ' s i ~ ~ e d n e h r r o r k a c c e s s ~ e r e t e  

elements on a per minute of use basis for originating and terminating 

intrastats toll trelFic BP eppmpriete within GTEFL's franchrsed ' (VB& For 

example, when an ALEC customer places atoll call to a GTER customer 

and the ALEC senres as the toll oanier, G E F L  will charge the ALH: 

terminatingnetwDrkaccess~es,theprlceofwMdrwill~dependlng 

upon whether the call goes through a GTER tandem or is directly routed 

tn the GTEFL end oflice. If the ALEC is serving asthe GlEFLcustomer's 

presubscribed IXC, or the GTEFL custornef uses the ALEC on a 1QxXx 

basis, then GEFL will charge the ALEC the apprapdate originating nehNork 

access charges. Likervise. if G T E n  is senring as the ALEC customers 

presubsaibed IXC. or the ALEC customer uses GTEFL on a lwxX bask, 

the ALEC will bill QTEFL the appropriab 0righatjr-1~ network access 

charges. Example0 Of these nshNorkaccess retselements and prices are 

identified on Attachment C. which is incarporated herein by refenmce. 
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The prfces, t e r n  and c o n d i i n ~  of intercoMsctiDn agreed to herein are 

deemed transitional in nature. The paah deem than acceptable only in theinterest of 

compromise to arable the introduction of local exchange competition to brsda’s 

consum(ws beginning January 1 , l M .  

Theundersigned perb;esstlpulatand agtwthatbecwsethekcalinterconnectlon 

and ttafiic anangements agreed to M n  am considered bansitknal, the agreements 

shall be fmq@mkd ’ with the new provisions becoming e&ctive after IWO years. 

Accordingly, by no leter than Juna 1,1997, the undersiQned parlies shall commence 

negotiations with regard to the terms, conditions and pdces of interconnection 

anangements to be enective beginning January 1, I-. If the perties am unable to 

satisfactorily negDtiate new interconnection terms, conditions end prices within 90 days 

of commencing negotiations, my perty may petiiion the Commission to estabhh 

appropriate interconnection arrangements. The parties will emowage the Commission 

to issue its order by no lster then December 31,1997. In the went the Commisdon 

does not issue its order prior to January 1,1998, or if the parties continue to negatiata 

the interconnection arrangements beyond January 1,1998, the parlies stipulate and 

agree that the terms. conditions and prices ultimately ordered by the Commission, or 

negot id  by the parties. will be effective rstroacbv ’ e to January 1, lm. Until the 

revised interconnection arrangements become etfectiw. the parties shall continua to 

exchange traffic on a redprocel basis pursuant to the terms 0fthisAgreement 

B. Unbundllng and Resale of Local tcchange Tel.communications Company 
NetrrorL Faatum~, Functions and cOp.bllHks 



"-,*-,-" -.. --.-- -_- - - -  -__  .. 

" 
Stdon 384.161, Florida StaMeS. requires each LEC, upon request, tu unbudle 

d o f i t s  nehnorkfeatures, functionsand capabilities, krcludingcpccessbsignelingdeta 

b m ,  systems and routing pWeSS, and offer them t0 &Uly Other t d ~ f n f V I ~ n S  

provider requesting such featum. functions or capabilii for d e  to the erdent 

technically and clconomicalbfeecibleand a t p w  that arenot bslowcost Thesfalute 

&so requires that the perties first negotiate the terrn~, m n d i i  and pricss of any 

feasible unbundling request If the partie6 mnot reach a ry resolution within 

60 days. either party may petition the Commbkn to arblbate the dw and the 

Commission shall make a determination within 120 days. 

Theundersigned partieshinrenowsatistecbDrilyrsadvedtheterms, conditionsend 

prices of those network fdwes, functions and capabilities that am technically and 

econumically feasible of unbundling as set forth m Attechment D, which is incorpomtd 

herein by refemca. It is understood by the p a r k  that the lii of network features. 

functions and capabilities is not exhamwe ' and the parties committo coopaate in the 

negotiation of additional network features, functions and capabilities as the parties'luture 

needs require. 

GTEFL contends that the unbundled price of a kcal loop should be computed 

under economically efiicient pricing models and should not be equated with eoaistlng 

special access terilf rates. Howaver, in the interest of compromise and for the d e  

purpose of establishing unbundled loop prices for the State of Florida and given the time 

requirements of chaptam ofthe Florida StaMer, GTEFL has agmed to u t i l i  a nte 

that is the sameas its &sting special mzess ma. By agreeing b utilize such mres h 
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this settlement, GEFL does not waive its right to change such rides as pmilted by l e ~ ,  

propose and advocldb use of different pricing models in ather proceedings involving the 

Same or other parties or upon conclusion ofthetwo years ofthis Agreement The 

perties agree that the iswe of imputsdion of LEC unbundled service prices into h retan 

fates is not addressed by this Agreement, and that the M C s  - their rim to 
frrrthw address imputation for these s~lv~yls ' , including unbundled kcal bops. 

c. uniwml Sedce/Cmfer of Last Remt 

The parties agree that Sadon 3e4.W Florida StaluWs, contains a legkkttve 

finding that each telecommunicebions company should cMltrlbute its fair share to the 

support of the lbcal exchange telecommunications company% univemd sewb/canier 

of last resort (WS/CQLR.) obligabiom. For a transitlorid pulod, the Commission is 

required to establish an intehm US/COLR mechenim for maintaining universal senrice 

and funding carrier of last resort obligations, pending the irnplemMon of a pemww~lt 

mechanism. This interim mechanism is to be implemented by January 1,1898, and 

applied in e manner that ensures thet mch altemahv 'elocalexchmgecompany 

contributes its fair share to the support of the local exchange telecommunications 

company's UslcoLR obligations. The interim mechanism shall reilect a fair sham of the 

LEGS recovery of investment made in fulfilling its COLR obligations and the maintenance 

of universal service objectives. The statute further provides that the Commission shall 

ensure that the interim mechanism, which is to m a i n  in &ect, if n-, until the 

implementation of a pennment mechanism, but not lata than Januaty 1,2MO, ens- 

the maintenance ot u n . M  Service thmugh a canier of last matt, but does nat impsde 

10 



the development of residential mnsumer choice or creetb M laveasonable 

cornpaition. 

The parties stipulate and agtw to the following interim mechanism to BSSUR, the 

p M i n  of universal Senrice through a canier of last mort, The undersigned patties 

stipulate end agma that GTER wlll guarantee the prwiskn of universai semb as the 

carrier of last reSaR throughout its mitory until January 1, lega  

Notwithstan ding the foregoing, if GTEFL subsequently believes that competition 

is in any way undermining its ability to pmvide universal service during Ihs d m h  of 

this agreement, it may petition the Commission to commence a proceeding to quenWy 

the amount of support, if any, needed to maintain u n i m d  henrice and seek a 

contribution from ALE&. The amount of support needed, if any, and related issues am 

matters of proof on a case-byam basis. Moreover, the parties in no way waive their 

tight to petition the Commission pursuant to Saction 364.025(3), Florida !%dutes. 

The parties urge the Commission to open a separate docket to investigate and 

recommend to the L e g i r e  what the Commission determines ta be a fair and 

reasonable resolution of the issues surrounding a permanent universal mice 

mechanism pursuant to Section S4.025(4), Florida StaMeS. The undersigned perties 

also agree to use their best efforts to persuade the Commission and the Legisiature to 

resolve the isrues surrounding the establishment of a pemranent Us/coLR recowry 

mechanism at the diest possible datq provided, howevar, that such efforts shall not 

be consbwd or usad as an admission by the undersigned padies comerring the 

exktenw of or nwd for a subsidy, the necessity for a permanent USlCOlR recovefy 

11 



m m b m ,  or the appropriate methodology for decermirdng a prwides fair shnre of 

contribution, if any, under a permanent mechanism. 

D. Temporary Telephano Number POlhMlnV 

A t t h e C o m m ~ i o n ' s r e g u ~ a g e n d a c o ~ h d d ~ 1 ~ b e r l 2  l e e S , h  

Commission approved the Agreement of the parties to Docket NO. S0m-F. which 

addressed every issue relating to the implementatian of atemporary telephone nunber 

portabilty solution, except the price to be charged for the lempomy telephone number 

portability solution, the advantages and disadvantages of Remote cell Fomardhg, and 

the treatment of terminating ~cccss charges on a ported call. The undersigned parties 

agree that the Commissiorrepproved Stipulerion ad Agreement shall be incoporated 

herein by relerenceand be attached to this Agreement as Atgchment E 

Wlth regard to the price to be paid for remote call f o d i g  between carriers, 

which is the tempomy telephone number portabili solution to be implemented by 

January 1,1996, the undefsi~ned Wes agree to pay a recuning cherge as follows: 

$1.25 per line per month per residential customer for one path and $1.25 per line per 

month per business customer for one path. For additional paths, the undersigned 

parties agree to pay $.50 per month per additional path per residentid astoma and 

$.XI per month per additional path per business customer, with no additional 

nonrecuning charge if the additional path is ordered at the same time as the first path. 

The undsrsigned parties further agree to pay a norrecuning chglge of 56.00 per der 

fM multiple lines pleced for single end user astomem in a single exchange. 

12 
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 he mporary number pottabllrty cham- DEted above shall also apply whenever 

a G T E R & m a w  tom ALEC and ctmngeshis/herlocalion within t h e m e  

GTEFL canbal affios. ma SIVIR charges will appty when an ALEC custom= switches 

ta GTEFL and changes hi- kcation within the m e  WC tmtd office. 

Forthattenninating toll traffic ported totheucwhich U S a O f t h e m  

tandem switching, the access anangem- should be for @TEFL and the ALEC to bill lh 

traffic in accordance with meet-point billing anangmwnts. Hawever, QI'TER is CMently 

not technically capable of providing this access Mangunent because it is unable to 

identify or pmvide the mcessmy ~ccess records to permit Uw ALE& to bill the lXCs 

directly for terminating access to ported numb-. The perties agree to work 

cooperabively to develop a mutually agreed upon sumgate method to approximate th8 

access minutes, and a settlement process which permits the ALEC to recover those 

access revenues due to it as a co-pmvider of access s#vics to IXCs. During the 

interim, until 8 sumgate can be mutually developed by the parties, GTEFL will bill the 

IXC full terminating switched access charges and remit the interconnection 

revenue to the ALEC. If a GEFL inWalATA call is delivend to the ALEC, GlEFL will 

pay the ALEC Wnnineting access rates. The errangement descrsbed in this paragraph 

shall work on e reciprocal basis. 

