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FINAL ORDER ESTABLISHING NONDISCRIMINATORY RATES,
TERMS, AND CONDITIONS FOR LOCAL INTERCONNECTION

BY THE COMMISSION:
I. BACKGROUND

The 1995 Florida Legislature approved substantial revisions to
Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. These changes included provisions
that authorize the competitive provision of 1local exchange
telecommunications service. As a result, incumbent local exchange
companies may elect to be price regulated rather than rate base,
rate-of-return regqulated companies.

Section 364.16(3), Florida Statutes, requires each local
exchange telecommunications company to provide interconnection with
its facilities to any other provider of 1local exchange
telecommunications services requesting such interconnection.
Section 364.162, Florida Statutes, provides alternative 1local
exchange companies 60 days to negotiate with a local exchange
telecommunications company mutually acceptable prices, terms, and
conditions for interconnection. If a negotiated price is not
established, either party may petition the Commission to establish
non-discriminatory rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection.

on October 20, 1995, Continental <Cablevision, Inc.
(Continental) filed a petition to establish mutual compensation
rates for the exchange of telephone traffic between Continental,
United Telephone Company of Florida (United), Central Telephone
Company of Florida (Centel), and GTE Florida Incorporated (GTEFL).
On October 31, 1995, Continental filed a motion for stay of
proceeding until December 15, 1995, to review the agreement between
the Teleport Communications Group and BellSouth.

On December 18, 1995, Continental filed a notice of dismissal
without prejudice of GTEFL from its petition and from the March 11-
12, 1996 hearings. Continental concluded that its current plans
for providing service in the territory of GTEFL are not near enough
in time to justify the continuation of the proceeding with regard
to GTEFL.

Oon December 22, 1995, Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P., and
Digital Media Partners (collectively Time Warner) filed petitions
requesting the Commission establish nondiscriminatory rates, terms,
and conditions for local interconnection with United.
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On January 23, 1996, Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida,
Inc. (MFS-FL), filed a petition requesting the Commission establish
nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for local
interconnection with United/Centel and GTEFL.

All of these petitions were addressed at a Commission hearing
on March 11-13, 1996. Witnesses of Continental, Time Warner, MFS-
FL, MCImetro, AT&T, GTEFL, and United/Centel presented testimony at
the hearing. Intervenors who participated in the hearing, but who
did not present testimony, included FCTA, Intermedia, and McCaw
Communications of Florida, Inc.

We note that the term "respective ALECs" means the
petitioners, Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL.

IT. MFS-FL L STIPULATION

Oon February 19, 1996, MFS-FL and GTEFL signed an agreement
regarding several terms for local interconnection and stipulated
some issues within this proceeding. ©On March 11, 1996, at the
hearing, we approved the stipulation without objection. The
stipulation resolves the terms for interconnection between MFS-FL
and GTEFL with regards to Sections IV - XVI, and part of Section
XVII of this Order. The stipulation is attached to this Order as
Attachment A.

III. NON~-PETITIONING PARTIES AND THIS DECISION

At the prehearing conference held on March 1, 1996, the
following issue was identified: "To what extent are the non-
petitioning parties that actively participate in this proceeding
bound by the Commission's decision in this docket as it relates to
United/Centel and GTEFL?" The issue was orally argued by the
parties and ruled upon at the beginning of the March 11, 1996
hearing as follows:

Any intervenor ALEC who fully participates in this
proceeding is bound by the resolution of the issues.
Such ALEC 1is still free to negotiate its own
interconnection rate. To the extent negotiations fail,
the affected ALEC may petition the Commission to set
interconnection rates.
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IV. INTERCONNECTION RATE STRUCTURES, RATES AND OTHER COMPENSATION
ARRANGEMENTS FOR EXCHANGE OF LOCAL AND TOLL TRAFFIC

MFS-FL filed a petition for interconnection with United/Centel
and GTEFL, Continental filed an interconnection petition with
United/Centel and Time Warner filed an interconnection petition
with United. Because Continental, Time Warner and MFS-FL filed
these petitions requesting interconnection with United, Centel or
GTEFL, we are required by Section 364.162, Florida Statutes, to set
nondlscrlmlnatory'rates terms, and condltlons for interconnection,
except that the rates shall not be below cost. The most
contentious issue is establishing the appropriate rate structures,
interconnection rates or cother compensation arrangements for the
exchange of local traffic. United/Centel and GTEFL advocated an
access charge—based compensation payment arrangement. Continental,
MFS-FL, Time Warner, MCImetro, AT&T, FCTA, and McCaw urged adoptlon
of "blll and keep" or mutual trafflc exchange. Intermedia had no
position regarding this issue.

a) GTEFL's Proposal - Switched Access Charges

GTEFL advocates an originating responsibility plan (ORP).
Under the proposed ORP, the carrier serving the customer
orlglnatlng the call assures the call is completed, and any
carriers involved in either transporting or terminating the call
are compensated for use of GTEFL's network. GTEFL contends that
the use of its existing switched access rates less the carrier
common line and residual interconnection charges would be most
consistent with the goal of establishing an efficient pricing
structure for the competitive environment for local traffic.

b) United/Centel's Proposal

United/Centel advocates two methods for setting an
interconnection charge: a flat rated port charge or a per minute of
use charge. Under either method, United/Centel contends that the
use of its existing switched access rates less the carrier common
line and residual interconnection charges would be the appropriate
rate for terminating local traffic.

c) MFS-FL, Continental and Time Warner's Proposals

Continental, Time Warner, MFS-FL, AT&T, MCIMetro, FCTA, and
McCaw propose mutual traffic exchange, or "bkill and keep," as an
appropriate compensation mechanism, at least for an interim period.
Bill and keep was a term originally used in LEC toll settlements
after divestiture. LECs would "bill" their originating callers and
"keep"” the revenues from toll calls while paying the terminating
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LEC terminating access charges. In the local interconnection
context, "mutual traffic exchange" is a more theoretically correct
term since no billing occurs.

d) Discussion of GTEFL's Proposal

GTEFL advocates an originating responsibility plan (ORP).
Under the proposed ORP, the carrier serving the customer
originating the call assures the call is completed, and any
carriers involved in either transporting or terminating the call
are compensated for use of their network. The originating carrier
would also be responsible for collecting the revenues from the
originating customer. In this scenario, each company would develop
its own interconnection prices and be required to determine the net
compensation due. The net compensation would depend on the traffic
flows between the companies and their interconnection prices.

GTEFL states that while each carrier should independently
develop its own prices for the use of its facilities based on its
cost and demand conditions, payments should be mutual. That is, an
incumbent LEC should efficiently compensate a new entrant for use
of that company's facilities just as the new entrant should pay the
LEC for services it obtains from the incumbent provider.

GTEFL proposes that the use of its existing switched access
rates, excluding the carrier common line (CCL) and residual
interconnection charges (RIC), is consistent with the goal of
establishing an efficient pricing structure for the competitive
environment for local traffic. GTEFL states that the resulting
price of approximately $.0111 for terminating local traffic exceeds
the long run incremental costs (LRIC) and the total service long
run incremental cost (TSLRIC), and generates a contribution to the
specific shared costs attributable to switching but not necessarily
directly attributable to switched access.

Based on GTEFL's cost study, GTEFL's witness Menard agreed
that GTEFL's cost for terminating a local call was less than two-
tenths of a cent per minute of use. This cost includes the LRIC
for tandem switching and transport and an estimate of the TSLRIC
for the end office switching. Although witness Menard testified
that no contribution to shared or Jjoint and common costs is
included in GTEFL's cost study, she agreed that a return on capital
for the investment is included in performing GTEFL's cost study.

Although GTEFL states that shared and common costs should be
recovered in local interconnection charges, GTEFL asserts that
these costs should not be recovered in the proportion that was done
as a matter of public policy in the initial establishment of access
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charges. However, GTEFL maintains that if the price were set equal
to incremental cost, it would not generate sufficient revenues to
break even. Therefore, GTEFL argues that there is 1little to
suggest that only IXCs and end users should be subjected to
recovery of such common costs so that ALECs can receive the
benefits of pricing at TSLRIC. GTEFL asserts that all parties
using the network should make some contribution to those costs.

MCImetro asserts that the fundamental principle behind TSLRIC
is that all the costs, both volume-sensitive and volume-
insensitive, that are caused by the decision to offer this service
are considered. While the volume sensitive costs vary with the
amount of the service offered but nothing more, the volume-
insensitive costs are fixed with respect to changes in the output,
but are directly associated with offering the service; however,
costs that do not vary by offering the service are not included.

MCImetro asserts that because the terms "return on capital”
and "profit" are sometimes used synonymously in the
telecommunications industry, the company would generate a normal
profit, which is the cost of capital. While a company may not have
made money on the service, it is not made worse by offering the
service. MCImetro and GTEFL agree that joint or shared and common
costs would not be included in TSLRIC because they do not vary with
the volume of the service. These joint or shared and common costs
are caused by a multiplicity of offerings. Because these costs are
not caused by a particular service, the decision to offer this
service does not change the quantity of the costs; therefore, these
costs should not be allocated to the individual services which they
support.

MCImetro and Time Warner argue that if a "payment in cash"
mechanism is adopted, rates for interconnection should be set at a
level equal to the incumbent LEC's TSLRIC of providing the service.
If rates for interconnection are set higher than TSLRIC, MCImetro
asserts an artificial barrier to entry will be created. Time
Warner contends that if interconnection rates are set at TSLRIC,
one can be assured that there will be no additional costs that are
caused by the LEC's decision or requirement to offer local
interconnection that are not being recovered, and that there is no
need to add additional contribution for additional costs into any
rate. MCImetro and Time Warner agree that at a rate equal to
TSLRIC, the LECs would be fully compensated, including a fair
return on capital, for all costs incurred as a result of offering
local interconnection.

MFS-FL asserts that if any rate above TSLRIC is set, the LEC
in effect would be subsidized by its new entrant competitors. MFS-
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FL states that this would result in current inefficiencies in the
LEC's network becoming incorporated into its price floor despite
the introduction of competition.

Time Warner argues that 1if a mutual traffic exchange
arrangement is rejected and interconnection is provided at an
above-cost rate, a price sgueeze would be created and the LECs
should be required to pass an imputation test. As described by
MCImetro witness Cornell, a price squeeze exists when a supplier
sets the price or prices of the bottleneck monopoly inputs at a
level such that its end user price does not recover both the
price(s) for the monopoly input(s) and the rest of the costs of
producing the end user service(s). Time Warner contends that an
imputation test would ensure that the LEC cannot use its bottleneck
facilities to impose rates on its competitors that are not also
imposed on itself, thereby preventing a price squeeze.

Upon review of the evidence in the record, we agree with the
ALECs that GTEFL's switched access charges, excluding the CCL and
RIC, are not the appropriate rate for purposes of interconnection.

e) Discussion of United/Centel's Proposal

United/Centel advocates two methods of compensation for
interconnection: a flat-rated port charge arrangement or a per
minute of use charge. United/Centel asserts that while either
arrangement would be appropriate, it should be reciprocal between
the ALECs and United/Centel and should cover cost. United/Centel
proposes that its existing network access charges, exclusive of the
CCL and RIC, serve as the basis for a local interconnection rate.
United/Centel agrees that the CCL and RIC should be excluded from
the interconnection rate since they are primarily contribution rate
elements that were established in the interexchange access
environment and are inappropriate in a competitive environment.
Although each alternative has advantages and disadvantages,
United/Centel contends that either arrangement can be developed to
fairly compensate the ALECs and not impair the development of
competition.

With a port charge arrangement, the ALEC could purchase the
capacity of a DS1 for terminating traffic at United/Centel's access
tandem, local tandem or at an end office. Similarly, United/Centel
would purchase the capacity of a DS1 from the ALEC. While actual
usage would not be measured, United/Centel proposes the port charge
be based on its current switched access charges, excluding the CCL
and RIC. The port charge would be based on the number of minutes
that could be terminated over the port in a month, estimated at
216,000 minutes, assuming a P.0l grade of service. United/Centel
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also contends that because the access tandem requires more
switching and transport facilities, a higher rate for
interconnection at a tandem versus an end office is required.

United/Centel contends the advantages to the port charge are
that it is administratively simple and it provides an efficiency
incentive in that the interconnectors can maximize the use of the
facility by encouraging off-peak usage. Time Warner agrees that
the port charge has advantages if it is priced close to or at cost.
However, as pointed out by United/Centel and Time Warner, the port
charge also includes some potential disadvantages. Because a port
must be purchased in a fixed capacity, an ALEC may not have
sufficient traffic to justify purchasing a full port on the first
day of its operations. Additionally, if a second port is required
to deter blockage of the first port, full use of the second port
may not take place until some time later, but the interconnector
must pay the full rate on the first day. Time Warner further
states that such a rate structure creates a barrier to entry for
the ALECs and is inconsistent with the goal of developing consumer
benefits by creating a competitive marketplace.

Time Warner argues that there are also several additional
problems with the proposed port arrangement. First, proposed
switched access charge rate levels to be used for the port charge
are loaded with contribution. Second, assumptions about the amount
of traffic that can be sent over the port are too high. Third,
United/Centel's proposal reflects its network architecture
inefficiencies by charging for use of its tandem. Fourth, the need
to £ill the ports with traffic penalizes a company that will be
serving both business and residential customers and will tend to
have its customers spread over a wide area. Fifth, the flat rated
port charge is only for United/Centel's local calls and does not
include EAS calls to points outside of United/Centel's 1local
calling area. Finally, the purchase of usage in large blocks of
capacity reduces the ALEC's retail pricing flexibility.

Although Continental and Time Warner agree that a flat-rated
port charge may alleviate some of the prcoblems associated with a
usage based compensation arrangement, they agree that the level of
the proposed charge by United/Centel is highly excessive. They
also assert that if the port charge compensation arrangement were
set at a vastly lower level it may be entirely acceptable.

The second method of compensation that United/Centel advocates
is a minute of use charge. Similar to access charge billing,
measurement and billing based on actual usage is required. The
recording of the usage requires special software which
United/Centel contends has not been deployed in its switches.
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United/Centel asserts that it plans to install the software in its
access tandem switches in the first and second quarter of 1996;
however, because of the high cost it has no plans to deploy the
software in any other switches. An advantage to the minute of use
approach is that there is no minimum purchase of capacity required
and billing tracks the actual usage. However, the major
disadvantage to the minute of use approach is the cost of recording
and billing for usage.

As with the port charge, United/Centel proposes that the
minute of use charge be based on its current switched access
charges, excluding the CCL and RIC and states that this is
appropriate for several reasons. First, because the local
interconnection facilities will not have the capability to
distinguish between local and toll traffic for billing purposes,
maintaining a relationship between the interconnection rates for
local and toll will help to mitigate arbitrage between terminating
local and toll traffic. Second, from an administrative
perspective, there is already familiarity with the access charge
rate elements and the underlying basis for the rate elements.
Third, the rate elements are related to the underlying cost
elements. Last, such an arrangement has been accepted by the
industry and this Commission in the Stipulation and Agreement
between BellSouth and a number of ALECs.

Contrary to United/Centel's assertion that traffic cannot be
distinguished between local and toll, Time Warner contends that
traffic will be measured on an originating basis to determine the
local/toll distinction. We Dbelieve +that United/Centel's
characterization of maintaining a relationship between local and
toll rates to mitigate arbitrage is faulty since the rates proposed
by the LECs differ from the current switched access charges for
toll because the proposed local rates exclude CCL and RIC.
Therefore, the ability to distinguish between a local or toll call
terminating on its network would still be required regardless of
the type of compensation plan implemented. Continental also argues
that the Commission's acceptance of a stipulation between certain
parties does not require the Commission to establish the same
solution regarding other parties. Along the same lines, we note
that simply because a methodology such as switched access charges
is established for other purposes and therefore is familiar to the
parties, does not suggest that it is appropriate in this instance.
Since our goal in this instance is to foster competition, the use
of switched access charges, which provide a great deal of
contribution to the LEC, may conflict with that goal.