E. Resolution ol Diy3utw 

The undmigned paroieS e ~ l e e  that if any dispute arises as to the interpietation 

of MY prwision of this Agreement or as to tha pmpar implementation of eny d h 

matters agreed to in this Agreement, the parties will -on the Commission for a 

13 
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resoldon of the d i .  How-r, each undercignd perty rmmes anY figm ft W 

judicial misw of any ding made by the Commission concerning this to 

Agreement 

F. D u m  

m ~ g m & k  elfsctiveasofJanuary 1,1998, and mnains in effect d l  each 

of the mefters and issues addressed herein has been implm'mtd or ms~hred 85 

contemplated by the undemigned patties or as modified by mutual consent of the 

pertis. This Agreement shall still m a i n  in effect for tho undersigned parties in the 

event that the Commission Mders GTERto impose differwd rates for 0therALECs or 

camels. 

0. RaFntatIOnr 

Each pemon.si@ng ihis Agreement representsthat he or she has the requisite 

authority to bind the party on whose behalf the persan is signing. By signing this 

Agreement, each undersigned parly represents that it agrees to each of the stiptdations 

and agreements set forth henin. In the event there are parties to the aforemandbned 

dockets tha do not sign this A!~reemnt, the comprehensive resolution of the iswes set 

forth in this Agreement shall, nomthdess, be binding upon the undersignsd parties. The 

parties further request the o ~ ~ h g  of a separcde docket in the Commission's effort to 

the Legislature's mandate tu rasearch the issue of a permanent US- 

mechanism and recOmmend what the Commission determines to be a reasonable end 

fair mechanicm for prwiding to the greatest number of customers basic I d  c a c e m  

telecommunications m - c e  at an anDrdable prim. 

14 
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H. UmltaUonotU* 

undmigned understand and agmthetthis Agreement r m ~  sntaed 

into to rssohre issues and matters which are unhue to the State of W a  The 

u n d d g n d  par6hs~aa0reethatthisAgresment~nrrtherrrsultofmmpmmir;eand 

negoWon and was entered in o r d ~ t o  avoid the -end * OfbYiWMd 

appealing these issues bebm the Commission and the Cow. The undersigned parlie 

lherefore agree that none ofthe agreements and stipulauons contained herein shall be 

p M  by an underrsigned party or any of its aflflistes In Ws or any other jurisdiction 

as evidence of any concession or as a waiver of any position taken by enather 

undexsioned pruty or afii l i i  in that jurisdiction or for any other purpose. 

I. Waivers 

Any failum by any underrigred party to insist upon the strict performance by any 

other entity of any ofthe pmvisions ofthis A g m e n t  shall not be deemed awaiverof 

any of the prwisions of this Agreem- and each undersigned pafly, notwithstand hJ 

such failure, shall have the right thersefter to inslst upon the specific.peuformance of any 

and all ofthe providons of mls Agreement 

J. IndemnHy 

The undesignecl ALECS agree tu forever indemnify and hold harmless G E K  its 

effiliates and ar\y third-party provider or operator of facilities involved in the prwision of 

d c e s  under mi  Agreement (collectkly, the 'Indemnified Parties') from and 

any and all damages, lo-, claims. actions, liabilities, demands. charges, suits, 

penalties, afsosamentS or payments which any ALEC end UGBT may against an 

15 





purpose, arising from course of performance, course of dealing, or from usages of 

trade. 

L 0 O V C m l ~ L . W  

This Agreement shall be governed by, and construed and arforced haaxdm 

a, the laws ofthe State of Florida, without mgad to its conffiioflaws principles. 

M. PU- 

The undersigned parties acknowledge that this A ~ ~ e n t  is bdng entered into 

for the purposes of alkwing the introduction of local cornpeaition; complying 

with the requirements of Florida Chapter Law 95403 with respect @J negotiating the 

matters at issue under that Act; and in order to m i d  the expense and uncertahty 

inherent in re~twing the mttter~ at issue in Docket NO. S!Xl6S-TP. Neither this 

Agreement nor any actionrakento reach, eReChlate orfurtherthisAgfE!eInentmay be 

construed as, or may be used as an admission by or against any pafly. Entering into 

or carrying out this Agwement or any negotiations or proceedings related therebD, shal 

not in any event be construed as, or deemed to be evldence of, an admission or 

comesion by any ofthe undersigned mes, or to be a waiver of any applicable chim 

or defense, Omemise available, nor does it indicate that any party other than GfEn 

believes that a univ#sal s d c e  "subsidy' fmiacists or is ~ c e s s ~ ~ y .  

N. Arm'sLengthNegotlatlons 

This Agreement WlLS executed after arm's length nepotiations betrveen the 

undersigned pdes and refiectE the conclusion of the undemigned that this Agreement 

is in the best interests of all the vldersigned pafties. 

17 
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0. JdntDmMng 

The undersigned parties parbicipated in llre drrdling of lhk Agreement and, 

therefore, theterms ofthis Agreement am not intended to becomiruAed against any 

undersianed pany by virtue of dmlkmanship. 

P. Mnglelnstrument 

This Agreement may be cp(bulfcd in sewed countaparts, each of which, when 

eaecuted, shell ConstiMe an original, and all ofwhi i  sw CWlstiMe but onead the 

same instrument. 

IN WTNESS WHEREOF, this Agrement has been amcuted as ofthe-day of 

,1996. by the undersigned rep- ' tor the parties hereto. 

Florida Cable Telecommunications 
Association, Inc. 

GTE Fbrida Incorpomted 
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AlTACHYENTA 

GTE FLORIDA SWITCHED ACCESS RATE El.€MENTS AND RATE LEVELS 
AS OF JANUARY 1,lssd 

TlR.nSpatt' 

DS1 Local ChaMd - Entrance Facilv 
Switched Common Transport per minute of 

Facilities Termination per M W  
use per mile 

~ AccessTandmslrritcMng 

' Assumptions: - Tandem Connection with Common Transport - No Cdlooation - DS1 kcal channel @ goo0 minutes per month end 24 v o b  Qrade 

-Zone 1 charges (zones2 and 3 rates areas wontained in GlEFL's intmstaW 
klqU'hk!lltS 

accesssenricetariff) 

* Rate shown for first system. Rafe for addtiond systan is $..aoosO1s 
Total rate would be 5.0105342. 

a Rate levels shown in this example will m y  based upon p u r c h w  fe@remeulls 
for s p d c  mhvok anangemants. 



w 
GTEFL tenninmtm 10,ooO 
min to ALEC X 

ALEC x taminates 16,Ooo 
min. to GEFL 

case 7: 

GTEFL tetminebss 15,000 
rnin. tu ALK: X 

ALEC x m-hates 10,m 
min. to QTEFL 

case3 

GTER terminates zam 
min. to ALEC X 

ALEC X terminates 10,ooO 
min. to GTEFL 

Case 4: 

GTER tetminates 10,ooO 
min. to ALEC X 

ALEC X terminates zem 
min to GTEFL 

ALEC X bills Q E F L  for 
10,000 min 

GlEFL bills ALEC X for 
10,500 min (10,oaa + !j%) 

ALEC X bills GlEFL for 10.500 
min (10,000 + 5%) 

GTEFL bills ALEC X for 10,ooO 
min. 

ALEC X Mls GTER zem 

GTEFL bills ALEC X z m  

ALEC x bilk GTER zem 

GTEFL bilk ALEC X zero 
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ALEC X terminates 1O.OOO 
min. to GTER 

Case 7 

GTEFLMd ALEC X both 
terminate 10,000 min. to 
each Other 

ALEC X bills GTEFL for 
10,oOO mm. 

QTEFL bills ALEC X for 
10,200 mln. (diffamce Is 
- k = w )  

ALEC X bills GTEFL for 
10,200 mln. (difference is k then 
cap) 

GEFL bills ALEC X for 10,ooO 
mm. 

ALEC X and GEFL both bill each 
Other ro,m min 
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AllACHMENT C 

GTE FLORIDA - INTRASTATE 
WITCHED ACCESS 

Rate Elements 

- 
Carrier Common Line 

Origineting 
TenniMting 

TfEUl!Spod 

Facility' 
DS1 W Chennel - Entrance 

Regidual Interconnection 
Switched Common Trrrnsport 

per minute of use per mile 
Facilities Termination per M W  
Access Tandem Switching 

Local Switching 2 I 

htes'as 
3fJanuery 
1, laQ6 

$.0251oOO 
s.0382000 

' Assumptions: 
- Tandem Connection with Common Transport 
- NoColkcation - DS1 locel channel @ 9000 minutes per month 

- Zone i~nes2and3~ereassconta ined inG~s in t res ta te  
and 24 voice grade equivalents 

eccesssenricetarin) 

*Ratestmwnforfirstsystem. Rateforadditional 
system is $..oooeol@. 
Rads hwdsshown in thii example win vary based upon pwchasefs 
mu- fwspedficnehmrkamwemnk. 
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ArrACHMENTD 

UNBUNDLED NEWORK FEATURES, FUNCTIONS AND CAPABllJllES 

parties to the Agmemt  have e the following additionel tamt, 

condiions and prices relating m unbundled network fmtum, M o n s  end capabilities: 

(l) 

For E91 1 setvice, the ALEC will connect the n- trunks to the appropriate 

EQll tandem, including the designated secondary tandem. If a munidpallty has 

converted to EO11 sewice, the ALEC win fwwerd el l  calls to the appmpriate ~ 9 1 1  

primary tandem, along with ANI, b a d  upon the current E911 end 

Access to 9lWEBlt Emergency Network. 

hming arrangement as provided by GTER If the p d ~  tandem m n b  not 

available, the ALEC wiU abmate mute the CaA to the dmnated s ~ n d ~  EQll 

tandem. If the secondary tandem trunks a not available, the ALEC will alternate route 

the call to the appropriate Trafhc Operator Position System (TOPS) tandem. 