United/Centel also argues that rates for interconnection
should not be set at TSLRIC. United/Centel states that incremental
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costing methods should not be used for price setting but rather to
determine a price floor which is used to test for cross-
subsidization. United/Centel also asserts that some contribution
to joint or shared and common cost is appropriate if the firm is to
maintain financial viability.

Most of the parties, except the LECs, argue that switched
access charges are not appropriate for purposes of setting an
interconnection rate. The non-LEC participating parties believe
that if a payment in cash is the desirable compensation method for
interconnection, then the rate should be set at a level equal to
the incumbent LEC's TSLRIC of providing it. Since the arguments
supporting this position were discussed previously regarding
GTEFL's proposal, they will not be repeated here.

We agree with the non-LEC parties that United/Centel's
switched access charges, excluding the CCL and RIC, do not yield
the appropriate rate for purposes of interconnection.
United/Centel states that the cost for termination of a local call
at the access tandem 1is between $.005 and $.0075 a minute.
Although no contribution to shared or joint and common costs is
included in United/Centel's cost study, United/Centel agrees that
a return on capital for the investment is included in performing
its cost study.

United/Centel originally provided cost information that was
based on LRIC and matched the cost data for 1local transport
provided in Docket No. 921074-TP. Revised cost information was
provided on March 11, 1996, the first day of the hearing. Witness
Poag asserted that the revised data included changes in the annual
charge factors, removal of excessive investments in some 857
trunks, and changes from LRIC to TSLRIC. However, when asked if
the revised figures represented TSLRIC or LRIC, witness Poag stated
that he could not be sure, but he believed they were TSLRIC.
Although he stated that he did not believe there to be a
significant difference in the costs between LRIC and TSLRIC, in
earlier testimony he stated that TSLRIC would provide a higher cost
than LRIC.

United/Centel states that it used the switching cost
information system model (SCIS), licensed by BellCore,. in
performing its cost study. We have reviewed this model in previous
dockets and find the model to be appropriate; however, the inputs
into the model are company specific, but the inputs have not been
provided in this proceeding. United/Centel states that the SCIS
model does not perform TSLRIC for switching but it could perform
TSLRIC for other things. However, United/Centel believes that the
revised cost information represents TSLRIC. When  asked
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specifically how United/Centel converted its cost from LRIC to
TSLRIC, witness Poag asserted that after consulting BellCore, it
basically performed a "different run" with the SCIS model and
developed what it ©believed to be comparable to TSLRIC.
United/Centel's indecision regarding exactly what this data
represents leaves us with uncertainty as to the reliability of the
results.

Although United/Centel stated that forward looking technology
was used in performing its cost study, no account specific
technology investments or supporting backup regarding the inputs
for this information was provided. We do not believe that the cost
support provided by United/Centel contains sufficient information
regarding the technology specific investments or specific annual
cost factors to determine the operating expenses and generate
annual costs. In addition, we do not believe that the cost for
termination of a local call provided by United/Centel is consistent
with either GTEFL's cost or the costs provided by BellSouth in an
earlier proceeding. See Order No. PSC-96-0445-FOF-TP, issued March
29, 1996.

MCImetro and Time Warner also agree that the costs provided by
United/Centel were vastly higher than one would expect. MCImetro
states that this indicates that either the company is very
inefficient or it had done a very poor cost study.

Based on the number of uncertainties regarding the cost
information provided by United/Centel, we are unable to determine
if the underlying costs provided by United/Centel are reasonable.
It appears that United/Centel's costs are overstated. Based on the
cost information provided, we do not believe that United/Centel's
costs can be accurately determined and an interconnection rate
based on this cost data should not be set at this time. Therefore,
United/Centel shall provide the appropriate cost support for this
Commission's review 60 days from the issuance of this Order. The
information shall include the specific switching and transport
investments, as well as all inputs and how they were derived in
determining the interconnection cost for end office, local tandem
and access tandem. United/Centel shall also provide a detailed
explanation of what the data represents, such as LRIC or TSLRIC,
and a description of the methodology used in determining the
provided costs.

f) Discussion of Mutual Traffic Exchange

Most of the parties, except GTEFL and United/Centel, propose
that the best compensation arrangement is mutual traffic exchange.
Time Warner, Continental and MCImetro argue that mutual traffic
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exchange has a humber of advantages. First, mutual traffic
exchange is reciprocal, thus acknowledging that all participants
are co-carriers. The ALEC can charge the same price that the
incumbent LEC charges for terminating access. Second, mutual
traffic exchange is the least-cost means of compensation for
terminating traffic, and therefore is the method most likely to
encourage lower local exchange rates for consumers. Third, mutual
traffic exchange provides the least ability for the LECs to use the
compensation mechanism to impose unnecessary and anticompetitive
costs on the entrants, making it the method least likely to result
in unnecessary barriers to entry. Fourth, mutual traffic exchange
is neutral in terms of both the technology and architecture that
the ALEC might choose to adopt because the amount paid to each
participant does not depend upon the choices of technology or
architecture. Finally, they argue that mutual traffic exchange
creates incentives for the LECs to cooperate with the development
and deployment of permanent number portability. Since the LECs
benefit from temporary number portability, they have an incentive
to resist development and deployment of permanent number
portability.

GTEFL states that mutual traffic exchange is appropriate under
certain circumstances. For instance, if no intermediate carrier is
involved in the transport of a call and the quantity of terminating
minutes on one carrier is equal to the gquantity of terminating
minutes sent to the other carrier, and the price charged for
traffic termination by the carriers are equal, then an ORP and
mutual traffic exchange would result in the same net payment of
$0.00 between carriers. However, GTEFL believes that these
circumstances will not be prevalent in Florida, and therefore the
Commission should not establish the mutual traffic exchange
approach for all other scenarios.

GTEFL claims that existence of a transiting carrier between
the originating and terminating carriers supports rejection of a
mutual traffic exchange arrangement. For example, if a GTEFL
customer makes a local call to a customer of MCImetro and to
complete that call, it transits an MFS-FL facility. Under the
proposed ORP, MFS-FL would bill GTEFL for its transport price and
MCImetro would bill for its terminating price. Under the
assumption of equal traffic and equal prices in both directions in
a mutual traffic exchange arrangement, no one would be billed.
Even though MFS~FL has carried the call in this example, it would
be paid under the mutual traffic arrangement because it terminated
no calls. Although GTEFL agrees that the incremental cost of
transport is quite low, it does not believe that the price should
be zero.
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GTEFL believes that preference should be given to an ORP plan,
with mutual traffic exchange viewed as a unigque case of ORP. GTEFL
states that it is unlikely that exchanged traffic among carriers
will be balanced; therefore, establishing a zero price for
interconnection is in the financial interest of the newly
interconnected companies. GTEFL believes that this approach does
nothing to facilitate the transition to an economically efficient
overall product line and rate structure.

GTEFL states that another disadvantage of the mutual traffic
exchange approach is that it lacks certain incentives for economic
infrastructure development. If an entrant can use existing network
facilities at a zero nominal price, then there is little incentive
for the ALEC to deploy alternative facilities, even 1if those
facilities would be more efficient in terminating traffic.

There is also some question as to whether the traffic between
the LECs and an ALEC will be balanced. United/Centel states that
a five week study of traffic between four other independent LECs
and United/Centel shows the traffic to be imbalanced by an average
of 12.6%. The range of the imbalanced traffic was between 1.5% for
ALLTEL and 80.1% for Vista-United. United/Centel asserts that
because Vista-United serves predominantly business customers, this
suggests that in the competitive marketplace, ALECs serving niche
markets or predominantly business customers may have traffic
patterns that are not balanced. United/Centel argues that the
value of this evidence should not be diminished just because this
traffic involves extended area service (EAS) traffic and did not
cover an entire year.

We, however, do not believe that traffic studies involving EAS
routes that are either within a LEC's local calling area or that
may include provision of service by two different LECs are
representative of the local interconnection situation. There are
good reasons to expect EAS traffic not to be representative of
competing local exchange traffic. The reason that EAS areas were
created is because groups of customers wanted to call another
location. Usually, customers located in an outlying area wanted
to call a larger metropolitan area, but there were not as many
people in the metropolitan area who wanted to call the outlying
area.

Although MCImetro, Time Warner, and AT&T argue that traffic
would be balanced, no empirical evidence or studies were provided
to support their assumptions. However, MFS-FL presented the only
practical experience with local interconnection. Specifically,
MFS-FL stated that in New York, MFS was terminating more traffic
than it originated. Although GTEFL states that it is unlikely that
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traffic exchanged between carriers will be balanced, no evidence
has been provided that traffic will be balanced or imbalanced.

Based on the record, the existing evidence on traffic balance
is inconclusive. Although practical experience with local
interconnection in New York was provided by MFS, there has not been
any practical experience regarding 1local interconnection in
Florida. Since there is no empirical evidence available as to the
traffic balance in Florida, it is highly speculative to predict
whether traffic will be imbalanced to the LECs' or the ALECs'
detriment. We believe that a supposition that the LECs or the
ALECs will terminate significantly more traffic than they originate
through local interconnection is unfounded at this time.

GTEFL also pointed out that mutual traffic exchange would not
eliminate the need for billing and administrative systems. Witness
Beauvais argues that the mixed nature of the traffic on a trunk
group, consisting of toll and local minutes on a single trunk
group, traffic measurement will be required under the local mutual
traffic exchange approach to determine a percent local usage
factor. However, MFS-FL argues that mutual traffic exchange should
be adopted to save the costs of measurement and billing. Although
MFS-FL offers the basis of high measurement costs as a primary
reason for a mutual traffic exchange approach, we do not believe
that MFS-FL has quantified these costs or otherwise supported this
assumption.

GTEFL states that MFS-FL has ignored the fact that measurement
and billing costs are very low. The incremental costs of billing
and collection are between $.0003 and $.0005 per local message.
Contrary to GTEFL's claim that the costs of measurement and billing
are low, MCImetro argques that a call terminated for an entrant is
not the same as a measured local exchange call. For a local
termination of a call that originates on another network, the
incumbent LEC would be the terminating switch not the originating
switch. Thus, the same measurement equipment or billing systems as
used in measured local exchange service would not be used.
Additionally, GTEFL does not propose to use a local exchange
interconnection, rather, it proposes to use switched access.
MCImetro contends that a review of cost data from other
jurisdictions shows that the measurement and billing costs for a
switched access call are much higher than for a measured local
service call.

Although Time Warner and MFS-FL agree that the total traffic
to be terminated will be measured, they state that it is a
different question whether it will be measured in a way that would
distinguish between toll and local. The ability to measure traffic
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is inherent in a digital switch, whether it is Time Warner's switch
or United/Centel's switch. The problem is that there is additional
processing that is required in recording the usage that is not
inherent in the switch.

Based on Time Warner's review of costs associated with the
system necessary to conduct the required measurement of traffic,
Time Warner agrees with United/Centel's characterization of the
necessary software as high cost. MCImetro and Time Warner contend
that based on proprietary cost information reviewed 1in other
states, developing such a measurement and billing system could more
than double the total service long run incremental cost of the
switching function for terminating traffic from the cost without
measurement and billing. Time Warner argues that if a capability
which is expensive enough to constitute more than half of the
incremental cost of providing interconnection can be avoided, then
customers of both incumbents and new entrants would benefit.
MCImetro states that mutual traffic exchange is by far the least-
cost method of interconnection.

Although toll traffic will be measured and billed, there
appears to be consistency among the parties that there is a
significant expense to measuring local terminating traffic.
Several witnesses stated that, considering the additional
administrative costs of billing and collection, traffic may need to
be imbalanced by more than 10% to justify a per minute of use rate
be implemented. MCImetro also agreed that at some point where the
traffic imbalance is sufficient to cover the transaction costs,
then a per minute of use rate should be substituted for mutual
traffic exchange.

Since specific costs related to the additional processing and
software required to measure terminating usage were not provided,
we do not believe there is sufficient evidence available at this
time to determine the level of imbalanced traffic that would be
required to make such measurement worthwhile. We believe that the
companies will be the best judges of if and when this threshold is
reached, so they should be allowed toc agree that the method be
changed if traffic becomes imbalanced.

If the parties cannot agree to a threshold level, then
resolution of this issue should be made by this Commission. If

resolution by this Commission is required, the parties shall’

present certain information for evaluation. First, the LECs and
ALECs shall provide monthly MOU data for terminating local traffic
which will reflect the trends in the flow of traffic. Although the
parties may request evaluation by this Commission regarding this
issue at any time, we suggest that such a request should not be
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made for at least nine months of practical experience with local
interconnection. The data collected over this periocd would provide
sufficient trends in the flow of traffic for us to determine
whether the traffic is significantly imbalanced. Second, the
companies shall provide the relevant financial impact due to the
traffic imbalance since the implementation of mutual traffic
exchange. Third, the estimated costs which would be incurred by
each company due to the additional processing and software required
to measure usage shall be provided. This information is necessary
to determine if implementation of a minute of use rate outweighs
the costs of measuring the local terminating traffic.

United/Centel and GTEFL argue that unlike the LECs' proposal
of switched access charges, a mutual traffic exchange plan will not
be able to distinguish whether a call terminating on its network is
local or toll. Because the rates proposed by the LECs differ from
the current switched access charges for toll since they exclude CCL
and RIC, the ability to distinguish between a local or toll call
terminating on its network would still be required regardless of
the type of compensation plan implemented. Although MFS-FL asserts
it prefers a single LATA-wide rate for local and toll traffic, MFS-
FL. offers the use of a percent local utilization factor to
determine the amount of calls that are local versus toll. The PLU
factor is similar to the percent interstate usage (PIU) factor used
by IXCs. MFS-FL states that auditing can also be used to determine
the origin of local and toll calls, including ported calls under a
system of interim number portability. MFS-FL asserts that by
applying PLU percentages against the total ported minutes any
jurisdictional problems will be alleviated.

Although MCImetro agrees that toll traffic should be exchanged
using each LEC's switched access charges, MCImetro asserts that it
should be allowed to file an access charge tariff, with the only
requirement being that the total charge for originating and
terminating toll calls by MCImetro not exceed the total rate that
would have been paid based on United/Centel or GTEFL's access
charges.

Time Warner asserts that the toll default proposal advocated
by United/Centel is not appropriate. United/Centel proposes that
in the event it cannot determine whether the traffic it delivers to
an ALEC is local or toll because of the manner in which the ALEC
uses NXX codes, it will charge the ALEC originating switched access
charges unless the ALEC can provide United/Centel with sufficient
information to make a determination as to whether the traffic is
local or toll. Time Warner argues that Florida law requires that
a company may not knowingly terminate a call for which toll access
charges would apply over a local interconnection arrangement;
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therefore, such a penalty mechanism is not necessary. In addition,
Time Warner asserts that one way to resolve this issue is to let
the statutory complaint process be the mechanism. If United/Centel
believes that an ALEC is terminating interexchange company calls
over local interconnection arrangements, it should file a complaint
with this Commission.

United/Centel and GTEFL argue that mutual traffic exchange
does not meet the statutory requirements of Section 364.162(4),
Florida Statutes, which states in part:

In setting the 1local interconnection charge, the
commission shall determine that the charge is sufficient
to cover the cost of furnishing interconnection.

Section 364.162(3), Florida Statutes, provides that the rates the
Commission sets for interconnection shall not be below cost. These
LECs assert that the statute clearly requires this Commission to
set a local interconnection rate or charge. In fact, United/Centel
seeks the definition of those words from the dictionary to attest
to their meaning. United/Centel asserts the definitions do not
mention "in-kind exchange" or any other form of bartering.
United/Centel says that to argue that Section 364.162, Florida
Statutes, implicitly allows "in-kind" compensation would violate
the prohibition against reading words into a statute. GTEFL argues
that mutual interconnection is made without regard to the costs
incurred by the carrier in providing interconnection or the
imbalance of traffic terminated by interconnected carriers. GTEFL
argues that mutual traffic exchange precludes charging altogether.
Moreover, GTEFL asserts that the Commission cannot determine that
the local interconnection charge is sufficient to cover the cost of
furnishing interconnection because under the evidence submitted, it
cannot find that the traffic flow will be equally balanced.

MCImetro contends that, contrary to the assertion that
compensation for terminating local traffic must be in cash to meet
the statutory requirement, mutual traffic exchange provides
compensation "in kind" which is sufficient in economic terms to
cover the LECs' cost of providing interconnection. Specifically,
MCImetro witness Cornell states:

Mutual traffic exchange simply involves each carrier
'paying' for the other to terminate local calls
originated by its subscribers by mutually terminating
local calls originated by the customers of the other
carrier. That is why I referred to it as payment 'in
kind' rather than 'in cash.'
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As long as traffic is roughly balanced, as MCImetro believes it
will be, mutual traffic exchange enables the LECs to recover their
cost of interconnection.

Time Warner and MCImetro also contend that mutual traffic
exchange would meet the statutory requirements. Contrary to
United/Centel's assertion that compensation for terminating local
traffic must be in cash for terminating local traffic, Time Warner
asserts that mutual traffic exchange provides compensation "in
kind", which is sufficient in economic terms to cover
United/Centel's cost of providing interconnection. Time Warner
further argues that the value received from the ALEC's termination
of United/Centel's calls will cover the cost of terminating ALEC
traffic. Further, because of the value received from the
termination of calls by the ALEC, neither United/Centel nor the
ALECs are using the other's network for "free."

We find the ALECs' arguments to be compelling. Mutual traffic
exchange appears to be the most efficient, least-cost method of
interconnection, and should provide the lowest barrier to entry of
any method presented. However, as discussed earlier, if traffic
becomes imbalanced to a significant degree, a usage-based rate may
be more appropriate. We believe that the companies will be the
best judges of which method is least-cost over time.

We disagree with LECs' argument that mutual traffic exchange
would violate Section 364.162, Florida Statutes. This Commission
is obligated to foster competition while ensuring that the charge
set for interconnection covers LECs' costs. The intent of Section
364.162, Florida Statutes, is to ensure that interconnection rates
are not set below LECs' costs, When the traffic is balanced,
mutual traffic exchange is akin to payment in kind. To construe
the statutory language so narrowly to say that mutual traffic
exchange would not be an adequate form of compensation would, in
our opinion, yield an absurd result. In addition, we find the
LECs' argument incredulous since in their agreements with
Intermedia there is a 105% cap on the exchange of traffic with a
default to mutual traffic exchange. Assuming arguendoc that the
LECs are correct that mutual exchange of traffic violates Section
364.162(4), Florida sStatutes, then it is also true that the
provisions of their agreements with Intermedia providing a limit on
compensation of 105% also violates the same provision. Nothing in
their agreements with Intermedia even pretend to ensure the
recovery of costs of termination.
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qg) Interconnection Arrangement Regqarding GTEFL

Based upon our review of the record, we find that for the
termination of local traffic, MFS~FL and GTEFL shall compensate
each other by mutual traffic exchange. If MFS-FL or GTEFL believes
that traffic is imbalanced to the point that it is not receiving
benefits equivalent to those it is providing through mutual traffic
exchange, than that party may request the compensation mechanism be
changed. If resolution by the Commission is required, GTEFL and
MFS-FL shall provide the following information for our evaluation:

1) GTEFL and MFS-FL shall provide monthly MOU data for
terminating local traffic which will reflect the trends
in the flow of traffic;

2) GTEFL and MFS-FL shall provide the financial impact to
their respective firms due to the traffic imbalance since
the implementation of mutual traffic exchange; and

3) GTEFL and MFS-FL shall provide the estimated costs which
would be incurred due to the additional processing and
software required to measure usage.

For originating and terminating intrastate toll traffic,
MFS-FIL. and GTEFL shall pay each other GTEFL's tariffed intrastate
switched network access service rate on a per minute of use basis.
This means that when a MFS-FL customer places a toll call to a
GTEFL customer and MFS-FL serves as the toll carrier, GTEFL shall
charge MFS-FL terminating network access service rates and vice
versa. If MFS-FL is serving as a GTEFL customer's presubscribed
long distance carrier, then GTEFL can charge MFS-FL originating
access charges and vice versa.

Although MFS-FL stated it prefers LATA-wide interconnection
rates for local and toll, we find the parties have not demonstrated
any opposition to use of switched access charges for the exchange
of toll traffic. The parties agree that use of a PLU factor to
distinguish between local and toll calls is appropriate. Although
we are not averse to the use of a PLU factor, we cannot approve a
PLU factor at this time because the record does not contain
sufficient evidence that could be used to calculate a PLU. When it
cannct be determined whether a call is local or toll, the local
exchange provider shall be assessed originating switched access
charges for that call unless +the local exchange provider
originating the call can provide evidence that the call is actually

a local call. GTEFL and MFS-FL are encouraged to negotiate
alternative terms for compensating each other for exchanging toll
traffic. If an agreement for such terms is negotiated, the
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agreement shall be filed with this Commission before it becomes
effective.

h) Interconnection Arrangements Regarding United/Centel

Based upon our review of the record, we find that for the
termination of local traffic the following companies shall
compensate each other by mutual traffic exchange: MFS-FL and
United/Centel; Continental and United/Centel; and Time Warner and
United. If any of these parties believes that traffic is
imbalanced to the point that it is not receiving benefits
equivalent to those it is providing through mutual traffic
exchange, than that party may request the compensation mechanism be
changed. If resolution by the Commission is required, the
respective ALEC and the United/Centel shall provide the following
information for our evaluation:

1) The respective ALEC and the United/Centel shall provide
monthly MOU data for terminating local traffic which will
reflect the trends in the flow of traffic;

2) The respective ALEC and the United/Centel shall provide
the financial impact to their respective firms due to the
traffic imbalance since the implementation of mutual
traffic exchange; and

3) The respective ALEC and the United/Centel shall provide
the estimated costs which would be incurred due to the
additional processing and software required to measure
usage.

For originating and terminating intrastate toll traffic, the
respective ALECs and United/Centel shall pay each other
United/Centel's tariffed intrastate switched network access service
rate on a per minute of use basis. This means that when a customer
of the respective ALEC places a toll call to a United/Centel
customer and the respective ALEC serves as the toll carrier,
United/Centel shall charge the respective ALEC terminating network
access service rates and vice versa. If the respective ALEC is
serving as a United/Centel customer's presubscribed long distance
carrier, then United/Centel c¢an charge the respective ALEC
originating access charges and vice versa.

For the reasons mentioned previously regarding GTEFL, when it
cannoct be determined whether a call is local or toll, we find that
the local exchange provider shall be assessed originating switched
access charges for that call unless the local exchange provider
originating the call can provide evidence that the call is actually
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a local call. United/Centel and the respective ALECs are
encouraged to negotiate alternative terms for compensating each
other for exchanging toll traffic. If an agreement for such terms
is negotiated, the agreement shall be filed with this Commission
before it becomes effective.

V. TARIFFING INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENTS

Oour review of the record indicates that the parties generally
agree that United/Centel and GTEFL should file tariffs for
interconnection arrangements set by the Commission. However,
Continental asserts that additiconal tariffing is not required if we
order mutual traffic exchange.

Although all parties agree that tariffs should be filed, GTEFL
argues that we should not require detailed tariffs regarding all
interconnection elements. GTEFL states that negotiated
interconnection agreements are probably more efficient than
attempting to develop tariffs to meet all possible situations.
However, GTEFL states that such agreements should contain non-
discriminatory prices across interconnected companies. Further,
GTEFL witness Beauvals states that for customer information
purposes, a requirement to file such contractually negotiated
arrangements with the Commission is appropriate. He states that
one approach is for "standard" local interconnection arrangements
to be tariffed and to then use those tariffs as the basis for
crafting customized individual contracts as required. GTEFL
witness Menard has a slightly different position and asserts that
the company does not object to filing a tariff rather than stating
that GTEFL should file a tariff.

Tariffing the interconnection rates, terms, and conditions
means that any certified ALEC can purchase the rates, terms, and
conditions contained in the tariff. This would not preclude
companies from negotiating different arrangements. Section
364.162(2), Florida Statutes, states that whether set by
negotiation or by the Commission, interconnection and resale
prices, rates, terms, and conditions shall be filed with the
Commission before their effective date.

Upon review of the record, we find that the interconnection
rates, terms, and conditions set in this proceeding shall be
tariffed. First, tariffs avoid discrimination against other ALECs
who want to interconnect with United/Centel and GTEFL in the
future. Second, Section 364.162(2), Florida Statutes, states that
arrangements shall be filed before they can become effective. An
appropriate means of "filing" these arrangements is to file them as
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a tariff. Third, by filing the arrangements as tariffs, the
information is publicly available. Therefore, we find that

United/Centel and GTEFL shall file tariffs regarding tariff their
interconnection rates and other arrangements set by the Commission
within 60 days of the issuance of this Order or 60 days after the
order regarding motions for reconsideration if there are any filed.

VI. DELIVERY OF CALLS ORIGINATED OR TERMINATED FROM CARRIERS NOT
DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO THE ALEC'S NETWORK

This section addresses the appropriate way to compensate an
intermediary carrier for switching calls between originating and
terminating carriers.

MFS-FL emphasizes that it is essential that ALECs be treated
in the same manner as other LECs, and that ALEC arrangements with
GTEFL and United/Centel should be consistent with ALEC arrangements
with BellSouth.

GTEFL and MFS-FL agreed on the technical issues with respect
to the handling of intermediary traffic. None of the parties,
however, were able to agree as to the appropriate rates to charge
for intermediary handling of traffic.

Three of the non-LEC participants in this proceeding
specifically endorse our decision regarding this issue in the
BellSouth phase of this docket. See Order No. PSC-96-0445-FOF-TP.

a) Intermediary Handling of Local Traffic

This section involves the appropriate charges to be assessed
when a carrier, typically the incumbent LEC, switches a local call
between two ALECs who are not interconnected with each other.

GTEFL proposes that both the tandem switching rate and an
intermediary switching charge of $.002 should be assessed for
intermediary handling of local traffic. United/Centel witness Poag
proposed in his testimony that United/Centel charge tandem
switching and transport for handling of intermediary traffic;
however, in his summary of the testimony at the hearing, he
proposed an additional element of $.002.

MFS~-FL, proposes that the lesser of the interstate or
intrastate tandem switching access rate element, or §.002,
whichever is less, be assessed for intermediary handling of traffic
until a LRIC based rate is established. MFS-FL further proposes
that this rate be assessed only where the ALECs involved in the

2727




ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668~FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP
PAGE 24

call are not collocated in the same wire center. AT&T and MCImetro
propose that the TSLRIC of the tandem switching function is the
appropriate level at which to compensate LECs for intermediary
handling of local traffic.

We do not approve the rates proposed by the LECs for
intermediary handllng of local traffic. A rate more closely
related to cost is approprlate. GTEFL could not provide a TSLRIC
estimate for tandem switching in this proceeding. Instead, GTEFL
supplied a LRIC estimate for tandem switching that was the same as
that submitted in Docket No. 921074-TP as part of the Local
Transport restructure. In that docket, LECs were ordered to design
the new components of Local Transport to be based on costs, and to
provide the underlying cost support. See Order No. PSC-95-0034-
FOF-TP. This cost support was analyzed by the interested parties,
who then negotiated with the LECs, including GTEFL and
United/Centel. The parties eventually agreed on a revised set of
rates. Those rates, including tandem switching, were ultimately
approved by this Commission and are currently in effect. See Order
No. PSC-96-0099-FOF-TP. Current local transport rates are
therefore based closely on LRIC costs.

We find that the rate for GTEFL for intermediary handling of
local traffic shall be set at $.00075 per minute of use, which
matches its tandem switching rate approved in Docket No. 921074-TP.
Several parties testified that cost figures from existing
incremental cost studies for the same basic functional components
should provide a reasonable approximation of TSLRIC. This rate is
sufficiently greater than the LRIC estimate provided in both Docket
No. 921074-TP and this docket, and that it is reasonable to believe
that it also covers TSLRIC.

We do not believe that we have reliable data upon which to
base a rate for United/Centel. We therefore find that
United/Centel shall file with this Commission appropriate cost
support 60 days from the issuance of this Order. The information
shall include the specific switching and transport investments, as
well as all inputs and how they were derived in determining the
interconnection cost for end office, 1local tandem and access
tandem. United/Centel shall also provide a detailed explanation of
what the data represents, for example LRIC or TSLRIC, and a
description of the methodology used in determining the provided
costs.

b) Handling of Toll Traffic, including Intermediary Functions

This section regards the appropriate charges to be assessed
when a carrier, typically the incumbent LEC, switches and
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transports a toll call between two ALECs who have not
interconnected with each other.

Carrier-to-carrier compensation for termination of toll
traffic is not a new concept in Florida. We established this
policy in Docket No. 850310-TP when we approved the Modified Access
Based Compensation Plan (MABC plan), which established the rates,
terms and conditions for compensation by LECs for terminating each
others' intralATA toll traffic. In this proceeding, ALECs and LECs
endorse the continued use of this plan to compensate for handling
each others' toll traffic. The intermediary handling of toll
traffic is addressed in the MABC plan as well.

Under the MABC plan, LECs charge each other terminating
switched access charges for termination of each others' intralATA
toll traffic. When intermediary handling of a toll call is
required, the LEC performing the intermediary function receives the
tariffed toll switching and intertoll trunking charges as
compensation. Parties in this proceeding agree that this should
continue when the LEC performs this function for ALECs.

Specifically, parties agree that all carriers should subtend,
or interconnect with, the LEC tandem to jointly provide switched
access for IXC toll traffic. The parties also agree that for toll
traffic, standard industry meet point billing arrangements should
be established between LECs and ALECs to divide Local Transport
revenues. ALECs should receive the balance of switched access
charges from the IXCs, less the amount of Local Transport revenues
to which the LEC is entitled based on meet point billing
arrangements in connection with jointly handled switched access
traffic. MCImetro contends that ALECs should be allowed to file
their own access tariffs with like terms and conditions and rates,
not to exceed those that the LEC charges for the same function.

There was a dispute between United/Centel and the ALECs with
respect to the collection of the residual interconnection charge
(RIC) for compensation for terminating toll traffic. The non-LEC
parties argued that the RIC should be collected by the carrier
performing the terminating end office switching function. In
addition, GTEFL has agreed in its settlement with MFS-FL that MFS-
FL may collect the RIC when it performs the terminating end office
switching.

United/Centel opposes this, arguing that the ©policy
establishing the RIC was designed to recover the LEC's "shared and
common overhead costs," not the ALECs'. United/Centel states that
the carrier with the Universal Service and Carrier of Last Resort
requirements should retain those revenues. Therefore,
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United/Centel argues that the carrier providing the tanden
switching function should collect the RIC.

Upon review of the record, we find that the rates for toll
traffic shall be the applicable terminating switched access
charges. We find that the rate for intermediary handling of toll
traffic shall be the toll transport and intertoll trunking rates
currently in effect in the LECs' switched access tariffs under the
MABC plan. Finally, we find that the RIC shall be collected by the
carrier performing the terminating end office switching function,
whether it is the LEC or ALEC.

Although we are not eliminating the RIC in this proceeding, we
do not believe the long run public interest is served when all
competitive local carriers are collecting the RIC from IXCs. We
believe that none of them should collect it. The RIC should be
phased out as soon as possible in the course of the scheduled
switched access reductions required by Section 364.163(6), Florida
Statutes.

c. Cross connection

This section addresses whether ALECs that are collocated at
the same LEC tandem should be allowed to cross connect with each
other rather than transit the LEC switch, and if so, the rates that
should be assessed.

The ALECs endorse the proposal that, where they are collocated
in the same LEC wire center, the ALECs should be allowed to cross
connect with each other and pay only the LEC special access Cross
connect rates. In this way, the LEC would not be needed to switch
the call for the ALEC, who could then save on LEC switching charges
for intermediary handling of local and toll traffic. ALECs argue
that allowing cross connection is efficient for them. MFS-FL
argues that the LECs, who oppose this proposal, are attempting to
impose hidden costs on ALECs. MFS-FL proposes a rate of one-half
the special access cross connect rate.