In order to ensure the proper working of the system, along with accumtw -mer 

data, the ALEC will prwide daily updates to the E911 data base. GTER will work 

cooperatively with the ALEC to define record layouts, media requirements, and 

procedures for this process. 

In some instames GTEFL is responsible for maintsnance of the E91 1 data base 

and is compensated for m r m i n g  these functions by either the municipalii or the 

ALEC - for maintaining the ALEC's information. In no event, however, shall G m  be 

entitled to cornpensdon from bath patlies forthe same function. 



G T E ~  will indude the ALEW customers' primary listings in the white page 

(residence and business listings) and yellow page (business riw) directories. as weU 

a6 the directory assistance data base, as long as UPB ALEb provide information to 

GTEFL in a manner compatible with GEFL's opemthal m. GTEFL will not 

cherqe the ALECs to (a) print their customsrs' primary listings in the whim pages ancl 

yellow page directories; @) distribute d1-V book to their CuStOmer~; (c) recycle their 

customers' directory books; and (d) maintain the Directory M i  data base. GTEn 

will work coopemtivdy with the ALECs on issues concerning lead time, timeliness, 

format, and content of listing information. 

(3) lntnLArA800TrpMc. 

GTER will compensate ALECs for the origlnatlon of 800 WIic terminated to 

GTEFL pursuant to the ALECs' orlginating switched access charges. including ths data 

base query. The ALECs will ptwide to QTER the appfDpriete records nscessary for 

GTEFL to bill thdr customers. The records will be provided in a standerd ASFUEMR 

formet for e fee of $0.015 pet record. At such time as an ALEC elects to provide 800 

senrices, the ALEC will redpmcate this errangement Should GTER be permitted to 

provide i W T A  800 Services prior to the expiration of this Agmement, GTEFL will be 

responsible k r  compensating the ALEC for the origination of such tramc as well on the 

m e  terms and conditions em described above. 

25 
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(4) Number Ae&nim Adminirbwon. 

GTEFLag~towMlcwimanyALECwhichmekesarequestsndassisttheALEC 

in obtaining RAO coda from a regional bell opereting company and any other biliw 

and accounting codes mcewafy for the pmvisin of local telephone numb- within 

GEFL'c jurisdiin. 

(5) 

GlEFL and the ALE& shall mutually provide each other busy line vefkabo ' nand 

Busy Urn Verlflmhn/Em~nCy Int.rmpt S.IY/c(# 

emergencyintsrmpts~pusuanttotsrlff. 

(6) m r K  Design rnU Yangment. 

GTER and the ALECs will work coopaativeh/ to install and maintain reliable 

interconnected telecommun*kations networks. A cooperative effort will include, but not 

be limited to, the exdrenge of appropriate information concerning nelwork changes that 

imp& services to the local senrice providw, rn&&mnw contact numbors and 

escalation procedues. The intercoMection of all networle wUI be bpped upon accepted 

industry/national guidelines for transmission standards and traflic bbcking aiteria 

GTER and the ALE- will work cwperatively to apply s o d  network management 

principles by invoking appropriate network mane~Bment controls, i.c, call gapping, to 

alleviate or prevent network congestion. It is GTER's intention not to ChaFpe 

rearrangement, d g u r a t i o n ,  disconnect, or other nonrecumng fees assoc'kitd wlth 

the initial recanRguration of eaGh canier's lntwconnectian anangments. Howeva. cach 

ALECs intarmnnecakn raconfigdons will have to be Eansidered individually as to the 

a p p l i i n  of a chew. 
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(7) ClASSInterapenb~. 

GTEFLand the ALECswill pmvide LEclo-LEC Common Charvlel Sinnalling (CCS) 

to one mother, where avaibble, in conjunction with all treffic in order to enable full 

intsroperabnity of CUSS featms and functjm. All CCS sigding parameten, will be 

provided includii aubmatk number idenwicabon ' (ANI), origilnating lbw in foman 

(W), calling pafly category, ChaQJs n u m b ,  ae. All prhrclcy indiclrton wnr be honored, 

and GTEFLand the ALECswill cooperab on the exchange of Transacbo * nalcepabiliies 

ApplicationPartCTCAPJ messagestofaciIltaCeful i n t e m p e r a b i l ~ o f ~ ~  

between their reylectnre . network. 

@) Nt?t~orkExpmrion. 

For network wpansion, GTER and the ALECs WOI nvian engineering 

requirements on a qmftdy basis and mlabliih forecasts f o r m  u t i l i i  New tnnk 

groups will be implemented as d i d  by engineering requirements for both GTEFL and 

the ALEC. GTEFL and the ALEC we muired to provide eech other the proper call 

information (Le., originated call partv number and destination call parly number, CIC, 

022, etc.) to enable each company to bill accordingly. 



(SI 9bmW- 
In additbn to CLASS krteroperabili, as discussed above, GTEFL will offer use of 

its signaling network on an'tnbundled basis at briffed rates. Signaling functionality wil 

be available with both A-link and Blink connsctivity. 

(la) 

 he price ofe GTEFL unbundled local loop shall bethe same as the price sed 

forth in QTEFL's Special Access Tariff. 



Chapter 364.16(4), Florida StatUteS, raquires the F l o r i d a  

public sUViC8 conlpission to have a temporary eervica provider 

nurpkrr portability mechanism in placo on Januw 1, 1996. Thm 

statute furthu roquires industry PaEtiCipantc to form a nupkr 
partability standards qroup by September 1, 1995 for the purpose 

of doveloping the appropriate costs, parameters, and standards 

for number portability. 

portability solution is one task that the group is to perform. 

This standards group was formed on July 26, 1995, and consisb of 

the members listed on Attachment A to this agreement. If parties 

arc unable to come to agreement on the temporary solution, tho 

Florida Public Service Commission has rooervod dates for an 

evidentiary proceeding under Chapter 120.57, Florida Statuto.. 

Negotiating the temporary number 

As a result of workshops held by the m e m b e r s  of the 

standards group, an agreement has been reached as to the methods 

of providing temporary number portability. This Stipulation is 

entered into by and between the undersigned parties to Docket No. 

950137-TP, Investigation into a Temporary Local Telephone N u m b e r  

Portability Solution to Implement Competition in Loaal Exchange 

Markets. 

The parties agree that Chapter 364.16(4) ,  F l o r i d a  Statutes, 

requires a service provider tomporary number portability 

solution. 

at a given location to change service from a local exchanga 

Service provider number portability allows an end user - 
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c0rp-y (LE~) to M alternative local exchange cqpany (-1 '& 

vice versa, or between two ALECs, Without ChMging local 

telephone nrrrbus. 
6 

T ~ R  partien further agree that a temporary suvice provider 

mubet po*tability mechanism that can be implercntrd in mast Lgc 

central offiou at the preaont t h m  is Rsnote Call Forwarding. 

with -to call pozwardlnq, a call to the old telephone ntnbor 

Sa first sent to the switch of the formcr local suvicr provider, 

and then Forwarded (ported) to the switch Of the new local 

service provider. This is a temporary aechania that can be 

implemented using existing switch and netvork technology. 

remote call forwarding is not an appropriate solution to the 

issue of permanent number portability, tha parties agree that it 

can be used as a temporary number portability .rchaniolP. 

While 

The parties therefore agree that the Ucs shall ofter -0tR 

Call Forwarding to certificated AtEcs as a temporary number 

portability mechanism, effective January 1, 1996. 

parties agree that ALECs shall offer W o t e  Call F3rtJareing to 

LECs as a temporary number portability mechanism, effective on 

tho date they begin to provide local exchange telephone senrim. 

All partiem agree that the provision of reliable end user access 

to emergency services such as 911/E911 is necessary to protact 

the public health, safety and welfare. This stipulation is 

entared into w i t h  the understanding that R-tR Call Forwarding 

does not provide technical impediments to the availability and 

reliable transfer of relevant information fo 911/E911 systw. 

LiJcewiso, the 

2 
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All par tha  -11 work wether and with tho 911 Coord~Mtors to 

succesmfully integrate the relevant W C  information into th. 

e i n g  oii /mii  sy&s. 

porvardinp will ba on a per-line pu-nonth banis and vi11 h 

Unitom throughout an individual LBC'r eximtiq service 

tsrritory. 

call porwarriinp mhall not k bclw the cmts of +hat LE(: to 

m e  recurring pricc for motr -11 

Th. price chargad by an individual LEC for Rsmot. 

provide Ruate Call Forwarding for purposem of providing 

m o r a r y  number portability. 
Porwardinq offered by an ALEE will mirror the prico charged by 

thc LEG. 

The price charged for m o t e  Call 

n o  parties recognize that there are other relatmd 

compensation issues that are not addressed in thin agreement, 

inchding compensation for termination of ported callm and the 

entitlement to terminating network access charges on ported 

calls. These items will be negotiated by the parties, or 

resolved by the Commission. as local interconnection issues under 

Chapter 364.162. 

The parties further agree that Flexible Direct Inward 

Dialing is an alternative temporary number portability ascbanism. 

With Flexible Direct Inward Dialing, the number ir routed to the 

switch of the former loa81 service provider, which tranmlates it 

to look like a direct inward dialed call terminating in the 

switch of the n w  local exchange provider. 

that F l ~ i b l m  D i r e c t  Inward Dialing involver certain technical 

and administrative issues that have not yet been fully a-scd. 

The partiem recognize 

3 



nm partiu agree that the Lgcs will continua to neqetiata v i a  

uho desire to utilize Flexible D i r e c t  Invard Dhlinp a. 

a method of providing bporary number portability to resol- amy 

technical and administrative issues and to establish the prices, 

and canditiono upon which Plexible Direct Invard Dial- 

will bo offued. In the event the partlu w unable to 

satisGtori1y nylotiatm the price, term and condi+iolu, 4th.l: 

patty MY patittion the Commismion which shall, v i t h h  120 day8 

after receipt of the petition and after opportunity for a 

hearing, determine whether Flexible Direct Invard Dialing La 
technically and economically feasible and, if so, set 

nondiscriminatory rates, terns and conditions for Plsxible Direct 

Imard Dialing. The pricao and rates shall not ha balw cost. 