The LECs oppose allowing collocated ALECs to deliver traffic
to each other via cross connection. GTEFL states that collocation
is not a service and that GTEFL access tariffs do not support
cross—-connects between two entities collocated in a GTEFL wire
center. United/Centel states that the purpose expanded
interconnection was to permit collocated competitors to have access
to the LEC's customers, not to interconnect them to anybody else
collocated in that building. However, United/Centel states that it
is willing to interconnect ALECs with each other but that it wants
to charge full expanded interconnection rates and charges. This
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would involve recurring and non-recurring charges for cable, power
equipment, maintenance, engineering and installation. Where ALECs
neither need nor want that level of service or equipment from the
LECs, they do not want to be required to pay for them. MFS-FL
states that the LEC proposals constitute a barrier to entry as they
would require excessive charges for collocation arrangements.

Upon consideration of the record, we find that allowing cross
connection for collocated ALECs would be efficient and would help
encourage development of the local competition market. Although at
the time we authorized collocation we did not contemplate cross-
connection between ALECs, we now find that the ALECs shall be

permitted to cross-connect. Thus, we find that GTEFL's and
United/Centel's Access Tariffs shall be amended to eliminate any
language that would restrict cross-connection by ALECs. The

concept and rates for special access cross connections were
approved in Order Nos. PSC-94-0285-FOF-TP and PSC-95-0034-FOF-TL in
Docket No. 921074-TP.

GTEFL states that if it were required to allow cross
connection between ALECs, it should charge the rate element
contained in the tariff. Time Warner endorses the assessment of
special access cross connect rates only. Only MFS-FL has
specifically proposed that these rates be divided in half and
billed separately to the two collocated ALECS. The LECs have
stated that if they were required to offer the cross connection,
they do not want to have to bill half of that rate to each ALEC.
They would prefer to charge it to whichever entity ordered it, and
let the ALECs work together to split the order. We agree with the
LECs that it would be a simpler administrative procedure to bill
the rate to the ALEC ordering the cross connection. Thus, the LEC
shall only be required to bill the charge to the ordering ALEC.

Thus, upon consideration of the record, we find that the
respective ALECs shall be allowed to subtend the LEC tandems to
jointly provide switched access services to IXCs. We also find
that the ALECs collocated in the same LEC wire center shall be
allowed to cross connect without transiting the LEC switch. The
LECs shall be allowed to charge the applicable special access cross
connect rate to the ALEC ordering the cross connect. Appropriate
meet-point billing arrangements shall be made with meet-points
established at mutually agreed upon locations.

VII. EXCHANGE OF INTRALATA 800 TRAFFIC

United/Centel's witness Poag proposes that United/Centel will
compensate ALECs for the origination of 800 traffic terminated to
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United/Centel pursuant to the ALEC's originating switched access
charges, including the data-base guery. The ALEC will provide to
United/Centel the appropriate records necessary for United/Centel
to bill its customers. The records will be provided in a standard
ASR/EMR format in which United/Centel will compensate the ALECs
based on United/Centel's current tariffed rates for this function.
At such time as an ALEC elects to provide 800 services, the ALEC
will reciprocate this arrangement.

We found no evidence in the record offered by MCImetro or AT&T
that opposed United/Centel's proposed terms. MFS-FL, Time Warner,
and Continental agreed that United/Centel should compensate ALECs
for the origination of 800 traffic terminated to United/Centel
pursuant to the ALEC's originating switched access charges,
including data-base queries. Time Warner and Continental also
agreed that companies may charge for the record provisioning, and
at such time as the ALECs elect to provide 800 services,
United/Centel should reciprocate this arrangement. However, MFS-~FL
took issue with the portion of United/Centel's proposal that
United/Centel and ALECs mutually provide appropriate records in the
standard ASR format for a fee. MFS~FL argues that United/Centel
will be compensated for these queries by billing the IXCs switched
access.

We believe that compensating a local exchange service provider
for the origination of 800 traffic is appropriate. United/Centel
shall compensate ALECs for the origination of 800 traffic
terminated to United/Centel pursuant to the ALEC's originating
switched access charges, including the data-base query. The ALEC
shall provide United/Centel the appropriate records necessary for
United/Centel to bill its customers. The records shall be provided
in a standard ASR/EMR industry format. United/Centel shall
compensate the ALECs per record based on United/Centel's current
tariffed rate for this function. At such time as an ALEC elects to
provide 800 services, the ALEC shall reciprocate this arrangement.

VIII. PROVISTION OF 911

This section addresses the provision of Basic 911 service to
ALEC customers. The following section addresses Enhanced 911.
Basic 911 provides direct access to an emergency operator so the
caller can report his/her location and reason for calling.
Enhanced 911 automatically provides the emergency operators with
the customer's location and telephone number.

Continental and Time Warner assert that their customers must
have the same level of access to 911 services as United/Centel
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customers. Continental and Time Warner state that United/Centel
should provide a list consisting of each county in Florida that
subscribes to 911, and the E911 conversion date. Witness Poag
states that United/Centel will share emergency number data with the
ALECs for those municipalities that subscribe to Basic 911.

Continental and MFS-FL request that for network routing
purposes, United/Centel prov1de a ten-digit directory number
representing the emergency answerlng position for each munlClpallty
subscribing to Basic 911 service. Witness Schleiden maintains that
when Continental receives a Basic 911 call, it will translate it to
the proper ten-digit directory number and route that call to
United/Centel at the appropriate tandem or end office.
United/Centel explains that there is no need for the ALECs to use
the ten-digit POTS number of the Public Safety Answerlng Point
(PSAP). In most cases, calls to the PSAP must route via 911/E911
trunks. Depending on the switch, access to the PSAP obtained by
dialing the ten-digit number will be blocked in order to eliminate
erroneous calls. Witness Poag states that any contact numbers
required by the ALECs should be obtained from the 911/E911
coordinators or the agencies themselves. We have concerns that a
911 call may be blocked by United/Centel's switches if the ALEC
dials the emergency operator's ten-digit number. We are also
concerned that blocking is not consistent throughout
United/Centel's network, because this type of blocking depends on
the switch that is used. We believe that United/Centel and the
ALECs need to work together to ensure that all emergency calls are
completed toc the appropriate emergency coordinators. In addition,
we believe that United/Centel should provide the ALECs with the
ten-digit directory number for the 911 emergency answering
positions of each municipality.

MFS~FL requests that United/Centel provide trunk connections
to United/Centel's selective routers/911 tandems for the provision
of 911 services and for access to all sub-tending PSAPs. Witness
Poag agrees and states that United/Centel will provide trunk
connections to its 911 tandem switches and selective routers to the
extent United/Centel provides selective routers. We believe that
the ALECs should be responsible for providing the trunking, via
leased or owned facilities that conform to industry standards, to
the appropriate 911 tandems/selective routers.

Witness McGrath believes that all 911 trunking and switching
arrangements should conform with industry standards and that
United/Centel should offer the same level of priority restoration
to Time Warner's trunks as it gives its own. McGrath adds that
United/Centel should provide Time Warner at least 48 hours advanced
notice of any scheduled testing or maintenance of the 911 network,
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and provide immediate notification of any unscheduled outage.
Although United/Centel did not directly address Time Warner's
concern, we believe it has merit and is an operational measure that
would be acceptable to all parties.

We believe that 911/E911 emergency service shoqld be
transparent to the end user. Therefore, we find it appropriate to
require that:

1) United/Centel provide the respective ALECs with access to
the appropriate 911 tandems/selective routers.

2) The respective ALECs shall be responsible for providing
the trunking, via leased or owned facilities, to the 911
tandems/selective routers.

3) All technical arrangements shall conform with industry
standards.

4) United/Centel shall notify the respective ALECs 48 hours
in advance of any scheduled testing or maintenance, and
provide immediate notification of any unscheduled outage.

5) United/Centel shall provide the respective ALECs with a
list consisting of each municipality in Florida that
subscribes to Basic 911 service, the E911 conversion date
and a ten-digit directory number representing the
appropriate emergency answering position for each
municipality subscribing to 911 service.

6) Each ALEC shall arrange to accept 911 calls from its
customer and translate the 911 call, where appropriate,
to the 10-digit directory number and route that call to
United/Centel at the appropriate tandem or end office.

7) When a municipality converts to E911 service, the ALEC
shall discontinue the Basic 911 procedures and begin the
E911 procedures.

IX. ENHANCED 2911

Continental and Time Warner assert that their customers must
have the same level of access to E911 services as United/Centel
customers. Continental and Time Warner state that United/Centel
should provide a list consisting of each county in Florida that
subscribes to 911, and the E911 conversion date. Witness Schleiden
states that when a municipality converts to E911 service, the ALEC
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should discontinue Basic 911 procedures and start E911 procedures.
Witness Poag states that United/Centel will share emergency number
data with the ALECs for those municipalities that subscribe to
Basic 911. We believe that United/Centel should include the
conversion dates for each municipality's conversion from 911 to
E911 service in their emergency number data.

MFS-FL requests that United/Centel provide trunk connections
to United/Centel's selective routers/E911 tandems for the provision
of E911 services and for access to all sub-tending Public Safety
Access Points (PSAPs). Witness Poag agrees and states that
United/Centel will provide trunk connections to its E911 tandem
switches and selective routers to the extent United/Centel provides
selective routers. However, to the extent that administering and
providing access to E911 facilities increases United/Centel's
costs, such costs should be recovered from the ALECs, but only to
the extent that they are recovered from other LECs for the same
service. We believe that the ALECs should be responsible for
providing the trunking, via leased or owned facilities that conform
to industry standards, to the appropriate E911 tandems/selective
routers. We agree that to the extent access to E911 facilities
increases United/Centel's costs, such costs shall be recovered from
the ALECs, but only to the extent that they are recovered from
other LECs for the same service.

Witness McGrath states that United/Centel should cooperate
with Time Warner to ensure that Time Warner's customer data is in
the proper format for inclusion in the 911 Automatic Location
Identifier (ALI) database. Customer data, specifically the street
addresses, are edited against the Master Street Address Guide
(MSAG) database to guarantee the uniform 1listing of street
addresses. MFS-FL and Time Warner believe that United/Centel
should provide the ALECs access to the MSAG so ALECs can provide
accurate data transfers. Witness Poag asserts that the MSAG is the
property of the county and only the county can provide this
information. Witness Poag maintains that the provision of the MSAG
to the ALECs would be dependent on the county, and the operation of
the county E911 system. We believe that the ALECs should go to the
appropriate county emergency authorities to acquire access to the
MSAG.

Continental and MFS-FL believe that the ALECs and
United/Centel should work together to provide daily updates to the
E911 databases. As stated above, witness McGrath asserts that the
ALEC's customer data should be submitted to United/Centel in the
proper format for inclusion in United/Centel's emergency databases.
Witness Poag states that United/Centel will offer daily updates to
United/Centel's E911 databases with the ALECs' emergency
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information. In addition, United/Centel will work with the ALECs
to define record layouts, media requirements and operating
procedures.

Witness Devine requests that United/Centel arrange for MFS-
FL's automated input and daily updates to the E911 database.
Witness McGrath believes that United/Centel should provide access
to the same mechanized systems it uses to edit customer data
against the MSAG. United/Centel position is that data should be
transmitted via a Network Data Mover (NDM) data line. With this
type of electronic transfer of information, a confirmation will be
automatic. United/Centel's position is confusing because witness
Poag also states that United/Centel does not have an E911
electronic database access system available yet. We believe that
the ALECs should have access to any United/Centel database used for
provisioning E911 service. We find that the ALECs and
United/Centel should work together and file with this Commission,
within 60 days from the issuance of this order, a comprehensive
proposal for mechanized access to any database used for
provisioning E911 service. The proposal shall include cost and
price support, and a list of operational procedures.

Witness McGrath believes that United/Centel should provide
Time Warner at least 48 hours advanced notice of any scheduled
testing or maintenance of the 911 network, and provide immediate
notification of any unscheduled ocutage. Witness McGrath adds that
all E911 trunking and switching arrangements should conform with
industry standards and that United/Centel should offer the same
level of priority restoration to Time Warner's trunks as it gives
its own. Witness Schleiden asserts that Feature Group D trunks
should be used to connect the ALECs to the appropriate E911 tandem,
including the designated secondary tandem. The Automatic Number
Identification (ANI) should be forwarded based upon the current
E911 end office to tandem homing arrangements used in the industry
today. Witness Schleiden states that if the primary tandem trunks
are not available, the ALECs should alternate route the call to the
designated secondary E911 tandem. If the secondary tandem trunks
are not available, the emergency call should alternate route to the
appropriate Traffic Operator Position System (TOPS) tandem. We
recognize that Witness Schleiden is requesting the same parameters
as those United/Centel agreed to with ICI. Witness Poag did not
directly address the ALECs' technical concerns, but he does state
that United/Centel has backup systems in place for their emergency
network. We believe that the ALECs' backup systems for E911 should
be consistent with United/Centel's and that this is an operational
concern that should be a priority to all parties.
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We believe that E911 emergency service should be transparent

to the end user. Therefore, we find it appropriate to require
that:
1) United/Centel provide the respective ALECs with access to

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

the appropriate United/Centel E911 tandems, including the
designated secondary tandem.

If the primary tandem trunks are not available, the
respective ALEC shall alternate route the call to the
designated secondary E911 tandem. If the secondary
tandem trunks are not available, the respective ALEC
shall alternate route the call to the appropriate Traffic
Operator Position System (TOPS) tandem.

The respective ALECs shall be responsible for providing
the trunking, via leased or owned facilities which are
capable of carrying Automatic Number Identification, to
the E911 tandems.

All technical arrangements shall conform with industry
standards.

United/Centel shall notify the respective ALECs 48 hours
in advance of any scheduled testing or maintenance, and
provide immediate notification of any unscheduled outage.

United/Centel shall provide the respective ALECs with
mechanized access to any database used for provisioning
E911 service. The respective ALECs and United/Centel
shall work together and file with this Commission, within
60 days from the issuance of this order, a comprehensive
proposal for mechanized access to any database used for
provisioning E911 service. The proposal shall include
cost and price support, and a list of operational
procedures.

If a municipality has converted to ES11 service, the ALEC
shall forward 911 calls to the appropriate E911 primary
tandem along with the ANI, based upon the current E911
end office to tandem homing arrangement as provided by
United/Centel.
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X. OPERATOR HANDLED TRAFFIC, INCLUDING BUSY LINE VERIFICATION
AND EMERGENCY INTERRUPT SERVICES

Upon review of the evidence in the record, there appears to be
no objection to the use of United/Centel's tariffed rates as the
compensation arrangement for providing operator handled traffic
between the respective ALECs and United/Centel. However, in its
brief, Time Warner asserts that it would also be reasonable to
provide busy line verification service and emergency interrupt
service on a bill and keep basis. No evidence to support this
position was presented in this proceeding.

MCImetro nor AT&T provided any testimony documenting
underlying costs of United/Centel's busy 1line verification or
interrupt service. Since there is no overall objection to the use
of United/Centel's tariffed rates and since none of the parties
have proffered any additional evidence as to the reasonableness of
United/Centel's rates, we find it appropriate that United/Centel's
tariffed rates for busy line verification and emergency interrupt
services be used to fulfill the financial requirements for operator
handled traffic flowing between the respective ALECs and
United/Centel.

The technical arrangement proposed by United/Centel for
operator handled traffic between ALECs and United/Centel is a
dedicated trunk group, either one-way or two-way, between the
ALEC's end office and United/Centel's Operator Services System.
The trunk group can be the same as that used for Inward Operator
Services (busy line verification and emergency interrupt services)

and Operator Transfer Service. Busy 1line verification and
emergency interrupt services are currently tariffed in
United/Centel's Access Service Tariff. Witness Devine asserted

that United/Centel's proposal to provide busy line verification and
interrupt services from United/Centel's federal and state access
tariffs was acceptable. Review of the record indicates that none
of the parties had any objection to the technical provision of
operator services as provided in United/Centel's tariff. We find
it appropriate that the technical arrangement proposed by
United/Centel be used to provide operator services.

XI. DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICES AND DATA

This section addresses the terms and conditions requested by
Continental, Time Warner and MFS~FL with respect to United/Centel's
directory assistance (DA) services and database. Continental and
Time Warner believe that United/Centel should include the ALECs'
customer 1listings in its directory assistance database at no
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charge. MFS-FL asserts that United/Centel should be required Fo
update its DA database with ALEC data on at least as timely a basis
as United/Centel provides updates regarding their own customers.
United/Centel states that it will include ALECs' customer
information in its DA database and provide DA operator services on
the same terms and conditions as those services are provided to
other LECs and IXCs. Witness Poag maintains that United/Centel
will work cooperatively with the ALECs on issues concerning
timeliness, format and listing information content.

Time Warner asserts that United/Centel should provide at least
three options for DA provision. First, there should be a resale
arrangement whereby Time Warner would simply utilize
United/Centel's DA service to provide DA to Time Warner's
customers. Second, United/Centel should provide a database access
option so that Time Warner's operators can obtain the necessary DA
listing information. Third, there should be a purchase option that
requires United/Centel to sell its DA database to Time Warner.
United/Centel has already agreed to provide these three DA options
to Intermedia and is willing to offer them to other ALECs. Witness
Poag states that all three options should be available by the end
of the year 1996.

In addition, MFS-FL is requesting that United/Centel offer DA
service under MFS-FL's brand (branding) which is comparable to
United/Centel DA service. United/Centel is willing to provide this
service and is currently deploying a new DA technology that will
allow for ALEC branding. However, the new technology will not be
available until September/October 1996.

We find it appropriate to require United/Centel to list the
ALECs' customers in United/Centel's directory assistance database
at no charge. United/Centel and the respective ALECs shall work
together on issues concerning timeliness, format and content of
listing information. United/Centel shall update its directory
assistance database with ALEC data under the same time frames
afforded itself. United/Centel shall tariff branding, when
available, upon a firm order for the service. United/Centel shall
tariff the directory assistance resale, database access, and
purchase options as discussed above, when available.

XIT. WHITE AND YFELLOW PAGES DIRECTORIES

This section addresses the terms and conditions requested by
MFS-FL and MCImetro with respect to United/Centel's white and
vyellow page directories. Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL
assert that United/Centel should include the ALECs' customers'
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primary listings in United/Centel's white and yellow page
directories and should distribute these directories at no charge.
Time Warner believes that any cost United/Centel incurs will be
recovered through directory advertising United/Centel gains from
Time Warner customers. Witness McGrath maintains that additional
revenues will be realized when United/Centel sells the listings to
its publishing affiliate. United/Centel states that it will
provide one free listing in the classified section to each ALEC
business customer, the same as is currently provided to the
United/Centel business customer. However, witness Poag believes
that the cost for directories should be shared on a pro rata basis
by United/Centel and the ALECs for the basic directory printing and
distribution services. We believe that United/Centel should
provide directory listings for ALEC residential and business
customers in its white page and yellow page directories at no
charge.

Witness Poag states that yellow page advertising is provided
by United/Centel's affiliate directory company, and the revenues
associated with that advertising belong to the directory company.
United/Centel has separate business units, Sprint Publishing and
Advertising (SPA) and a partnership between Centel Directory
Company and Reuben Donnelly Corporation called CenDon, that are
responsible for publishing the white and yellow page directories.
SPA and CenDon do not charge United/Centel for residence and
business listings. 1In fact, SPA and CenDon pay United/Centel a
contracted amount for business listings included in the yellow
pages.

We recognize the possibility of United/Centel incurring costs
on behalf of the ALECs for directory services. However, we also
recognize that United/Centel will be gaining revenues from the
ALECs' directory listings. We do not believe there is sufficient
support in the record to determine whether United/Centel will
experience net loss or gain specific to ALEC directory services.
Therefore, we find that United/Centel shall publish and distribute
the respective ALECs' directories at no charge.

MFS-FL is requesting that enhanced listings, such as bolding
and indention, be provided under the same rates, terms and
conditions as are available to United/Centel's customers. In
addition, witness Devine states that MFS-FL must provide
United/Centel with directory 1listings and daily updates in an
accepted industry format. In turn, United/Centel should provide
MFS-FL with a magnetic tape or computer disk containing the proper
format. We agree that enhanced listings should be provided to the
ALECs under the same rates, terms, and conditions as afforded to
United/Centel's customers. We also believe that United/Centel
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should provide the ALECs with the appropriate format United/Centgl
requires to populate its database. In turn, the ALECs shall submit
their customer data in compliance with this format.

Yellow page maintenance is another concern for MFS-FL.
Witness Devine believes that United/Centel and MFS-FL should work
together to ensure that yellow page advertisements purchased by
customers that switch their service to MFS-FL are maintained
without interruption. We agree with MFS-FL but would add that
these parameters should apply anytime a customer changes its local
exchange carrier (i.e., LEC to ALEC, ALEC to LEC, ALEC to ALEC}.

In summary, we find it appropriate to require United/Centel to
provide directory listings for the respective ALEC customers in
United/Centel's white page and yellow page directories at no
charge. United/Centel shall also publish and distribute these
directories at no charge. To ensure compatibility with
United/Centel's database, United/Centel shall provide the
respective ALECs with the appropriate database format in which to
submit the necessary information. Enhanced 1listings shall be
provided to the respective ALEC customers at the same rates, terms
and conditions offered to United/Centel customers.

XIII. BILLING AND COLLECTION SERVICES

This section addresses the appropriate billing and collection
services between the respective ALECs and United/Centel.
Continental states that the ALECs and United/Centel should bill and
clear credit card, collect, and third party calls through
United/Centel's Centralized Message Distribution Service (CMDS).
Continental states that it should be allowed to participate in
CMDS.

Time Warner states that there are many intercompany
arrangements necessary for the proper billing of services in a
multiple provider environment, most of which are in existence
between United and other telecommunications providers today. These
types of arrangements would benefit both the LECs and ALECs. Time
Warner gives an example that it must be able to validate credit
card or third party calls where the customer is a United/Centel
customer, and that this 1is accomplished through a line
identification database (LIDB). Time Warner asserts that it must
have access to the LIDB database under reasonable terms and
conditions. Time Warner witness McGrath states, "For efficiency'’s
sake, [United/Centel] should treat Time Warner the way it treats
other LECs today in the clearing of such funds transfers, through
standard industry procedures and systems."
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Witness Devine states that MFS-FL will deliver, using the
appropriate trunks, information services traffic originated over
its exchange services to United/Centel's information services
platform. These information services would be any pay-per-call
number such as 976 or N1l where callers obtain weather information
or sports scores. MFS-FL states that United/Centel should provide
at MFS-FL's option a direct real time electronic feed or a daily or
monthly magnetic tape in a mutually specified format, listing the
appropriate billing 1listing and effective daily rate for each
information service by telephone number. Witness Devine asserts
that if MFS-FL provides its own information services platform,
United/Centel should cooperate with MFS-FL to develop LATA-wide NXX
code(s) which MFS~FL may use in conjunction with such platform.

With respect to compensation, MFS-FL will bill and collect
from its end users the specific end user calling rates
United/Centel bills its own end users for such services, unless
MFS~FL obtains approval to charge rates different from those rates
charged by United/Centel.

United/Centel disagrees with MFS-FL that it is the
responsibility of United/Centel to provide a direct real-time
electronic feed or a daily or monthly magnetic tape listing the
appropriate billing listing and effective daily rates for each
information service by telephone number. United/Centel witness
Poag states, "I would propose that we just do the same thing with
MFS-FL that we do with Southern Bell or anybody else, and we have

tariffs filed for that." ©United/Centel argues that the current
procedure, as supported by the tariff, is that the information
provider (IP) assumes responsibility for making suitable

arrangements with the appropriate telephone company for the
provisioning of service and the billing of charges for those calls
to 976 numbers that originate outside the United/Centel service
area. United/Centel's position is that the ALEC would need to
block all calls to pay-per-call numbers until such time as the IP
would provide the necessary billing information to them. Witness
Poag asserts that conversely, any IP contracting for service with
MFS~FL would be responsible for contacting United/Centel to provide
the information for call completion and billing, and it would not
be the responsibility of MFS-FL to provide.

United/Centel states that appropriate interconnection
facilities to the access tandem TOPS Center will be required for
the appropriate arrangements for the provision of billing and
collection services between ALECs and United/Centel. Witness Poag
further states that United/Centel will work with the ALECs to
define the interconnection activities required to perform these
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billing and collection services, and that billing would be handled
via tariff or contract rates on a mutual compensation basis.

We recognize that for competition to be successful, ALECs and
LECs will have to work closely together for the provision of
billing and collection services. We agree with United/Centel that
the IP should assume the responsibility for making suitable
arrangements with the appropriate LEC or ALEC for the provisioning
of service and the billing of charges for those calls to pay-per-
call numbers that originate outside the LEC's or ALEC's territory.
In addition, we believe that ALECs should have access to
United/Centel's tariffed billing services and access to databases
such as Centralized Message Distribution Service (CMDS) and Line
Identification Database (LIDB) to bill and clear credit card,
collect, and third party calls.

Therefore, we find it appropriate for the respective ALECs to
have access to United/Centel's tariffed billing services and access
to databases such as CMDS and LIDB to bill and clear credit card,
collect, and third party calls. However, the specific arrangements
shall be worked out between the respective ALECs and United/Centel.
The respective ALECs shall purchase the services and access to
databases through United/Centel's tariff or by contract if it is
not currently tariffed. If the billing and collection arrangement
is set by contract, the arrangement shall be filed with the
Commission before it becomes effective.

XIV. PROVISTON OF CILIASS/TASS SERVICES

Custom Local Area Signalling Services (CLASS) or Local Area
Signalling Services (LASS) are certain features that are available
to end users. These include such features as Automatic Call Back,
Call Trace, Caller ID and related blocking features, Distinctive
Ring, Call Waiting, Selective Call Forwarding, and Selective Call
Rejection.

This issue does not appear to be controversial. Continental,
MFS~-FL, Time Warner, and United/Centel agree that the ALECs and
United/Centel should provide Common Channel Signalling (CCS) to one
another, where available, in conjunction with all tratfic in order
to enable full interoperability of CLASS features and functions.
In addition, all CCS should be provided including Automatic Number
Identification (ANI), Originating Line Information (OLI), calling
party category, charge number, etc. All privacy indicators should
be honored. The privacy indicator is a signal that is sent when
the calling party has blocked release of its number, either by per
line or per-call blocking. United/Centel and the ALECs agree to
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cooperate on the exchange of Transactional Capabilities Application
Peint (TCAP) messages to facilitate full interoperability of CCS-
based features between their respective networks.

In addition, MFS-FL states that since the CCS will be used
cocperatively for the mutual handling of traffic, link facility and
link termination charges should be prorated 50% each between
parties. MFS-FL states that for traffic where CCS is not
available, in-band multi-frequency, wink start, and E&M channel-
associated signalling should be forwarded.

We find it appropriate that the respective ALECs and
United/Centel provide LEC-to-LEC Common Channel Signalling (CCS) to
one another, where available, in conjunction with all traffic, to
enable full interoperability of CLASS/LASS features and functions.
All privacy indicators shall be honored, and the respective ALECs
and United/Centel shall use industry standards for CCS signalling
between their networks. Because CCS will be used cooperatively for
the mutual handling of traffic, the respective ALECs and
United/Centel shall each be responsible for the costs associated
with the installation and use of their respective CCS networks.

XV. PHYSICAL INTERCONNECTION, INCLUDING TRUNKING AND SIGNALLING
ARRANGEMENTS

This section addresses the physical arrangements requested by
MFS-FL, Time Warner and Continental with respect to where
interconnection should take place with United/Centel. MFS-FL's
proposal is that within each LATA served, MFS-FL and United/Centel
will identify a wire center to serve as the Default Network
Interconnection Point (D-NIP). At the D-NIP, MFS-FL would have the
right to specify one of the following methods of interconnection:
a) a mid-fiber meet at the D-NIP or some point near the D-NIP; b)
a digital cross connect hand off where MFS-FL and United/Centel
maintain such facilities at the D-NIP; or c) a collocation facility
maintained by MFS-FL, United/Centel or a third party. Witness Wood
believes that interconnection should be permitted wherever
reasonably possible. He asserts that Time Warner should have the
flexibility to interconnect at an end office, tandem or other
mutually agreed upon point in the network. Witness Poag appears
agreeable by stating that United/Centel will provide facilities:
1) to the ALECs point of presence; 2) for collocation; and 3) to
mid-span meets. We agree with the parties that interconnection
should be available at United/Centel's tandem and end office and
via a mid-span meet arrangement.
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Continental is requesting that in the event trunks to end
offices are busy, traffic will be alternately routed through the
tandem for call completion. Witness Poag states that if requested,
United/Centel will overflow ALEC traffic through the access tandem
if a direct trunk to an end office were full. He states that this
is standard operating procedure.

MFS~FL believes that traffic should be exchanged between
competing carriers' networks using efficient routing, trunking and
signalling arrangements. Witness Devine states that two-way trunk
groups are the most efficient means of interconnecting for MFS-FL
because they minimize the number of ports needed. MFS-FL asserts
that this is standard practice in the industry today. Witness
Schleiden requests that interconnecting facilities conform to
telecommunications industry standards such as those developed by
BellCore. Although United/Centel did not directly address the
ALECs' trunking concerns, United/Centel did state that it is
willing to review engineering requirements on a quarterly basis and
establish forecasts for trunk utilization.

We find it appropriate for trunking and signalling
arrangements to conform with industry standards, which includes
interconnecting via one-way or two-way trunks. Additionally,
United/Centel shall provide interconnection, trunking and
signalling arrangements at the tandem and end coffice levels.
United/Centel shall also provide ALECs with the option of
interconnecting via one-way or two-way trunks. Mid-span meets
shall be permitted where technically and economically feasible.

XVI. INTEREXCHANGE CALLS TERMINATED TO A "PORTED" NUMBER

The interim number portability docket, Docket No. 950737-TP,
did not address the issue of compensation for termination of ported
calls and the entitlement to terminating network access charges on
ported calls.

Witness McGrath believes that United/Centel should develop a
way to measure toll traffic, or develop a surrogate for estimating
it, and remit the correct switched access charges, including the
residual interconnection charge (RIC), to Time Warner. MFS-FL
believes that when United/Centel forwards traffic from an IXC to
MFS-FL wvia temporary number portability, United/Centel should
receive entrance fees, tandem switching and part of the tanden

transport charges. MFS-FL believes it should receive 1local
switching, the RIC, the carrier common line (CCL) and part of the
transport charge. Witness Poag asserts that United/Centel will

bill the IXC tandem switching, the RIC, and a portion of the
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transport. The ALEC should bill the IXC local switching, CCL and
a portion of the transport. We recognize that the difference
between these p051tlons is the collection of the RIC. We believe
this situation is no different than the intermediary functions
discussed above in Section VI.

MFS-FL states that procedures for the processing and billing
of interim number portability should be established by the
Ccommission in this proceeding. We are unsure as to what types of
processing and billing procedures MFS-FL is referring. Processing
and b1111ng procedures for temporary number portability were
addressed in Order No. PSC-95-1604-FOF-TP, issued December 28,
1995, in Docket No. 950737-TP.

Upon review of the record, we find it appropriate that
carriers providing any intermediary functions on calls routed
through number portability solutions shall collect only those
access charges that apply to the functions they perform. The
Residual Interconnection Charge shall be billed and collected by
the carrier terminating the call.

XVII. OTHER QPERATIONAI ISSUES

This section addresses how other operational issues between
the respective ALECs and United/Centel and GTEFL should be handled.
It is not possible to identify every operational problem that might
occur when an ALEC begins operation in the local market. Certain
parties argue that some guidelines should be set in the beginning
to avoid future operational problenms.

a) United/Centel

MFS-FL, Continental, and FCTA take the position that the we
should adopt the same policies that we did for the BellSouth
portion of this docket in Order No. PSC-96-0445-FOF-TP, issued
March 29, 1996. MFS-FlL. states that we should establish detailed
arrangements for certain additional operational issues such as
transfer of service announcements, repair calls, information pages,
service announcements and the operator reference database.