Nothing in  this Stipulation shall prealudm tho use of 

feasible options for temporary number portability that may he 

developed in the future. 

The parties further agree that the work of the number 

portability standards group Will continue, under Chapter 

364.16(4),  Florida Statutes, to investigate and develop a 

permanent number portability solution. 

(SIGNATURES BEGIN ON FOLLQWINC PAGE) 
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ns WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this 

stipulation and Agreement as of the 30th day of August, 199s. 
h 

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPkNY OF ILORIM, 
INC . 

SPRINT/UNITED TELEPHOt4E COWANY OF 
pLM1IDA 

By : 

SPRINT/CENTRAc TELEPHONE COlIpAm OF 
FLORIDA 

MIZROWLITAN FIBER SYSTEHS OF FUIRXDA, 
INC. 

wcx METRO ACCESS TRAWSIIISSIOU SERVICES, 
INC . 
By : -0. I - L  
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DIGITAL MEDIA PARTNERS 

PLORIM CABLE T Y r C A T X O N S  
ASSOCIATION, IWC. 

By: 

ATCT COMHDNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN 
STATES, INC. , 

MtlUNICATIONS 
ASSOCIATION 

INTERNEDIA M ~ I C A T I O N S  OF FWRIDA, 
XNC . 

By: - 
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By: 
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MFSIGTE 
PARTIAL FLORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEllllMT EXEIBIT TTD-9 

Pursuant to this agreement, Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Rorida, Inc. I'MFS") 
and GTE Florida Incorporated ("GTE") (collectively, 'the Patties") will extend certain 
arrangements to one another within each LATA in which they both operate within the 
state of Florida, as described and according to the terms, conditions and pricing 
specified hereunder. The Parties enter into this agreement without prejudice to any 
positions they have taken previously, or may take in the future in any legislative, 
regulatory, or other public forum. 

1. 

WHEREAS, universal connectivity between common carriers is the defining 
characteristic of the public switched telecommunications network in which all common 
carriers participate; and 

WHEREAS, absent such connectivity the utility of communications services to 
individual consumers and to society as a whole would be severely and unnecessarily 
diminished; and 

WHEREAS, in the service of maximum inter-operability, the Parties should be 
abie to efficiently, flexibly, and robustly exchange traffic and signaling at well-defined 
and standardized points of mutually agreed interconnection; and 

WHEREAS, GTE Florida Incorporated is a local exchange telecommunications 
company (LEC) as defined by Section 364.02(6) of the florida Stetutes. Mettopolitan 
Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. (MFS) is an alternative local exchange 
telecommunications company (ALEC) as defined by Section 384.02(1); and 

WHEREAS, Section 364.16, florida Statutes, requires, among other things, GTE 
Florida to provide access to, and interconnection with, its telecommunications facilities 
to any other provider of local telecommunications services requesting such access and 
interconnection at nondiscriminatory prices, rates, terms, and conditions established 
by the procedures set forth in Section 364.162, Florida Statutes; and 

WHEREAS. Section 364.161, Florida Statutes, requires each LEC, upon request, 
to unbundle each of its network features, functions and capabilities, including access 
to signaling databases, systems and routing process, and offer them to any other 
telecommunications provider requesting such features, functions or capabiliies for 
resale to the extent technically and economically feasible and at prices that are not 
below cost; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 364.16 and 364.161 also requires LECs and ALECs t o  
attempt to negotiate satisfactory rates, terms and conditions for interconnection and 
unbundling. If such negotiations fail, either party has the right to file a petition with 



MFSIGTE 
PARTIAL FLORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT 

the Florida Public Service Commission to establish such rates, terms and conditions; 
and 

WHEREAS, on January 24, 1996, MFS filed petitions before the Commission 
in Docket Nos. 950984 and 950985 asking the Commission to establish rates, terms 
and condiions for interconnection and the provision of GTE Florida unbundled 8wvicBB 
and features to  MFS; and 

WHEREAS, GTE florida and MFS, in an effort to avoid the uncertainties and 
expense of litigation before the Commission and appeals before the courts, desire to 
enter the following agreement which will serve as e partial settlement of Docket Nos. 
950984 and 950985 noted above; and 

WHEREAS, GTE Florida and MFS acknowledge and understand that this 
Agreement is entered into to resolve issues and matters which are unique to the State 
of Florida and is a result of compromise and negotietion. The parties further 
acknowledge that none of the provisions set forth herein shall be proffered by either 
GTE Florida or MFS or any of their affiliates in this or any other jurisdiction as evidence 
of any concession or as a waiver of any position or for any other purpose. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual provisions contained herein 
and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, MFS and GTE hereby covenant and agree as follows: 

A. "Automatic Number Identification" or "ANI" refers to the number 
transmitted through the network identifying the calling party. 

"Central Office Switch", "Central Office" or TO" means a switching 
entity within the public switched telecommunications network, including 
but not limited to: 

B. 

"End Office Switches" which are Class 5 switches from which end 
user Exchange Services are directly connected and offered. 

"Tandem Office Switches" which are Class 4 switches which are 
used to connect and switch trunk circuits between and among 
Central Office Switches. 

Central Office Switches may be employed as combination End 
Officerrandem Office switches (combination Class 5IClass 4). 
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. .  

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

"CLASS Features" (also called "Vertical Features") include: Automatic 
Call Back; Automatic Recall; Call Forwarding Busy LinalDon't Answer; 
Call Forwarding Don't Answer; Call Forwarding Variable; Call Forwarding 
- Busy Line; Call Trace; Call Waiting; Call Number Delivery Blocking Per 
Call; Calling Number Blocking Per Line; Cancel Call Waiting; Distinctive 
Ringinglcall Waiting; Incoming Call Line Identification Delivery; Selective 
Call Forward; Selective Call Rejection; Speed Calling; and Three Way 
Calling/Call Transfer. 

"Co-Location' or "Co-Location Arrangement" is an interconnection 
architecture method in which one carrier extends network transmission 
facilities to a wire center/aggregation point in the network of a second 
carrier, whereby the first carrier's facilities are terminated into equipment 
installed and maintained in that wire center by or on the behalf of the 
first carrier for the primary purpose of interconnecting the first carrier's 
facilities to the facilities of the second carrier. 

"Commission" means the Florida Public Service Cornmission (PSC). 

"Common Channel Signaling" or "CCS" means a method of digitally 
transmitting call  set-up and network control data over a special network 
fully separate from the public switched network that carries the actual 
call. 

"DID" means direct inward dialing. 

"DS-1" is a digital signal rate of 1.544 Mbps (Mega Bit Per Second). 

"OS-3" is a digital signal rate of 44.736 Mbps. 

'DSX panel" is a crossconnect baylpanel used for the termination of 
equipment and facilities operating at digital rates. 

"Electronic File Transfer" refers to any systemlprocess which utilizes an 
electronic format and protocol to send/receive data files. 

"Exchange Message Record" or 'EMR" is the standard used for exchange 
of telecommunications message information among Local Exchange 
Carriers for billable. non-billabla, sample, settlement and study data. 
EMR format is contained in BR-010-200-010 CRIS Exchange Message 
Record. a Bellcore document which defines industry standards for 
exchange message records. 

2/19/96 
-3 
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M. 

N. 

0. 

P. 

0. 

R. 

S. 

"Exchange Service' refers to all basic access line services, or any other 
services offered to end users which provide end users with a telephonic 
connection to, and a unique telephone number address on, the public 
switched telecommunications network, and which enable such end users 
to place or receive calls to all other stations on the public switched 
telecommunications network. 

"Interconnection" means the connection of separate pieces of equipment, 
transmission facilities, etc., within, between or among networks. The 
architecture of interconnection may include several methods including, 
but not limited to co-location arrangements and mid-fiber meet 
arrangements. 

"Interexchange Carrier" or "IXC" means a provider of stand-alone 
interexchange telecommunications services. 

"Interim Number Portability' or "INP" means the transparent delivery of 
Local Telephone Number Portability ("LTNP') capabilities, from a 
customer standpoint in terms of call completion, and from a carrier 
standpoint in terms of compensation. through the use of existing and 
available call routing, forwarding, and addressing capabilities. 

"ISDN" means Integrated Services Digital Network; a switched network 
service providing end-to-end digital connectivity for the simultaneous 
transmission of voice and data. Basic Rate Interface-ISDN (SRI-ISDNI 
provides for digital transmission of two 64 Kbps bearer channels and one 
16 Kbps data channel (2B+D). Primary R a t e  IntedacblSDN (PRI-ISDNI 
provides for digital transmission of twenty-three 1231 64 Kbps bearer 
channels and one 16 Kbps data channel (23 B + D). 

'Line Side" refers to an end office switch connection that has been 
programmed to treat the circuit as a local line connected to a ordinary 
telephone station set. Line side connections offer only those 
transmission and signaling features appropriate for a connection between 
an end office and an ordinary telephone station set. 

"Link Element" or "Link" is a component of an Exchange Service; for 
purposes of general illustration. the "Link Element" is the transmission 
facility (or channel or group of channels on such facility) which extends 
fram a Main Distribution Frame, DSX-panel. or functionally comparable 
piece of equipment in an GTE end ofice wire center, to a demarcation or 
connector block inlet a customer's premises. Traditionally. links were 
provisioned as 2-wire or &wire copper pairs running from the end office 
distribution frame to the customer premise; however, a link may be 
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provided via other media, including radio frequencies, as a channel on a 
high capacity feeder/distribution facility which may in turn be distributed 
from a node location to the customer premise via a copper or coax drop 
facilii, etc. Links fall into the following categories: 

"2-wire analog voice grade links" will support analog transmission 
of 300-3000 Hr, repeat loop start or ground start seizure and 
disconnect in one direction [toward the end office switch), and 
repeat ringing in the other direction (toward the end user). This 
link is commonly used for local dial tone service. 