MFS-FL argues that we should establish more detailed
operational arrangements up front because it has always had
difficulty with the LECs in the past on these types of issues.
MFS-FL asserts that: (1) ALECs and United/Centel and GTEFL should
provide their respective repair contact numbers to one another on
a reciprocal basis; (2) misdirected repair calls should be referred
to the proper company at no charge, and the end user should be
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provided the correct contact telephone number; (3) extraneous
communications beyond the direct referral to the correct repair
telephone number should be prohibited; and (4) United/Centel and
GTEFL should provide operator reference database (ORDB) updates on
a monthly basis at no charge to enable MFS-FL operators to respond
in emergency situations.

Included in United/Centel's white pages directory is an
"informational" section which provides a listing of their services.
Witness Devine believes that MFS-FL should have access to this
section in order to provide its customers with data on MFS-FL
calling areas, services installation, repair and other customer
services.

Time Warner states that in the new multi—provider environment,
each participating company must notify other companies of outages
and troubles, because without notlflcatlon, it would be impossible
to isolate and clear a problem in one part of a multi-provider

network. Time Warner witness McGrath further asserts that
notification and repair procedures in the event of outages must be
coordinated between Time Warner and United/Centel. Time Warner

also states that United/Centel should develop mechanized systems
for network monitoring to which other providers have access.

MCImetro asserts that the use of mechanized interfaces between
the ALECs and LECs is critical to the development of an effectively
competitive local exchange market. Further, MCImetro states that
intercompany operational procedures must be developed to support
the ordering of unbundled loops, interoffice facilities, interim
number portability mechanisms, and customer listing databases on
some type of mechanized basis. These mechanized systems are
similar to the ones used today between IXCs and LECs. MCImetro
asserts that such mechanized procedures should be developed as soon
as possible, but in any event within one year.

Continental states that any operational issue which cannot be
negotlated to the satisfaction of both the interconnecting
companies should be resolved by us through an expedited complaint
process. Witness Schleiden stated that by expedited complalnt
process, he meant one that is resolved by the Commission in 30
days. An example of such an issue, given by Continental, is the
handling of maintenance calls that are reported to the wrong
company. Continental asserts that such misdirected calls must be
handled in manner that focuses on the end-user's interests.
Witness Schleiden states, "United/Centel and the ALECs must develop
consumer educational campaigns for maintenance management. These
campaigns should assure that consumers are made aware of the proper
maintenance numbers." Continental's post hearing position is that
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this issue should be resolved in the same manner as was decided in
the BellSouth portion of this docket (Order No. PSC-96-0445-FOF-TP,
issued March 29, 1998).

United/Centel states that operational issues, such as repair
service arrangements, are most appropriately resolved through
negotiation. United/Centel states that these issues will be
different for each ALEC and can best be addressed as the parties
develop more specific operational details and procedures and actual
points of interconnection. United/Centel asserts that if issues
arise between the parties that cannot be resolved, the existing
Commission complaint procedures are the appropriate means for
resolving disputes.

United/Centel disagrees with MCImetro that LECs should be
required to implement mechanized systems for interconnection order
processing within a year. Witness Poag argues that even if it were
possible to develop such a system for MCImetro, it would be
inappropriate to offer this service if other ALECs could not use
the system. United/Centel states that it makes sense to provide
interfaces where it is practical and economically efficient for all
the parties involved. However, United/Centel asserts that
developing such systems will require input from ALECs to determine
needs, standards and appropriate interfaces. United/Centel states
that the industry Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) is currently
working to develop national standards for a local competition
environment.

Witness Poag also states that there are several problems with
providing the mechanized interfaces requested by the ALECs. One
problem according United/Centel is that there are no standards
agreed to by the industry. United/Centel asserts that standards
are very important because they minimize the cost to each company,
and ultimately the consumer. United/Centel states that another
problem with providing mechanized interfaces is that no one really
knows the total costs. Still another problem that United/Centel
discusses is that the existing systems do not have the type of
security that would be necessary to keep one company from accessing
another company's proprietary data.

United/Centel witness Poag summarizes his position on
mechanized intercompany interfaces when he says:

Before we can build, we need to know what to build.
Without standards and cost quantification it is-
inappropriate to proceed. As the industry develops
standards, priorities will be established and those
interfaces that make the most economic sense will be
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implemented. This will not happen overnight, but when
accomplished, if done properly will benefit all
competitors by increasing productivity and, in the long-
run, reducing the cost to serve customers.

We are concerned about how to address the intercompany
operational issues in the interim. We understand that there are
many operational issues that will arise as the ALECs begin to
provide service. We believe that the mechanized intercompany
operational procedures supported by the ALECs are appropriate,
since similar procedures are currently used today between LECs and
IXCs. However, the parties need to work together to determine how
much these interfaces will cost, how long they will take to
develop, and who should pay for them. We also believe that such
mechanized systems should conform to industry standards, so that
they will function for all interconnecting companies.

We find that it is appropriate to grant MFS-FL's requests for
detailed arrangements regarding repair calls, information pages,
service announcements and the operator reference database at this
time. We are implementing MFS-FL's specific operational requests
now because they will make the transition to local competition more
seamless for consumers. The specific operational issues are listed
below.

On a going forward basis, parties should attempt to work out
operational problems that arise. If the parties cannot come to a
resolution, they can request resolution of the problem with us by
filing a petition or motion.

Mechanized intercompany operational procedures, similar to the
ones between IXCs and LECs today, shall be jointly developed by the
respective ALECs and United/Centel and shall conform to national
industry standards which are currently being developed. Further,
the respective ALECs and United/Centel shall adhere to the
following requirements:

(1) The respective ALECs and United/Centel shall provide
their respective repair contact numbers to one another on
a reciprocal basis;

(2) Misdirected repair calls shall be referred to the proper
company at no charge, and the end user shall be provided
the correct contact telephone number;

(3) Extraneous communications beyond the direct referral to
the correct repair telephone number shall be prohibited;
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(4) United/Centel shall provide operator reference database
(ORDB) updates on a monthly basis at no charge to enable
ALEC operators to respond in emergency situations; and

(5) United/Centel shall work with the respective ALECs to
ensure that the appropriate ALEC data, such as calling
areas, service installation, repair, and customer
service, 1is included in the informational pages of
United/Centel's directory.

b) GTEFL

GTEFL and MFS-FL signed a partial co-carrier agreement which
pertained to this section. However, GTEFL and MFS-FL were not able
to fully agree on this issue, so it was not approved as a
stipulation by the Commission. The agreement states that each
party will use its best efforts to address, within 60 days, certain
operational issues which remain to be resolved by GTEFL and MFS~FL.
The only aspect of this issue upon which MFS-FL and GTEFL do not
agree is the handling of further operatiocnal disputes that may
arise in the future. Since the issue was not fully stipulated, we
still must determine the other operational arrangements with
respect to United/Centel and GTEFL.

GTEFL believes that any other operational issues that may
arise are best resclved through ongoing negotiations with MFS.

Upon review of the record, we find it approprlate for GTEFL
and MFS-FL to continue to negotiate as outlined in their partial
co-carrier agreement. If an agreement is reached on these
operational issues, it shall be filed with us before it becomes
effective. If no agreement is reached within 60 days of the
issuance of this order, then GTEFL shall adhere to the same
operational arrangements ordered above for United/Centel.

XVIII. ASSIG NT OF NXX CODES

This section addresses the assignment of NXX codes to the
ALECs, All of the parties agree that NXX assignments must be
handled in a neutral and nondiscriminatory manner.

Continental states that telephone numbers must be conserved as
valuable resources. However, such resources should be shared and
should not be controlled by the dominant competitor in the
marketplace. Continental further asserts that we should assist in
overcoming delays that occur in obtaining NXX codes. Continental
states that ALECs should be able to get, at a minimum, an NXX for
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each United/Centel <central office with which the ALECs
interconnect.

MFS-FL states that it understands that United/Centel does not
assign NXX codes, and if this is true, there is no need to address
this issue with respect to United/Centel.

Time Warner states that the North American Numbering Plan
(NANP) Guidelines used by United/Centel today do not allow Time
Warner to acquire more than one NXX code prlor to the exhaustion of
the code assigned to its first switch. This is true, even if more
NXX codes are needed to provide the detailed bllllng information
necessary to dlstlngulsh local and toll calls. Time Warner further
states that BellSouth is the NANP administrator for its region,
which includes Unlted/Centel Time Warner asserts that the
consensus in the industry is that NANP administration should be
controlled by a neutral third party, and that until that time the
Commission should not let the LECs impair competition by using the
NANP guidelines to impede entry of the ALECs.

MCImetro's post-hearing position is that although
United/Centel is not an NXX code administrator, it should be
required to cooperate with the ALECs to the extent necessary to
allow them to obtain NXX assignments on the same basis that such
assignments are made to other LECs.

McCaw states that such assignments should be made on a
nondiscriminatory basis, with each carrier recovering its own NXX
establishment charges.

United/Centel states that numbering policy must be broadly
developed and administered in a competitively neutral manner.
United/Centel further states that the LEC must not be able to
control the administration and assignment of numbering resources,
and that NXX assignments must be handled in a neutral and
nondiscriminatory manner. In addition, United/Centel states that
it is not the numbering plan manager and therefore is not in
control of NXX assignments.

Based on the evidence and post-hearing positions of the
parties, it appears that there is general agreement on the
assignment of NXX codes. All parties, including United/Centel,
state that NXX assignments should be on a nondiscriminatory basis.
We recognize that United/Centel is not the numbering administrator
for its region. However, to the extent that United/Centel has
control over NXX codes in its territory, NXX assignments to ALECs
shall be on the same basis that such assignments are made to
United/Centel and other code holders today.
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Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that each and
all of the specific findings herein are approved in every respect.
It is further

ORDERED that the stipulation attached to this Order as
Attachment A and reached between MFS-FL and GTEFL is hereby
approved. It is further

ORDERED that any intervenor ALEC who fully participates in
this proceedlng is bound by the resolution of the issues. Such
ALEC is still free to negotiate its own interconnection rate. To
the extent negotiations fail, the affected ALEC may petition the
Commission to set interconnection rates. It is further

ORDERED that for the termination of local traffic, GTEFL and
MFS-FL shall compensate each other by mutual traffic exchange as
discussed in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that for the termination of 1local traffic,
United/Centel and Continental shall compensate each other by mutual
traffic exchange as discussed in the body of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that for the termination of 1local traffic,
United/Centel and MFS-FL shall compensate each other by mutual
traffic exchange as discussed in the body of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that for the termination of local traffic, United and
Time Warner shall compensate each other by mutual traffic exchange
as discussed in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that if Continental, Time Warner, MFS-FL, GTEFL, or
Unlted/Centel believes that trafflc is 1mbalanced to the point that
it is not receiving benefits equivalent to those it is providing
through mutual traffic exchange, it may request the compensation
mechanism be changed and shall provide documentation as discussed
in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that for originating and terminating intrastate toll
traffic, GTEFL and MFS-FL shall pay each other GTEFL's tariffed
intrastate switched network access service rates on a per minute of
use basis as discussed in the body of this Order. It is further
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ORDERED that for originating and terminating intrastate toll
traffic, United/Centel and MFS-FL shall pay each other
United/Centel's tariffed intrastate switched network access service
rates on a per minute of use basis as discussed in the body of this
Order. It is further

ORDERED that for originating and terminating intrastate toll
traffic, United/Centel and Continental shall pay each other
United/Centel's tariffed intrastate switched network access service
rates on a per minute of use basis as discussed in the body of this
Order. It is further

ORDERED that for orlgxnatlng and terminating intrastate toll
traffic, United and Time Warner shall pay each other United's
tariffed intrastate switched network access service rates on a per
minute of use basis as discussed in the body of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that when it cannot be determined whether a call is
local or toll, the 1local exchange provider shall be assessed
originating sw1tched access charges for that call unless the local
exchange prov1der originating the call can provide evidence that
the call is actually a local call. It is further

ORDERED that if the respective ALECs and United/Centel or
GTEFL negotiate alternative terms for compensating each other for
exchange toll traffic, the agreement shall be filed with the
Commission before it becomes effective. It is further

ORDERED that GTEFL and United/Centel shall file tariffs
regarding their interconnection rates and other arrangements set by
the Commission within 60 days of the issuance of this Order or 60
days after the order regarding motions for reconsideration if there
are any filed. It is further

ORDERED that for intermediary handling of local traffic where
ALECs are not collocated in the same wire center, we find that the
appropriate rate for GTEFL shall be $.00075. We find that an
approprlate rate for United/Centel cannot be determined at this
time as discussed in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall file within 60 days of the
issuance of this Order appropriate cost support as specifically
discussed in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that the respective ALECs shall be allowed to subtend

GTEFL and United/Centel tandems to jointly provide switched access
services to interexchange carriers. It is further
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ORDERED that for intermediary handling of toll traffic, GTEFL
and United/Centel shall collect only those access charges that
apply to the functions that they perform at the approved tariffed
rates as discussed in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that generally, toll traffic shall be handled under
the same terms and conditions as contained in the Modified Access
Based Compensation Plan. GTEFL and United/Centel shall establish
meet-point billing arrangements with the respective ALECs. Meet-
points, for rating purposes, shall be established at mutually
agreeable locations. Terminating access charges shall be paid to
the carrier performing the terminating function, including the
Residual Interconnection Charge. It is further

ORDERED that the ALECs collocated in the same wire center as
GTEFL or United/Centel shall be permitted to cross-connect without
transiting the LEC switch. GTEFL and United/Centel shall charge
the ordering ALEC the special access cross-connect rate. Any
tariff provision that would restrict the ability of the ALECs to
cross-connect with each other in a LEC central office shall be
eliminated. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall compensate Continental, Time
Warner, and MFS-FL for the origination of 800 traffic terminated to
United/Centel pursuant to Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL's
originating switched access charges, including the data-base query.
Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL shall provide to United/Centel
the appropriate records necessary for United/Centel to bill its
customers. The records shall be provided in a standard ASR/EMR
industry format. United/Centel shall compensate Continental, Time
Warner, and MFS-FL per record based on United/Centel's current
tariffed rate for this function. At such time as Continental, Time
Warner, or MFS-FL elects to provide 800 services, the respective
ALEC shall reciprocate this arrangement. It is further

ORDERED that, with respect to the provision of Basic 911
service, United/Centel, Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL shall
meet the requirements set forth in Section VIII of this Order. It
is further

ORDERED that, with respect to the provision of Enhanced 911
service, United/Centel, Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL shall
meet the requirements set forth in Section IX of this Order. It is
further
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ORDERED that the technical arrangement proposed by
United/Centel, comprised of a dedicated trunk group arrangement
from the respective ALEC's end office to the United/Centel Operator
Service System, shall be used to provide operator services. The
trunk group may be the same as that used for Inward Operator
Services and Operator Transfer Service. United/Centel's tariffed
rates for busy line verification and emergency interrupt services
shall be used to fulfill the financial requirements for operator
handled traffic flowing between the respective ALECs and
United/Centel. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall 1list Continental, Time
Warner, and MFS-FL's customers in United/Centel's directory
assistance database at no charge. United/Centel, Continental, Time
Warner, and MFS-FL shall work together on issues concerning
timeliness, format and content of listing information.
United/Centel shall update its directory assistance database under
the same time frames afforded itself. United/Centel shall tariff
branding, when available, upon a firm order for the service.
United/Centel shall tariff the directory assistance resale,
database access, and purchase options as discussed in Section XTI of
this order. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall provide directory listings
for Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL customers in
United/Centel's white page and yellow page directories at no
charge. United/Centel shall publish and distribute these
directories to Continental, Time Warner and MFS-FL customers at no
charge. United/Centel shall provide Continental, Time Warner, and
MFS-FL with the appropriate database format in which to submit the
necessary information. Enhanced 1listings shall be provided to
Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL customers at the same rates,
terms and conditions offered to United/Centel customers. It is
further

ORDERED that Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL shall have
access to United/Centel's tariffed billing services and access to
databases such as Centralized Message Distribution Service and Line
Identification Database in order to bill and clear credit card,
collect, and third party calls. Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-
FL shall purchase the services and access to databases through
United/Centel's tariff or by contract if it is not currently
tariffed. If the billing and collection arrangement is set by
contract, the arrangement shall be filed with the Commission before
it becomes effective. It is further
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ORDERED that Continental, Time Warner, MFS-FL, and
United/Centel shall provide LEC-to-LEC Common Channel Signalling to
one another, where available, in conjunction with all POTS traffic.
All privacy indicators shall be honored, and Continental, Time
Warner, MFS-FL, and United/Centel shall use industry standards for
CCS signalling between their networks. Continental, Time Warner,
MFS-FL, and United/Centel shall each be responsible for the costs
associated with the installation and use of their respective CCS
networks. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall provide interconnection,
trunking and signalling arrangements at the tandem and end office
levels. United/Centel ghall also provide Continental, Time Warner,
and MFS-FL with the option of interconnecting via one-way or two-
way trunks. Mid-span meets shall be permitted where technically
and economically feasible. It is further

ORDERED that carriers providing any intermediary functions on
calls routed through number portability solutions shall collect
only those access charges that apply to the functions they perform.
The Residual Interconnection Charge shall be billed and cecllected
by the carrier terminating the call. It is further

ORDERED that GTEFL and MFS-FL shall continue to negotiate
regarding operational issues as outlined in their partial co-
carrier agreement. If an agreement is reached on these operational
issues, it shall be filed with the Commission before it becomes

effective. If no agreement is reached within 60 days of the
igssuance of this Order, then GTEFL and MFS-FL shall adhere to the
same operational arrangements ordered for United/Centel. It is
further

ORDERED that mechanized intercompany operational procedures
shall be developed jointly by Continental, Time Warner, MFS-FL, and
United/Centel as discussed in the body of this Order. Operational
disputes that the respective ALECs and United/Centel are unable to
resolve through negotiations shall be handled by filing a petition
or motion with the Commission. It is further

ORDERED that Continental, Time Warner, MFS-FL, and
United/Centel shall adhere to the operational requirements set
forth in Section XVII of this COrder. It is further

ORDERED that, to the extent that United/Centel has control
over NXX codes in its territory, NXX assignments to Continental,
Time Warner, and MFS-FL shall be on the same basis that such
assignments are made to United/Centel and other code holders today.
It is further
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ORDERED that this docket shall remain open.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this _20th
day of May , 1996 |

BLANCA S. BAYO, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

(SEAL)

DLC/SKE

Commissioner Johnson dissents from the Commission's decision only
to the extent that the Commission did not establish a rate for
interconnection in the event that the companies find that the
traffic is imbalanced.