"2-wire ISDN digital grade links" will support digital transmission 
of two 64 Kbps bearer channels and one 16 Kbps data channel. 
This is a 28 + D basic rate interface Integrated Services Digital 
Network (BRI-ISDN) type of loop which will meet national ISDN 
standards. 

"4-wire DS-1 digital grade links" will support full duplex 
transmission of isochronous serial data at 1.544 Mbps. This T- 
1 /DS-1 tvpe of loop provides equident of 24 voice grademso 
channels. 

T. "Local Exchange Carrier" or 'LEC" means any company certified by the 
Commission to provide local exchange telecommunications service. This 
includes the Patties to this agreement. 

u. "Local Telephone Number Portability" or "LTNP" means the technical 
ability to enable an end user customer to utilize its telephone number in 
conjunction with any exchange service provided by any Local Exchange 
Carrier operating within the geographic number plan area with which the 
customer's telephone nurnber(s) is associated. regardlegs of whether the 
customer's Chosen Local Exchange Carrier is the carrier which originelly 
assigned the number to the customer, without penalty to either the 
customer or its chosen local exchange carrier. 

v. "Main Distribution Frame" or "MDF" is the primary point at which outside 
@ant facilities terminate within a wire center, for interconnection to other 
telecommunications facilities within the wire center. 

"Meet-Point Billing" or "MPB" refers to an arrangement whereby two 
LE& jointly provide the transport element of a switched access service 
to one of the LEC's end office switches, with each LEC receiving an 
appropriate share of the transport element revenues as defined by their 
effective access tariffs. 

W. 
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X. "MECAB" refers to the Multfple ficlmnge CBnier Access MIhW (MEW) 
document prepared by the Billing Committee of the Ordering and Billing 
Forum (OBF), which functions under the auspices of the Carrier Liaison 
Committee (CLC) of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry 
Solutions (ATIS). The MECAB document, published by Bellcore as 
Special Report SR-BDS-000983, contdns the recommended guidelines 
for the billing of an access service provided by two or more LECs, or by 
one LEC in two or more states within a single LATA. 

"MECOD" refers to the Mult@le Exchange C2wriws Ordering and Design 
(MECOD) Guidelines far Access Sewices - Industry Support Interfeu?, 8 
document developed by the Ordering/Frovisioning Committee under the 
auspices of the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF). which functions under 
the auspices of the Carrier Liaison Committee ICLC) of the Alliance for 
Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). The MECOD document, 
published by Bellcore as Special Report SR STSOO2643, establish 
methods for processing orders for access serviw which is to be p~ovided 
by two or more LECs. 

"Mid-Fiber Meet" is an interconnection architecture method whereby two 
carriers meet at a fiber splice in a junction box. 

"NANP" means the "North American Numbering Plan", the system of 
telephone numbering employed in the United Statas, Canada, and the 
Caribbean countries which employ NPA 809. 

"Numbering Plan Area" or "NPA' is also sometimes referred to as IWI area 
code. This is the three digit indicator which is defined by the "A", "B', 
and "C" digits of each lo-digit telephone number within the North 
American Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NPA contains 800 possible 
NXX Codes. There are two general categories of NPA, "Geographic 
NPAs" and "Non-Geographic NPAs'. A "Geographic NPA" is associated 
with a defined geographic area, and all telephone numbers bearing such 
NPA are associated with services provided within that geographic area. 
A "Non-Geographic NPA", also known fis a "Service Access Code" or 
"SAC Code" is typically associated with a spac ia l i i  telecommunications 
service which may be provided across multiple geographic NPA areas: 
800. 900.700, and 888 are examples of Non-Geographic NPAs. 

"NXX", "NXX Code", "Central Office Code" or "CO Code" is the three 
digit switch entity indicator which is defined by the "D", "E", and "F' 
digits of a 10-digit telephone number within the North American 
Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NXX Code contains 10,OOO station 

Y. 

2. 

AA. 

BB. 

CC. 
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DD. 

numbers. Historically, entire NXX code blocks have been assigned to 
specific individual local exchange end office switches. 

"On-Line Transfer" means the transferring of an incoming call to another 
telephone number without the call being disconnected. 

EE. 

FF. 

GG. 

"Permanent Number Portability' or "PNP' means the use of a database 
solution to provide fully transparent LTNP for all customers and all 
providers without limitation. 

"Plain Old Telephone Service Traffic-or 'POTS traffic." The parties agree 
that this includes local traffic as defined in GTE's tariff and disagree as 
to whether this includes non-locd intralATA toll traffic exchanged 
between the parties respective exchange customers. 

"Port Element' or "Port" is a component of an Exchange Service; for 
purposes of general illustration, the 'Port' is a line card and associated 
peripheral equipment on an GTE end office switch which serves as the 
hardware terminetion for the customefs exchange service on that switch 
and generates diel tone and provides the customer a pathway into the 
public switched telecommunications network. Each Port is typically 
associated with one (or more) telephone numbeds) which serves as the 
customer's network address. Port categories include: 

"2-wire analog line port" is a line side switch connection employed 
to provide basic residential and business type Exchange Services. 

"2-wire ISDN digital line port" is a Basic Rate Interface (BRI) line 
side switch connection employed to provide ISDN Exchange 
Services. 

"2-wire analog DID trunk port" is a direct inward dialing (DID) 
trunk side switch connection employed to provide incoming trunk 
type Exchange Services. 

"4-wire O S 1  digital DID tNnk port" is 8 direct inward dieling (DID) 
trunk side switch connection employed to provide the equivalent 
of 24 analog incoming trunk type Exchange Services. 

"&wire ISDN digital DS-1 trunk port" is a Primary Rate Interface 
(PRI) trunk side switch connection employed to provide the ISDN 
Exchange Services. 



MFSIGTE 
PARlIAl. FLORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT 

HH. "Rate Center" means the specific geographic point anU corresponding 
geographic area which have been identified by a given LEC as Wing 
associated with a particular NPA-NXX code which has beon assigned to 
the LEC for its provision of Exchange Services. The "rate center point" 
is the finite geographic point identified by a specific V&H coordinate, 
which is used to measure distance-sensitiva end user traffic tolfrom 
Exchange Services bearing the particular NPA-NXX designation 
associated with the specific Rate Center. The "rate center area" is the 
exclusive geograptuc area which the LEC has identified as the area within 
which it will provide Exchange Services bearing the particular NPA-NXX 
designation associated with the specific Rate Center. The Rate Center 
point must be located within the Rate Center area. 

"Rating Point", sometimes also referred to as "Routing Point" means a 
location which a LEC has designated on its own network as the homing 
(routing) point for traffic inbound to Exchange Services provided by the 
LEC which bear a certain NPA-NXX designation. Pursuant to Bellcore 
Practice BR 795-100-100, the Rating Point may be an "End Office" 
location, or a "LEC Consortium Point of Interconnection". Pursuant to 
that same Bellcore Practice, examples of the latter shall be designated by 
a common language location identifier ( C U )  code with (x)KD in positions 
9, 10, 1 1, where (x) may be any alphanumen'c A-2 or 0-9. The Rating 
PointlRouting Point need not be the same as the Rate Center Point, nor 
must it be located within the Rate Center Area. 

"Reference of Calls" refers to a proce6s in which calls are routed to an 
announcement which states the new telephone number of an end user. 

"Service Control Point" or "SCP" is the node in the signaling network to 
which informational requests for service handling, such as routing, are 
directed and processed. The SCP is a real time database system that, 
based on a query from the SSP, performs subscriber or application- 
specific service logic, and then sends instructions back to the SSP on 
how to continue call processing. 

"Signal Transfer Point" or "STP" performs a packet switching function 
that routes signaling messages among SSPs, SCPs and other STPa in 
order to set up calls and to query databases for advanced services. 

II. 

JJ. 

KK. 

LL. 

MM. "Synchronous Optical Network" or "SONET" means synchronous 
electrical (STS) or optical (OC) channel connections between LECs. 

"Switched Access Service" means the offering of facilities for the 
purpose of the origination or termination of non-POTS traffic to or from 

NN. 
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Exchange Services offered in a given area. Switched Access Services 
include: Feature Group A, Feature Group B, Feature Group D, 800 
access, and 900 access. 

"Trunk Side" refers to a central office switch connection that is capable 
of, and has been programmed to treat the circuit as, connecting to 
anather switching entity, for example a privste branch exchange ('PBX') 
or another central office switch. Trunk side connections offer those 
transmission and signaling features appropriate for the connection of 
switching entities, and can not be used for the direct connection of 
ordinary telephone station sets. 

"Wire Center" means a building or space within a building which serves 
as an aggregation point on a given csrriar's network, where transmission 
facilities and circuits are connected or switched. 

00. 

PP. 

111. 

The Parties shall interconnect their networks as necessary to effect the Co- 
Carrier Arrangements identified in psrts V., VI., VII., and IX., as defined below: 

A. In each LATA identified below, the correspondingly identified wire center 
shall serve as the initial Designated Network Interconnection Point ("D 
NIP") at  which point MFS and GTE will interconnect their respective 
networks for inter-operability within that LATA. 

LATA PNlP 
Tempa Tampa Main SWC (GTE) 

(MFS connects to GTEl 

Tampa Tampa Downtown Node (MFS) 
(GTE connects to MFS) 

B. Initially, MFS agrees to connect to GTE at GTE's Tempa Main Serving 
Wire Center (810 Morgan) and GTE agrees to reciprocally connect to 
MFS at MFS' Tampa downtown Node facility (Barnett Bank Building). 
Where MFS and GTE interconnect at a D-NIP, the parties may mutually 
agree to other arrangements including, but not limited to any of the 
following interconnection methods: 

1. a mid-fiber meet at the D-NIP, or in a manhole or other appropriate 
junction point near to or just outside the D-NIP; 
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2. a digital croas-connection hanboff, DSX p d  to DSX panel, 
where both MFS and GTE maintain such facilities at the DNIP; 

a co-location facility maintained by MFS, or by a 3rbparty with 
whom MFS has contracted for such purposes, at an GTE wire 
center, where such wire center has been designated as the D-NIP; 
or 

a co-location facility maintained by GTE, or by a 3rd-party with 
whom GTE has contracted for such purposes, at an MFS wire 
center, where such wire center has been designated as the D-NIP. 

In extending network interconnection fecilities to the D-NIP. MFS shall 
have the right to extend its own facilities or to le- dark fiber facilities 
(ii available) or digital transport facilities from GTE or from any 3rdparty. 
subject to the following terms: 

1. 

3. 

4. 

C. 

Such leased facilities shall extend from any point designated by 
MFS on its own network (including a cdocation facility 
maintained by MFS at an GTE wire center) to the W l P  or 
associated manhole or other appropriate junction point. 

Where MFS leases such facilities from GTE, MFS shall have the 
right to lease under nondiscriminatory tariff or contract terms 
from GTE. 

2. 

D. Upon reasonable notice and if agreed to by GTE, MFS and GTE may 
change from one of the interconnection methods specified above, to one 
of the other methods specified above, with no penalty, conversion. or 
rollover charges. 

IV . 
A. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed to in any manner limit or 

otherwise adversely impact any MFS' right to employ or to request and 
be assigned any NANP number resources including, but not limited to, 
central office (NXX) codes pursuant to the Central Office Code 
Assignment Guidelines'. 

As contemplated by the Central Office Code Assignment Guidelines, MFS 
will designate within the geographic NPA with which each of ips assigned 

E. 

Last published by the Industry Numbering Committee ('INC'I mi INC 96-04(r7-005, 1 

Revlsion 4/7/95, fomnrrly ICCF 9S0729-010. 
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C. 

0. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

NXX codes is associated, a Rate Center area within which it intends to 
offer Exchange Services bearing that NPA-NXX designation, and a Rate 
Center point to serve as the measurement point for distance-sensitive 
traffic -/from the Exchange Services bearing that NPA-NXX designation. 

MFS will also designate a Rating Point for each assigned NXX code. MFS 
may designate one location within each Rate Center as the Rating Point 
for the NPA-NXXs associated with that Rate Center; alternatively, MFS 
may designate a single location within one Rata Center to serve as the 
Rating Point for all the NPA-NXXS associated with that Rate Center and 
with one or more other Rate Centers served by MFS within the same 
LATA. 

Until such time MFS receives specific permission from the Commission 
to vary its rate centers from GTE's rate centers, MFS will agree to deploy 
a minimum of one NXX per established GTE rate center area. 

To the extent GTE serves as Central Office Code Administrator for a 
given region, GTE will support all MFS requests related to central office 
(NXX) code administration and assignments in an effective and timely 
manner. 

The Parties will comply with code administration requirements as 
prescribed by the Federal Communications Commission, the Commission, 
and accepted industry guidelines. 

It shall be the responsibility of each Party to program and update its own 
switches and network systems to recognize and route traffic to other 
Party's assigned NXX codes at all timas. Neither Party shall impose any 
fees or charges whatsoever on the other Party for such activities. 

A. 

1. MFS may establish meet-point billing arrangements with GTE in 
order to provide Switched Access Services to third parties via an 
GTE access tandem switch, in accordance with the Meet-Point 
Billing guidelines adopted by and contained in the Ordering and 
Billing Forum's MECAB end MECOD documents, except as 
modified herein. 

2. Except in instances of capacity limitations, GTE shall permit and 
enable MFS to subtend the GTE access tandem switch(es) nearest 
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to the MFS Rating Pointb) associated with the NPA-NMts) 
tolfrom which the Switched Access Services ara homed. In 
instances of capacity limitation at a given accass tandem switch, 
MFS shall be allowed to subtend the next-nearest GTE access 
tandem switch in which sufficient capacity is available. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

7 .  

Interconnection for the meet-point arrangement shall occur at the 
GTE Tampa Main Serving Wire Center (SWCI D-NIP. 

Common channel signalling ("CCS') shall be utilized in conjunction 
with meet-point billing arrangements to the extent such signaling 
is resident in the GTE access tandem switch. 

MFS and GTE will use their best reasonable efforts, individually 
and collectively, to maintain provisions in their respective federal 
and state access tariffs, and/or provisions within the National 
Exchange Carrier Association ("NECA") Tariff No. 4, or any 
successor tariff, sufficient to reflect this meet-point billing 
arrangement, including meet-point billing percentages. 

As detailed in the MECAB document, MFS and GTE will in a timely 
fashion exchange all information necessary to accurately, reliably 
and promptly bill third parties for Switchad Access Sarvices traffic 
jointly handled by MFS and GTE via the meet-point arrangement. 
Information shall be exchanged in Electronic Message Record 
("EMR') format, on magnetic tape or via a mutually acceptable 
electronic file transfer protocol. 

MFS and GTE shall work cooperatively to coordinate rendering of 
meet-point bills to customers, and shall reciprocally provide each 
other, at no charge, the Usage Data, etc. 

B. 

1. Initially, billing to 3rbparties' for the Switched Access Senices 
jointly provided by MFS and GTE vie the meet-point billing 
arrangement shall be according to the multiple-Mll/multipletariff 
method. 

Subsequently for billing to 3rd-parties for the Switched Access 
Services jointly provided by MFS and GTE via the meet-point 
arrangement, MFS and GTE may mutually agree to implemant one 

2. 

Including any future GTE separate interexchange subsidiaries. 2 

2/19/96 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

of the following options: singlebill/single tariff method, single- 
bill/multiple-tariff method, multiplebilllsingletanff method, or 
multiplebWmuItipletariff method. Shwld MFS prefer to change 
among these billing methods, MFS shall notify GTE of such a 
request in writing, 9O-days in advance of the date on which such 
change shall be implemented. 

Switched Access charges to 3rd-parties shall be calculated utilizing 
the rates specified in MFSs and GTE's respective federal and state 
access tariffs, in conjunction with the appropriate meet-point 
billing factors specified for each meet-point arrangement either in 
those tariffs or in the NECA No. 4 tariff. 

MFS shall be entitled to the balance of the switched access charge 
revenues associated with the jointly handled switched access 
traffic, less the amount of transport element charge revenues5 to 
which GTE is entitled pursuant to the above-referenced ttlriff 
provisions. 

MPB will apply for all traffic bearing the 800, 888, or any other 
non-geographic NPA which may be likewise designated for such 
traffic in the future, where the responsible pa* is an IXC. In 
those situations where the responsible party for such traffic is a 
LEC, full switched access rates will apply. 

VI. ROCAI T R A F F I C V  

A. 

The Parties shall reciprocally terminate POTS calls originating on each 
others' networks, as follows: 

1. The Parties shall make available to each other the following traffic 
exchange trunk groups for the reciprocal exchange of POTS traffic 
at the respective D-NIPS: 

a. . GTE shall make available to MFS, at the GTE Tampa Main 
SWC, trunks over which MFS shall terminate to end users 
of GTE-provided Exchange Services, POTS traffic wiginated 
from end users of MFS-provided Exchange Services. 

For purp0.e~ of clarification, this does not indude the interconnection charge, which 3 

is to be remined to the end office provider, which in this case would be MFS. 

211 9/98 
-w 13 
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b. MFS shall make available to GTE, at tho MFS Tampa 
downtown Node, trunks over which GTE shall terminate to 
end users of MFS-provided Exchange SeMces, POTS traffic 
originated from end users of GTE-provided Exchange 
Service. 

MFS and GTE shall, where applicable, make reciprocally 
available, by mutual agreement, the required trunk groups 
to handle different traffic types. MFS and GTE agree to 
work cooperatively to agree on network trunking within 60 
days upon execution of this agreement. 

To the extent different rates are agreed upon or are ordared 
by the Commission for local and non-local traffic, the parties 
will provide each other appropriate for the traffic 
carried over the trunk groups. 

c. 

d. 

2. Reciprocal Traffic Exchange Arrangememt trunk connections shall 
be made at a DS-1 or multiple DS-1 level, DS-3, (SONET where 
technically available) and shall be jointlyenginsered to an objective 
P.01 grade of service. 

MFS and GTE agree to use their best collective efforts to develop 
and agree on a Joint Interconnection Grooming Plan prescribing 
standards to ensure that the Reciprocal Traffic Exchange 
Arrangement trunk groups ere maimrained at consistent P.01 or 
better grades of service. Such plan shell also include rnutually- 
agreed upon default standards for the configuration of all 
segregated trunk groups. 

The Parties will provide Common Channel Signalling (CCS1 to  one 
another, where and as available, in conjunction with all traffk 
exchange trunk groups. The parties will cooperate on the 
exchange of Transactional Capabilities Application Part (TCAP) 
messages to facilitate full intersperability of CCSbased features 
between their respective networks, including all CLASS features 
and functions. All CCS signalling parameters will be provided 
including automatic number identification (ANI), originating line 
information (OU) calling party category. charge number, etc. All 
privacy indicators will be honored. Network signelling information 
such as Carrier Identification Parameter [CCS platform) and 
CICIOU information (non-CCS environment) will be provided 
wherever such information is needed for call routing or billing. For 
traffic for which CCS is not available, in-band multi-frequency 

3. 

4. 
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(MF), wink start, E&M channel-associated signalling with ANI will 
be forwarded. 

The Parties shall establish company-wide CCS interconnections 
STP-to-STP. Such STP links shall be reciprocally provided. 

6. 

B. 

MFS and GTE do not agree as to  the co-on arrangements for the 
exchange of POTS Ilocal/tradiiional toll) traffk. The partics agree that the 
rates for reciprocal compensation will be in accordance with any future 
Commission decision or mutual agreement of the parties. 

VII. PLAlFARRANGrrmENTS 
- -  - -  A. 

1. 

a. MFS will interconnect trunk groups to the GTE 9-1 -1 /E-9-1 - 
1 selective routerslgl 1 tandems which serve the areas in 
which MFS provides exchange services, for the provisibn of 
9-1-1/E9-1-1 services and for access to all sub-tending 
Public Safety Answering Points. GTE will provide MFS with 
the appropriate CLLI codas and specifications of the tandem 
serving area. 

b. GTE and MFS will arrange for the automated input and daily 
updating of 9-1-1/E-9-1-1 datebase information related to 
MFS end users. GTE will work cooperatively with MFS to 
ensure the accuracy of the data transfer by verifying it 
against the Master Street Address Guide (MSAG). 
Additionally, GTE shall work with the county to provide 
MFS the ten-digit POTS number of each PSAP which sub- 
tends each GTE selective router/B-1-1 tandem to which 
MFS is interconnected. 