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify ©parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
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Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director,
Division of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This
filing must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in
Rule 9.900 {a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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MFS/GTE
PARTIAL FLORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT  EXHIBIT TTD-9

Pursuant to this agreement, Metropokitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. {*MFS")
snd GTE Florids Incorporated ("GTE") {cofiectively, "the Parties”) will extend certain
mmmmmﬂmmmuTAhmdaMboﬂawm?m
state of Floride, as describad snd according to the terms, conditions and pricing
specified hereunder. mmmmmmtwiﬂmmoiudiu_tn any
po-itiommwhwotakenprwioudv,ocmwminmhnuuhmhgm.
reguletory, or other public forum. -

.  BECITALS & PRINCIPLES

WHEREAS, universal connectivity betwean common camers is the defining
charactaristic of the public switched telecommunications network in which all common
carmriers participate; and

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

WHEREAS, in the service of maximum inter-operability, the Parties should be
able to efficiently, flexibly, and robustly exchange traffic and sighaiing 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(8} of the Florida Statutes. Meatropolitan
Fiber Systems of Floride, Inc. (MFS} is an altemative local sxchange
telecommunications company (ALEC) as defined by Section 364.02(1}; and

WHEREAS, Section 364.16, Florida Statutes, requires, among other things, GTE
Florida to provide accass to, end interconnaction with, its telecommunications facilities
to any other provider of locai teiscommunications services requesting such access and
interconnection at non-discriminstory prices, rates, terms, and conditions established
by the procedures set forth in Section 364.182, Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, Sectior: 364.151, Florida Statutes, requires aach LEC, upon request,
1o unbundie each of its network features, functions and capabilities, including access
to signaling databases, systems and routing process, snd offer tham to any other
telecommunications provider requesting such features, functions or capabilities for
resale to the axtent 1echnically and economically feasible and st prices that are not
below cost; and

WHEREAS, Sections 364.16 and 364.161 also requires LECs and ALECs to
sttempt to negotiate satisfactory rates, terms and conditions for imterconnection and
unbundling. H such negotiations fail, sither party hias the right to file a petition with
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the Florida Public Servica Commission to establish such rates, terms and conditions;
and

WHEREAS, on January 24, 1998, MFS filed petitions before the Commission
in Docket Nos. 950984 and 950985 asking the Commission to eatablish rstes, twms
mdcondlﬁomformmmnmmmdhpmvidonofmﬂondnmbmdbdm
and fastures to MFS; and

WHEREAS, GTE Florida and MFS, in an effort to avoid the uncertainties and
sxpense of litigation before the Commission and appeals before the courts, desire to
anter the following agreement which will serve as a partial ssttiemant of Docket Nos.
950984 and 950985 notad above; and

WHEREAS, GTE Florida and MFS acknowledge and understand that this
Agreement is entsrad into to resoive issues and matters which are unique to the State
of Florida and is a result of compromise and negotistion. The psriies further
acknowledge that none of the provisions set forth herain shall be proffered by either
GTE Florida or MFS or any of their affiliates in this or any other jurisdiction as svidence
of any concession or as a waiver of any position ar 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 agres as follows:

A, Automatic Number identification™ or “ANI" refers to the number
transmitted through the network identifying the calling party.

B. “Central Office Switch”, "Cantral Office”™ or "CO" means a switching
entity within the public switched tslecommunications natwork, including
but not fimited to:

*End Office Switches” which are Class § switches from which end
user Exchange Services are directly connected and offered.

*Tandemn Office Switches™ which are Class 4 switchas which are
usad to connect and switch trunk circuits between and among
Central Office Switches.

Central Office Switches may be employed as combinstion End
Office/Tandem Office switches (combinstion Class 5/Class 4).
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C. *CLASS Features® (also called "Vertical Features®) include: Automatic
Call Back; Automatic Recall; Call Forwarding Busy Line/Don't Answer;
Call Forwarding Don‘t Answer; Call Forwarding Varisbie; Call Forwarding
- Busy Line; Call Trace; Call Waiting; Call Number Delivery Blocking Per
Calt; Calling Number Blocking Per Line: Cancel Call Waiting; Distinctive
Ringing/Call Waiting; Incoming Calil Line identification Delivery; Selective
Call Forwerd; Selective Call Rejaction; Speed Calling; and Three Way
Cafling/Call Transfer.

D. *Co-Location® or "Co-Location Arrangement” is an interconnaction
architecturs method in which one carrier extends network transmission
facilities 1o a wire center/aggregation point in the network of a second
carrier, whereby the first camier's tacilities are terminated into squipment
instalisd and maintained in that wire center by or on the behalf of the
first carmvier for the primary purpose of interconnecting the first carrier's
facilities to the facilities of the second carrier.

E. *Comynission” means the Flarida Public Sarvice Commission (PSC).

F. "Common Channa! Sighaling™ 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,

G. "DID" means direct inward dialing.
H.  "DS-1" is & digital signai rate of 1.544 Mbps (Mega Bit Per Second).
L *DS-3" is a digital signal rate of 44.736 Mbps.

J. *DSX panel” is a cross-connect bay/panel used for the ﬁminatbn of
equipment and facilities operating at digital rates.

K. “Eiectronic File Transfer” refers to any system/procass which utilizes an
alectronic format and protocol to send/receive data files.

L "Exchenge Message Record” or "EMR” is the standard used for exchange
of telscommunications message information among Local Exchange
Carviors for billabla, non-billable, sampls, sattiement and study data.
EMR format is contained in BR-010-200-010 CRIS Exchange Messags
Record, a Belicore document which defines industry standerds for
exchange measage records.
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M. 'Exchmgo&wice'mfmtadlbadcmsﬁmm.ormym
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topheaurnc.iwcmtoduﬂmmﬁomonﬂupublic switchad

N. “Interconnection” means the connaction of separate pieces of equipment,
transmission facilities, etc., within, betwsen or among networks. The
architecture of interconnection may include several mathods including,
but not limited to co-location srrangements and mid-fiber meet
arrangomeants.

0. *Interexchange Carriar™ or "IXC" means a provider of stand-slone
interexchange tslecommunications services.

P. *interim Number Portability” or "INP® means the transparent delivery of
Local Tslephone Number Portability ("LTNP®) capabilities, from a
customer standpoint in terms of call completion, and from a carrier
standpoint in terms of compensstion, through the use of existing and
available call routing, forwarding, and addressing capabilities.

Q. *ISDN" tmeans Integrated Services Digital Network; a switched network
service providing end-to-end digital connactivity for the simultansous
transmission of voice and data. Basic Rste interface-{SDN (BRI-ISDN)
provides for digital transmission of two 54 Kbps bearer channels and one
16 Kbpe data channel {2B+D). Primary Rate Interface-1ISDN (PRI-ISDN)
provides for digital transmission of twenty-thres (23} 64 Kbps besrer
channets and one 16 Kbps data channel (23 B+ DI,

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

S. "Link Element” or "Link" is a component of an Exchange Service; for
purposes of general illustration, the "Link Element” is the transmission
facllity (or channel or group of channels on such facility) which extends
from a Main Distribution Frame, DSX-panel, or functionalty comparable
piace of equipment in an GTE end office wire center, to a demarcation or
connector block in/at a customer's premises. Traditionally, links weare
provisionad as 2-wirs or 4-wire copper pairs running from the end office
distribution frame to the customer premise; howsver, a link may be
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providodvinothormodia.inclucﬁngndiofrnumies.uaehmndona
ﬁdlapacityfnduldinibuﬁonhdmywﬁchmhmhediwim
from 8 node location to the customer premise via a copper or coax drop
facllity, etc. Links tall into the following categories:

»2-wire ansiog voice grade links" will support analog transmission
of 300-3000 Hz, repest joop start or ground start seizure and
disconnect in one direction {toward the end office switch), and
repest ringing in the other direction (toward the end userj. This
link is commonly used for local dial tone servica.

= 2-wire ISDN digital grads links” will support digital transmission
of two 64 Kbps bearar channels and ons 16 Kbps data channel.
This is a 2B+D basic rate interface Iintegrated Services Digital
Network (BRIHSDN} type of ioop which will meet nationa! ISDN
standards.

"4-wire DS-1 digital grade lnks™ will support full duplex
transmission of isochronous serisl data at 1.544 Mbps. This T-
1/D0S-1 type of loop provides the equivalent of 24 voice grade/DSO
channels,

T. *Locsl Exchange Carrier™ or "LEC" means any company certified by the
Commission to provide local exchange telscommunications service. This
includes the Parties to this agreement.

U. "Local Telaphone Number Portability™ or "LTNP" means the technical
ability to snable 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 teiephone number(s} is associsted, regardiess of whether the
customer's Chosan Local Exchange Carrier is the carrier which originally
assigned the number to the customer, without penalty to either the
customner or its chosen local exchange carrier.

V. *Main Distribution Frame™ or “MODF" is the primary point at which outside
plant facilities terminate within a wire centar, for interconnection to ather
telscommunications facilities within the wire center.

W. “Meet-Point Billing” or "MPB" refers to an arrangement whereby two
LECs jointly provide the transport siement of & switched access service
to one of the LEC's end office switchas, with sach LEC receiving an
appropriate share of the transport slement revenues as defined by their
effective access tariffs. ‘
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X. "MECAB" refers to the Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB/

AA,

BB.

ccC.

document prepared by the Billing Committes of the Ordering and Billing
Forum {OBF), which functions under the suspices of the Carrier Lisison
Committes {CLC) of the Alliance for Telecommunications industry
Solutions (ATIS). The MECAB document, published by Belicore as
Speciol Report SR-BDS-000983, contsins the recommended guidelines
for the biling of n 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 Multiple Exchange Carmiers Ordering and Design
{MECOD) Guidelinss for Access Services - industry Support interface, s
document developed by the Ordering/Provisioning Committee under the
suspices of the Ordering end Biling Forum (OBF}, which functions under
the auspices of the Carrier Liaison Committee (CLC) of the Alliance for
Tslecommunications industry Solutions (AT1S). The MECOD document,
published by Bellicore as Special Report SR STS-0026843, establish
mathods for processing orders for access sarvice which is to be provided
by two or more LECs.

"Mid-Fiber Maet" 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 States, Canads, and the
Caribbean countries which empiay NPA 809.

"Numbering Plan Area” or "NPA" is also sometimes raferred to as an area
code. This is the three digit indicator which is defined by the A", "B",
and "C" digits of sach 10-digit telephone number within the North
Amaerican 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 & defined geographic area, and all telephons numbers bearing such
NPA are agsociated with services provided within that geographic area.
A "Non-Geographic NPA”, also known as a "Service Accoss Code” or
"SAC Code” is typically associated with a specialized telscommunications
servics which may be provided across multiple geographic NPA areas;
800, 900, 700, and 888 ars examplas 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 Pian {"NANP"}. Each NXX Code contains 10,000 station
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numbers. Historically, entire NXX code biocks have heen assigned to
specific individual Yocal axchange end office switches.

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

EE. "Permanent Number Portability® or "PNP"™ means the use of a database
solution to provide fully transparent LTNP for all customers and sff
providars without limitation.

FF.  “Plain Old Telephone Service Traffic"or “POTS traffic.” The parties agree
that thig includes Jocal tratfic as defined in GTE's taritf and disagree as
to whether this includes nonocal intralATA toll tratfic exchanged
betweon the parties respective axchange customers.

GG. "Port Elermnent” or "Port" is a component of an Exchangs Service; for
purposes of general illustration, the "Pont” is a line card and sssociated
peripheral equipment on an GTE end office switch which serves as the
hardware termination for the customer's axchange service on that switch
and generates dial tone and provides the customer s pathway into the
public switched telecommunications network. Each Port is typically
associated with one (or more) telephone numbar(s) which sarves as the
customer's natwork address. Port categories inchude:

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

*2-wire ISDN digital line port” is a Basic Rate intarface (BRI) line
side switch connection smployed to provide ISDN Exchange

"2-wire analog DID trunk port” is s direct inward dialing (DID}
trunk sids switch connaction smployed to provide incoming trunk
type Exchanga Sarvices.

=4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk port” is & direct inward dialing (DID)
trunk side switch connection amployed to provide the equivalent
of 24 snalog incoming trunk type Exchange Services.

*4-wire ISDN digital DS-1 trunk port® is » Primary Rate interface
(PRI} trunk side switch connection employed to provide the ISDN
Exchange Services.
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HH. “Rste Conter” means the specific geographic point and corresponding
googrmticmnwhichhwebeenidonﬁﬁcdbyagimeECubohg
usociludwiﬂup-ﬁoul-NPA-NXXcodoMﬁdlhnbmusimcdto
the LEC for its provision of Exchange Services. The "rate center point™
Ismﬁmwcwﬁidenﬁﬁodbyanpodﬁcvwm.
which is used to measure distsnce-sensitive snd user tratfic to/from
Exchange Services bearing the particulsr NPA-NXX designation
associated with the specific Rate Center. The “rate center ares” is the
mmwmmmmcmw-mmm
MidtitwﬂlpmvidoEme«vimbwingmeparﬁculsNPA—Nxx
designation associsted with the specific Rate Center. The Rate Center
point must be located within the Rate Center aroa.

il. *Rating Point”, sometimes siso 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 Belicore
Practice BR 795-100-100, the Rating Point may be an “"End OHice"
location, or a "LEC Consortium Point of interconnection®. Pursuant to
matsdelcorePr-ctioe,exampluofuwmsmlbodsiglmodby
a common language focation identifier (CLLI} code with (x)XD in positions
g, 10, 11, where (x} may be any alphanumeric A-Z or 0-9. The Rating
Point/Routing Point nesd not be the same as the Rate Center Point, nor
must it be located within the Rate Center Area.

JJ. “Reference of Calis” refers to a process in which cills are routed to an
announcement which states the new telaphone number of an and user.