GTE will use its bast efforts to fac i l i i e  the prompt, robust, 
reliable and Hicient interconnection of MFS systems to the 
9-1-)/E-9-1-1 platforms. 

c. 

2. 
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For the provision of 91 llE911 senn'ces between MFS and 
GTE, the parties will work cooperatively to address, any/dl 
compensation issues within 60 days upon execution of this 
agreement. To the extent the parties are unable to agree 
within 60 days, either party may petition the Commission 
to seek resolution. MFS will be required to connect trunks 
to the 91 llE911 tandem(s). 

B. 800 

1. 

The Meet-point Billing terms and conditions contained in section 
V of this agreement apply for the exchange of 800 traffic. 

2. 

Applicable Switched Access Meet-point billing rates shall 
apply for all 800 calls per the terms and conditions contained in 
section V of this agreement. 

C. 

1. 

a. MFS and GTE shall work cooperatively to reach agreement on all 
information services (e.g. 976, 974, N1 1, weather lines, sports 
lines, publisher lines, etc.) issues. The subsequent information 
services agreement shall enable MFS and GTE to reciprocally 
provide information services, originate and terminate information 
services calls between each other, bill and collect revenues from 
each others end users (including Information Providers), and 
reasonably compensate MFS and GTE. 

D. 

MFS and GTE agree that an additional agreement will be required to 
effectuate the terms of this section and will work cooperatively to  
execute the additional agreement within 80 days upon the execution of 
this agreement. 

1. 



-- - _ _  . .. - .  - _ _ _  _ _ _ _  
MFSlGTE 

PARTIAL FLORIDA CO-CARRIER A 0 - H  

- -  

The directory listings and distribution terms and rate specified in 
this section shall apply to listings of MFS customer numbers falling 
within NXX codes directly assigned to MFS, and to listings of MFS 
customer telephone numbers which are retained by MFS pursuant 
to Local Telephone Number Portability Arrangements described 
below. The terms of this section may require a subsequent 
additional agreement with GTE's Directory Publishing company. 

a. GTE will include MFS's customers' tdephons numbers in all 
its "White Pages" and "Yellow Pages" directory listings and 
directory assistance databases associated with the areas in 
which MFS provides services to such customers, and will 
distribute such initial directories and directory updates to 
such customers, in the identical and transparent manner in 
which it provides those functions for its own customers' 
telephone numbers. 

MFS will provide GTE with its directory listings and daily 
updates to those listings in an industry-accepted format; 
GTE will provide MFS a magnetic tape or computer disk 
containing the proper format. 

MFS and GTE will accord MFS' directory listing information 
the same level of confidentiality which GTE accords its own 
directory listing information, and GTE shall ensure that 
access to MFS's customer proprietary confidential directory 
information will be limited solely to those GTE employees 
who are directly involved in the preparation of listings. 

b. 

c. 

2. 

a. GTE and MFS will work cooperatively to address any 
payments for sales of any bulk directory lists to third 
parties, whsre wch lists include MFS customer listings and 
eny compensation due GTE for administrative functions 
associated with furnishing listings to third parties. GTE will 
not provide/sell MFS' listings to any third parties without 
MFS' prior written approval. 

GTE shall provide directory distribution, directory 
database maintenance. and directory listings for MFS and its 
customers under the same terms that GTE provides these 
same services for its end users. In-area directory delivery, 
datehse maintenance, and basic 'white" and 'yellow' page 

b. 

2/19/96 
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listings will be at no fee. Out-of-arm directory deliim end 
enhanced listings, Le. bolding, indention, second listings, 
e., will be per GTE's cunently tariffed or nondisctiminately 
available contract rates. 

E. 

1. 

At MFS' request, GTE will: 

a. provide to MFS unbranded directory assistance senn.ce MFS 
which is comparable in every way to the directory 
assistance service GTE makes available to its own end 
users; 

provide to MFS directory assistance service under MFS's 
brand which is comparable in every way to the directory 
assistance service GTE makes available to its own end 
users; 

b. 

2. When available, at MFS' request, GTE will: 

a. provide to MFS operators or to an MFSdesignated operator 
bureau on-line access to GTE's directory assistance 
database, where such access is identical to the tvpe of 
access GTE's own directory assistance operators utilize in 
order to provide directory assistance services to GTE end 
users; 

b. allow MFS or an MFS-designated operator bureau to license 
GTE's directory assistance database for use in providing 
competitive directory assistance services; andlor 

in conjunction with VII.E.1.a. or VII.E.l.b., above, provide 
caller-optional directory assistance call completion service 
which is comparable in every way to the directory 
assistance call completion service GTE makes available to 
its own end users. When this functionality is available, GTE 
will route the cells back to MFS for MFS to complete the 
customer call. 

c. 

3. 
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F. 

G. 

GTE will charge MFS its wholesale IXClLEC rates for the following 
functionality: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

$0.25 per unbranded directory assistance intrastate cell. 

$0.25 per branded directory assistance intrastate call. 

$0.28 per unbranded directory assistance interstare call. 

d. $0.28 per branded directory assistance interstate call. 

When available: 

e. $0.0- per use of caller-optional directory assistance call 
completion. (Future) 

f. $0.0- per directory assistance database query. (Future) 

g. $- for licensing of each directory assistance database. 
(Future) 

GTE will work cooperatively with MFS to ensure that Yellow Page 
advertisements purchased by customers who switch their service to MFS 
(including customers utilizing MFSassigned telephone numbers and MFS 
customers utilizing cocanier number forwarding) are maintained without 
interruption. GTE will allow MFS customers to purchase new yellow 
pages advertisements without discrimination, at nondiscriminatory rates, 
terms and conditions. GTE and MFS will work cooperatively to 
investigate with GTE Directory Publishing whether GTE would implement 
a commission program whereby MFS may act as a sales, billing end 
collection agent for Yellow Pages advertisements purchased by MFS’s 
exchange service customers. 

When an end user customer changes from GTE ‘to MFS, or from MFS to 
GTE, and does not retain its original telephone number, the party formerly 
providing service to the end user will provide a transfer of-service 
announcement on the abandoned telephone number upon request. This 
announcement will provide details on the new number to  be dialed to 
reach this customer. These arrangements will be provided reciprocally 

2/19/36 
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based upon current practice with GTE's customers to &er the other 
carrier or the end user customer. 

H. 

MFS and GTE will employ the following procedures for handling 
misdirected repair calls: 

1. MFS and GTE will educate their respective customers as to the 
correct telephone numbers to call in order to access their 
respective repair bureaus. 

2. To the extent the correct provider can be determined, misdirected 
repair calls will be referred to  the proper provider of local exchange 
service in a courteous manner, at no charge, and the end user will 
be provided the correct contact telephone number. Extraneous 
communications beyond the direct referral to the correct repair 
telephone number are strictly prohibited. 

MFS and GTE will provide their respective repair contact numbers 
to one another on a reciprocal basis. 

3. 

Bvsv I ille v- .. . 1. 

1. 

Each Patty shall establish procedures whereby its operator bureau 
will coordinate with the operator bureau of the other Patty 
operating in order to provide Busy Line Verification ("BLV") and 
Busy Line Verification and Interrupt ('BLVI") services on calls 
between their respective end users. BLV and BLVl inquiries 
between operator bureaus shall be routed over the appropriate 
trunk groups. MFS and GTE will reciprocally provide adequate 
connectivity to facilitate this capability. 

2. 

Each Party shall compensate the other Party for BLV and BLVl 
inquiries according to  the following rates: 

lmLimub 

BLV $0.85 
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BLVl $0.65 

J. 

GTE will include in the "information Pages- or comparable section of its 
white Pages Directories for areas served by MFS, listings provided by 
MFS for MFS's installation. repair and customer service and other 
information. This term may require an additional agreement with GTE 
Directory Publishing. 

K. 

If available, GTE will work cooperatively with MFS to assist MFS in 
obtaining from the appropriate 91 1 government agenck3s monthly updates 
to  the Operator Reference Databasa (ORDB). If available, this will enable 
MFS to promptly respond to emergency agencies (Le. fire, police. 
emergency medical technicians, etc), as a back-up to 91 1, during e 
catastrophic situation. 

VIII. L 

A. 

GTE shall unbundle all its Exchange Services into three separate 
packages: (1) link element; (2) port element; and (3) cross-connect 
element. The following link and port categories shall be provided: 

2/4-wire analog voice grade 
2 wire ISDN digital grade 
&wire DS-1 digital grade 

2/4-wire analog line 
2-wire ISDN digital line 
2-wire analog DID trunk 
4-wire DS1 digital DID trunk 
4-wire ISDN DS1 digital trunk 

GTE shall unbundle and separately price and offer these elements such 
that MFS will be able to lease and interconnect to whichever of these 
unbundled-elements MFS requires, and to combine the GTE-provided 
elements with any facilities and senrices that MFS may itself provide, in 
order to efficiently offer telephone services to end users, pursuant to the 
following terms: 

1. Interconnection shall be achieved via co-location arrangements 
MFS shall maintain at the wire center at which the unbundled 
elements are resident. 
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2. Each link or port element shall be delivered to the MFS co-location 
arrangement over a looplport connector applicable to the 
unbundled service delivered, through other tariffed or contracted 
options, or through other technically feasible and economica1)y 
canparable hand-off arrangements in accordance with agreements 
between MFS and GTE. 

To the degree possible all trensport-based features, functions, 
service attributes, grades-of-service, install, maintenance and 
repair intervals which apply to the bundled service should apply to 
unbundled links. 

3. 

a. GTE will not monitor the unbundled l ~ o p  for maintenance 
purposes. MFS will be required to provision a loop testing 
device either in its central office, Network Control Center, 
or in their collocation arrangement to test the unbundled 
loop. GTE will perform repair and maintenance once trouble 
is identified by MFS. 

4. To the degree possible all switchbased features, functions, service 
attributes, grades-of-sewice, and install, maintenance and repair 
intervals which apply to the bundled service should apply to 
unbundled ports. 

GTE and MFS will work cooperatively to attempt to accommodate 
MFS' requirement for billing of all unbundled facilities purchased 
by MFS (either directly or by previous assignment by e customer) 
on a single consolidated statement per wire center. GTE will work 
toward billing at a wire center level, however, in the initial phases 
of unbundling, GTE's billing will be at a state level, or at an 
aggregate account level based on GTE's billing cycles. 

Where GTE utilizes digital loop camer ("DLC")' technology to 
provision the link element of an bundled Exchange Service to an 
end user customer who subsequently determines to assign the link 
element to MFS and receive Exchange Service from MFS via such 
link, G E  shall use its best efforts to deliver such link to MFS on 
an unintegrated basis, pursuant to MFS' chosen hand-off 
architecture, without a degradation of end user service or feature 
availability. GTE and MFS recognize that there may be technical 

5. 

6. 



7. 

8. 

limitations that may need to be addressed to enable this 
requirement, therefore MFS and GTE agree to begin working 
cooperatively to address any technical issues within 60 days upon 
execution of this agreement. 

GTE will permit MFS to co-locate deital loop carriers and 
associated equipment in conjunction with co-location 
arrangements MFS maintains at an GTE wire center, for the 
purpose of interconnecting to unbundled link elements. 

To provide future order and trouble reporting GTE shall work 
cooperatively with MFS to attempt accommodating MFS' 
requirement for an appropriate industry-standard on-line electronic 
file transfer arrangement by which MFS may place, verify and 
receive confirmation on orden for unbundled elements, and issue 
and track troubleticket and repair requests associated with 
unbundled elements. 

B. 

MFS and GTE do not agree as to compensation rates for Unbundled 
Exchange Access Arrangements. 

IX. 

A. 

GTE and MFS will provide Interim Number Portability IINP) on a reciprocal 
basis between their networks to enable each of their end user c u s t o m f ~  
to utilize telephone numbers associated with an Exchange Senrice 
provided by one carrier, in conjunction an Exchange Service provided by 
the other carrier, upon the coordinated or simultaneous termination of the 
first Exchange Service and activation of the second Exchange Service. 

1. MFS and GTE will provide reciprocal INP immediately upon 
execution of this agreement via call forwarding. GTE and MFS will 
migrate from INP to a database-driven Permanent Number 
Portability arrangement as soon as practically possible, without 
interruption of service to their respective customers. 

2. INP shall operate as follows: 

a. A customer of Carrier A elects to become a cuatomer of 
Carrier 6. The customer elects to utilize the original 

r 
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telephone numbarls) corresponding to the Exchange 
Servicels) it previously received from Carrier A, in 
conjunction with the Exchange Service(s) it will now receive 
from Carrier 8. Upon receipt of a signed letter of agency 
from the customer assigning the number to Carrier B, 
Carrier A will implement one of the following errangementp: 

(1) For the initial implementation of the portability of 
telephone numbers, Carrier A will implement an 
arrangement whereby all calls to the original 
telephone numberls) will be forwarded to 8 new 
telephone numbds) designated by Carrier B. Carrier 
A will route the forwarded traffic to Carrier B via the 
mutual traffic exchange arrangements, as if the call 
had originated from the original telephone numbsr 
and terminated to the new telephone number. 

b. Carrier 6 will become the customer of record for the original 
Carrier A telephone numbers subject to the INP 
arrangements. Carrier A will provide M o r  B a dngle 
consolidated master billing statement for INP. GTE will 
explore the possibilii of enabling collect, calling card, and 
3rd-number billed calls associated with those numbers to 
enable MFS to rebdl its newly acquired customers for those 
functions. Also, GTE will explore the possibility of sub- 
account detail for collect, calling card, and 3rd-nurnber billed 
calls, and the capability of having billing statements 
delivered in real time via an agreed-upon Electronic data 
transfer, or via daily or monthly magnetic tape. 

Carrier A will update its Line Information Database ("LIDB") 
listings for retained numbers and cancel calling cards 
associated with those forwarded numbers. 

c. 

d. W a i n  two (2) business days of receiving notification from 
the customer, Carrier B shall notify Carrier A of the 
customer's termination of service with Carrier B, and shall 
further notify Carrier A as to the Customer's instructions 
regarding its telephone numbeds). Carrier A will cancel the 
INP arrangements for the cwtomer's telephone numberls). 
If the Customer has chosen to retain its telephone 
number(s1 for use in conjunction with Exchange Services 
provided by Carrier A, Carrier A will simultaneously 
transition the numbeds) to the customer's preferred carrier. 
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3. Under INP, MFS and GTE will implement a process to coordinate 
INP cut-overs with Unbundled Loop conversions within a 
reasonable time that is acceptable to customers. MFS and GTE 
pledge to use their best efforts to ensure that INP arrangements 
will not be utilized in instances where a customer changes 
locations and would otherwise be unable to retain its number 
without subscribing to foreign exchange sewice. 

4. Per the Florida Public Service Commission's order in Docket No. 
950737-TP, MFS and GTE may continue to develop Direct 
Inward Dialing-type number portabilky arrangements. 

0. 

1. MFS and GTE shall provide INP arrangements to one enother sither 
at the rates ordered by the Florida Public Sewice Commission m 
Docket No. 950737-TP or at MFS' option, other mutually a g d  
upon rates, except for authorized collect, calling card and 3rd- 
number billed calls billed to the retained numbers. 

2. For all traffic terminated between MFS and GTE to the party whose 
customer ultimately receives the call, reciprocal compensation 
charges and Switched Access charges (pursuant to each carrier's 
respective tariffs), shall apply for POTS traffic and non-POTS 
traffic. For compensation purposes, a mutually agreed surrogate 
will have to be developed as neither MFS nor GTE can classify this 
traffic. 

X. 

A. GTE and MFS agree to treat each other fairly, nondiscriminatorily, and 
equally for all items included in this agreement, or related to the support 
of items included in this agreement. 

MFS and GTE will work cooperatively to minimize fraud associated with 
3rd-number billed calls, calling card calls, or any other services related to 
this agreement. 

MFS and GTE agree to promptly exchange all necessary records for the 
proper billing of all traffic. 

6. 

C. 

D. For network expansion, MFS and GTE will review engineering 
requirements on a quarterly basis and estabtish forecasts for trunk 
utilization. New trunk groups will be implemented as dictatsd by 
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engineering requirements for both GTE and MFS. GTE end MFS are 
required to provide each other the proper call information (e.g., originated 
call party number and destination call party number, CIC, O U ,  etc.) to 
enable each company to bill in a complete and timely fashion. 

E. There will be no re-arrangement, reconfigunition, disconnect, or other 
non-recurring fees for any mutually beneficial network interconnections 
associated with the initial reconfiguration for traffic exchange, 91 llE911, 
Interim Number Portability, Meet-point Billing, Directory Assistance, 
Information Services, Common Channel Signalling, and BLV/BLVI 
connectivity. 

With respect to any outstanding issues set forth in this agreement 
requiring an additional agreement within 60 (sixty) days, each party will 
use its best efforts to address all such outatanding items within that time 
period. Failure to reach agreement on these additional issues will not 
affect the enforceability of this agreement. 

F. 

XI. IEBM 
MFS and GTE agree to provide service to each other on the terms defined in this 
agreement until superseded by amended or additional mutually egreeeble 
arrangements approved by the Commission, whichever occurs first. By mutual 
agreement, MFS and GTE may amend this agreement to extend the term of thii 
agreement. Also by mutual agreement, GTE and MFS may jointly petition the 
eppropriate regulatory bodies for permission to have thii agreement supersede 
any future standardized agreements or rules such regulators might adopt or 
approve. 

GTE and MFS shall effectuate all the terms of this agreement within 90 days 
upon execution of this agreement. 

XIII. P D m A  

MFS and GTE will work cooperatively to install and maintain a reliable network. 
MFS end GTE will exchange appropriete information (ae maintenance contact 
numbers, network information, information required to comply with law 
enforcement end other security agencies of the Government, etc.) to achieve 
this desired reliability. 
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MFS and GTE will work cooperatively to apply swnd network management 
principles by invoking nstwork management controls to alleviate or t o  prevent 
congestion. 

XIV. p 

If, at any time while this agreement is in effect, either of the parties to this 
agreement provides arrangements similar to those described herein to a third 
party operating within the same LATAs (including associated Extended Area 
Service Zones in adjacent IATAs) as for which this agreement applies, on terms 
different from those available under this agreement (provided that the third party 
is authorized to provide local exchange services), then the other party to this 
agreement may opt to adopt the rates, terms, and conditions offered to the third 
party for its own reciprocal arrangements with the first party. This option may 
be exercised by delivering written notice to the first party. 

xv. C A N C E U A T 1 O N . C O N M R S I O N . - O V F R C H A R O E S  

Unless mutually agreed otherwise, neither MFS nor GTE shall impose 
cancellation charges upon each other for any beneficial network interconnection 
functions. 

xvl. 7 
Neither party shall be responsible for delays or failures in performance resulting 
form acts or occurrences beyond the reasonable control of such Party, 
regardless of whether such delays or failures in performance were foreseen or 
foreseeable as of the date of this Agreement, including, without limitation: fin?, 
explosion, power failure, acts of God, war, revolution, civil commotion, or acts 
of public enemies; any law, order, regulation, ordinance or requirement of any 
government or legal body; or labor unrest, including, without limitation, strikes, 
slowdowns, picketing or boycotts; or delays caused by the other Party or by 
other service or equipment vendors; or any other circumstances beyond the 
Party's reasonable control. In such event, the Party affected shall, upon giving 
prompt notice to the other Party, be excused form such performance on a day- 
today basis to the extent of such interference (and the other Party shall likewise 
be excused from performance of its obligations on a day-for-day basis to the 
extent such Party's obligations related to the performance so interfered with). 
The affected party shall use its best efforts to avoid or remove the cause of non- 
performance and both parties shall proceed to perform with dispatch once the 
causes are removed or cease. 