KK. “Service Control Point” or "SCP" is the node in the signaling network to
which informational requests for service handling, such as routing, ars
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 cali processing.

LL. “Signal Transfer Point" or "STP" performs a packet switching function
that routes signaling meassages among SSPs, SCPs and other STPs in
order to set up calls and to guery databases for sdvanced services.

MM. “Synchronous Optical Network® or "SONET™ means synchronous
slactrical {STS) or optical {OC) channel connections between LECs.

NN. “Switched Access Service® means the offering of facilities for the
purpose of the origination or termination of non-POTS traffic to or from
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00.

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

*Trunk Side" refers to a central office switch connection that is capable
of, and has been programmed to treat the circuit ss, connecting to
another switching entity, for example a private branch axchange {"PBX")
or another central office switch. Trunk sides conhections offer those
transmission and signaling features appropriate for the connection of
switching entities, and can not be used for the direct connection of
ordinary telaphons station sets.

"Wire Center” means & building or space within a building which serves
88 8n aggregation point on a given carrier's network, where transmission
facilities and circuits are connected or switched.

NETWORK INTERCONNECTION ARCHITECTURE

The Partiss shall interconnect their networks as necessary to sffect the Co-
Carrier Arengements identified in Parte V., VI, VIi., and IX., as defined below:

A.

In aach LATA identified beiow, the correspondingly identified wire center
shall serve as the initial Designated Network interconnection Paint {"D-
NIP™} at which point MFS and GTE will interconnect their respective
networks for inter-operability within that LATA,

LATA —__DNPp
Tampa Tampa Main SWC (GTE)
(MFS connects to GTE)

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

Initially, MFS agrees to connect to GTE at GTE's Tempa Main Serving
Wire Center (810 Morgan) snd GTE sgress to reciprocally connect to
MFS at MFS' Tampa downtown Node facility {Barnett Bank Building).
Whara 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 mast at the D-NIP, ormnmmﬂ\oleoroﬂmappropnm
junction point near to or just outside the D-NIP;
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2. a digital cross-connection hand-off, DSX panel to DSX panel,
where both MFS and GTE maintain such facilitias at the D-NIP;

3. a co-location facility maintained by MFS, or by a 3rd-party with
whom MFS has contractsd for such purposes, st an GTE wire
conter, whera such wirs canter has been designated as the D-NIP;
or .

4, a co-location facility maintained by GTE, or by a 3rd-party with
whom GTE has contracted for such purposes, st an MFS wire
canter, where such wire center has been designated as the D-NIP.

c. In extending network intsrconnection facilities to the D-NIP, MFS shall
have the right to extend its own facilities or to leass dark fiber facllities
{if available) or digital transport facilities from GTE or from any 3rd-perty,
subject to the following terms:

1. Such leased facilities shall extend from any point designated by
MFS on its own network (including & co-ocation facility
maintained by MFS at an GTE wire cemter) to the D-NIP or
associated manhole or other appropriate junction point.

2. Where MFS isasas such facilities from GTE, MFS ghall have the
right to lease under non-discriminatory tariff or contract terms
from GTE.

D. Upon reasonable notice and if agread 10 by GTE, MFS and GTE may
change from one of the interconnection methods apecified above, to one
ot the other methods specified sbove, with no penalty. convamon or
roflover charges.

IV. NUMBER RESOURCE ARRANGEMENTS

A. Nothing in this agresment shall bs construed to in any manner limit or
otherwiss adversely impact any MFS' right to employ or to request and
be assigned any NANP number resources including, but not limited to,
mﬂofﬁm(miwdupmumtmmcmomucm
Assignment Guidelines'.

B. As contemplated by the Central Office Code Assignment Guidelines, MFS
will designate within the geographic NPA with which each of its assigned

L Last publishad by the Industry Numbering Committes (*INC") as INC 95-0407-008,

Revision 4/7/95, formeny ICCF §3-0729-010.
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NXX codes is associsted, » Rate Centsr area within which it intends to
offerExchmas.rvicubnrimMNPA-Ndeuignaﬁon,uﬂnm
Cmtupointtomeuﬁnmoummwmfordmumwﬁw
traffic to/from the Exchange Saervices bearing that NPA-NXX designation.

C. MFS wil also designate a Rating Point for sach assigned NXX code. MFS
may designate ons location within each Rate Centar as the Rating Point
for the NPA-NXXs associated with that Rate Center; altematively, MFS
may designate a single location within one Rate Canter 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.

D. 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 minimurm of one NXX per established GTE rate center area,

E. To the extsnt GTE sarves as Central Office Code Administrator for a
given region, GTE will support all MFS requests related to central office
{NXX) code administration end assignments in an effective and timely
manner.

F. The Parties will comply with code administration requirements as
prescribed by the Feders! Communications Commission, the Commission,
and acceptad industry guidelines.

G. it shall be the rasponsibility of sach 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 times. Neither Party shall impose any
feas or charges whatsoever on the other Party for such activities.

V. MEET-POINT BALING ARRANGEMENTS
A.  Description

1. MFS may establish meet-point billing arrangements with GTE in
arder to provide Switchad Access Services to third parties via an
GTE access tandem switch, in accordance with the Meet-Point
Billing guidelines adopted by snd contained in the Ordering and
Billing Forum's MECAB and MECOD documents, except as
2. Except in instances of capacity limitations, GTE shall permit and
snabla MFS to sub-tend the GTE access tendem switch{as) nearast
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to the MFS Reting Point{s}! associated with the NPA-NXX(s}
to/from which the Switched Access Services are homed. In
instances of capacity limitation st a given access tandem switch,
MES shall be aliowed to sub-tend the next-nearsst GTE access
tandemn switch in which sufficient capacity is svaiiable.

3. interconnection for the meet-point arrangement shall occur st the
GTE Tampa Main Serving Wire Center (SWC) D-NIP.

4. Common channas! signalling (*CCS") shafl be utilized in conjunction
with meet-point billing artangements to the extent such signaling
iz resident in the GTE access tandem switch.

5. MFS and GTE will use their best reasonable efforts, individually
and coliectively, to maintain provisions in their respective federal
and state access tariffs, and/or provisions within tha National
Exchange Carrier Association ("NECA®) Tariff No. 4, or any
successor tariff, sufficient to reflact this meet-point billing
arrangement, including meet-point billing percentages.

6. As detailed in the MECARB document, MFS and GTE will in a timely
feshion exchange all information necessary to sccurately, reliably
and promptly bill third parties for Switched Access Services traffic
jointly handied by MFS and GTE via the mest-point arrangement.
information shall be exchanged in Electronic Messsge Record
{"EMR") format, on magnetic tape or vis a mutually acceptable
alectronic file ransfar protocol. )

7. MFS and GTE shall work cooperatively to coordinate rendering of
meet-point bills to customers, and shall reciprocally provide sach
othar, at no charge, the Usage Dasta, etc.

B. Compensation

1. Initially, billing to 3rd-parties? for the Switched Access Services
jointly provided by MFS and GTE via the mest-point billing
arrangement shall be according to the multiple-bilUmultiple-taritf
maethod. :

2. Subsequently for billing to 3rd-parties for the Switchad Access
Services jointly provided by MFS and GTE via the meat-poimt
arrangement, MFS and GTE may mutualiy agree to implament one

Inciuding any future GTE saparste interaxchange subsicharies.

2/19/98
Page 12

2770




ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF~TP
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP
PAGE 67

V& ap. B 44w ik AW MUY URww

MFS/GTE
PARTIAL FLORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT

of the following options: single-bill/single tariff method, single-
bili/muttiple-teriff method, muitiple-bill/single-tariff method, or
multiple-blll/multiple-tariff method. Should MFS prefer to change
among thess billing methods, MFS shall notify GTE of such a
request in writing, 90-days in advance of the dste on which such

change shall be impiemented.

3. Switched Access charges to 3rd-parties shall be calculatad utilizing
the rates apecified in MFS's and GTE's respective federal and state
sccess tariffs, in conjunction with the appropriste meet-point
billing factors specified for each meet-point arrangement sither in
those tariffs or in the NECA No. 4 tarilf.

4. MFS shafl be entitied to the balance of the switched access charge
revenues associatsd with the jointly handled switched access
traffic, less the amount of transport siement charge revenues® to
which GTE js entitied pursuant to the above-refersnced taritf
provigions.

5. MPB will apply for all traffic bearing the 80O, 888, or any other
non-geographic NPA which may be likewise designated for such
traffic in the future, where the responsible party is an IXC. In
those situstions where the reaponsible party for such traffic is a
LEC, full switched access rates will apply.

Vi. RECIPROCAL TRAFAC EXCHANGE ARRANGEMENT
A.  Description

The Parties shall reciprocally terminate POTS calls originating on each
others’ networks, as follows:

1. The Parties shall make available to sach other the following traffic

exchange trunk groups for the reciproca! exchangs of POTS traffic
st the respective D-NIPs:

. GTE shall make avaiisble to MFS, at the GTE Tampe Main
SWC, trunks over which MFS shall terminate 10 end users
of GTE-provided Exchange Services, POTS treffic originated
from end users of MFS-provided Exchange Services.

3 For purposes of clarificstion, this does not include the intsrconnection charge, which

is to be remittad w the end office provider, which in this cese would be MFS.

2/19/9¢
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b. MFS shal make avsilsble to GTE, st the MFS Tampa
downtown Node, trunks over which GTE shall terminate to
end users of MFS-provided Exchange Services, POTS traffic
originated from end users of GTE-provided Exchange
Service, :

c. MFS and GTE shall, where applicable, make reciprocaily
available, by mutual agresment, 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 sexscution of this agreament.

d. To the extent different rates sre agreed upon or are ordered
by the Commission for local and non-locs! traffic, the parties

will provide each other appropriste percentages for the traffic
carried over the trunk groups.

2. Reciprocal Traffic Exchange Arrangement trunk connections shall
be made at a DS-1 or muttiple DS-1 level, DS-3, (SONET where
technically available) and shall be jointfy-angineerad 10 an objective
P.01 grade of service,

3. MFES and GTE agree to use their bast collective efforts to develop
and agres on a Joint interconnection Grooming Plan prescribing
standards to esnsure that the Reciprocal Traffic Exchange
Arrangement trunk groups are maintained at consistent P.O1 or
better grades of service. Such plan shall also include mutually-
agreed upon defauht standards for the configurstion of all
segragated trunk groups.

4, The Parties will provide Common Channel Signalling (CCS) to one
another, where and as avallsbla, in conjunction with all traffic
exchange trunk groups. The parties will cooperate on the
exchange of Transactionsl Capabilities Application Part {TCAP)
maessages to faciitate full mter-operability of CCS-basad featurss
between their respactive networks, including sll CLASS features
and functions. All CCS signalling parameters will be provided
including automatic msmber identification (ANI, originsting line
informstion {OLl} calling party category, charge number, stc. All
privacy indicators will be honared. Network signaliing informastion
such ax Carrier identification Parameter (CCS pletform) and
CIC/0ZZ information (non-CCS environment} willi be provided
whaerever such information is neaded for calf routing or billing. For
traffic for which CCS is not available, in-band multi-frequency

2/19/96
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(MF), wink start, EAM channel-associatad signalling with ANI will
be forwarded.

6. The Parties shall establish company-wide CCS interconnections
STP-to-STP. Such STP links shall be reciprocally provided.

B. Compansation

MFS and GTE do not agree as 10 the compensation arrangements for the
exchanga of POTS (local/traditional toll) trsffic. The parties agree that the
rates for reciprocal compensation will be in accordance with any future
Commission decision or mutual agreemant of the parties.

a MFS will intarconnect trunk groups to the GTE 9-1-1/&-8-1-
1 selective routers/811 tandems which serve the aress in
which MFS provides exchange services, for the provision of
9-1-1/E9-1-1 services and for accass to sll sub-tending
Public Safety Answering Points. GTE will provide MFS with
the appropriate CLLI codes and specifications of the tandem
setving area.

b. GTE and MFS will arrange for the automated input and dally
updating of 9-1-1/E-9-1-1 dstabase information related to
MFS end users. GTE will work cooperatively with MFS to
ensure the accuracy of the desta transfer by verifying it
against the Master Strest Address Guide (MSAG).
Additionally, GTE shall work with the county to provide
MFS the ten-digit POTS number of sach PSAP which sub-
tends sach GTE selective router/8-1-T tandem to which
MFS is interconnacted.

c. GTE will use its best efforts to facilitate the prompt, robust,
reliable and sfficient intarconnection of MFS systems to the
95-1-1/E-89-1-1 pistforms.

2.  Compensagion

2/19/96
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For the provision of 911/E911 services batwesn MFS and
GTE. the parties will work cooperativaly to address, any/all
compensation issuss within 50 days upon execution of this
agresment. To the axtem the partias are unable to agree
within 80 days, sither party may petition the Commission
to seek resolution. MFS will be required to connect trunks
to the 911/E911 tandemis).

B. Exchange of BOO Traffic
1.  Description

The Meat-point Billing terms and conditions contained in section
V of this agreement apply for the axchange of BOO traffic.

2. Compensation

Applicable Switched Access Meet-point billing rates shall
apply for all 800 cally per the terms and conditions containad In
section V of this agresment.

C. Int. ion, Sarvi Bill | Collecti
1. Dascription

a. MFS and GTE shall work cooparatively to reach agresment on all
information services {e.g. 976, 874, N11, weather lines, sports
fines, publigsher lines, atc.) issues. The subsequent information
services agresment shall enable MFS and GTE to raciprocally
provide information servicas, originate and terminate information
services calls between sach other, bill and collect revenues from
each others end users (including \nformation Providers), snd
reasonably compensate MFS and GTE.

D. Di List ' Di Distribuni
MFS and GTE agree that an additional agreesment will be required to
sffactuate the terms of this saction and will work cooperatively to
exacute the additional agreement within 80 deys upon the axecution of
this agreament.

1.  Description
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The directory listings and distribution terms snd rate specified in
this section shall apply to listings of MFS customar nusnbers falling
within NXX codes directly assigned to MFS, and to listings of MFS
customer telephone numbers which are retained by MFS pursuant
toLochohphmonub«Ponﬂitmemdumbed
below. The tarms of this section may require a subsaquent
additionsl agresment with GTE’s Directory Publishing company.

a. GTE will include MFS's customers’ talephone numbers in sl
its "White Pages™ and "Yellow Pages® directory listings and
directory assistance databases associated with the areas in
which MFS provides services 1o such customers, and will
distribute such initisl directories and directory updates to
such customers, in the identical and transparent mannar in
which it provides those functions for its own customers'
telaphone numbers.

b. MFS will provide GTE with its directory listings and daily
updstes to those listings in an industry-accapted format;
GTE will provide MFS g magnstic taps or computer disk
containing the proper format.

c. 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 empioyees
who are directly involved in the preparstion of listings.

Companaation

8. GTE and MFS will work cooperstively to address any
payments for sales of sny bulk directory lists to third
parties, whare such lists include MFS customer listings and
any compensstion due GTE for administrative functions
sssocisted with furnishing listings to third parties. GTE will
not provide/sell MFS' listings to any third parties without
MFS' prior written approval. -

b. GTE shall provide directory distribution, directory
database maintsnance, and directory listings for MFS and its
customers under the same terms that GTE provides these
same services for its end users. In-arsa directory delivery,
database maintsnance, and basic "Whita” and “yellow " pago

2/19/96
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G listings will be at no fes. Out-of-area diractory delivery and
snhanced listings, i.e. bolding, indention, second listings,
stc., will be per GTE's curently tariffed or non-discriminately
asvallable contract rates.

E.  Directorv Assistance (DA}
1.  Deacription
At MFS' raquest, GTE will:

a. provide to MFS unbranded directory assistance service MFS
which is comparable in svery way to the directory
assistance service GTE makes available to its own end
users;

b. provide to MFS directory assistance service under MFS's
brand which ig comparable in every way to the directory
assistance service GTE makes mvailable to its own end
users;

2. When available, st MFS’ request, GTE will:

8. provide to MFS operators or to an MFS-designated operator
buresu on-ine access to GTE's directory assistance

database, where such access is identical to the type of
access GTE's own directory assistance operators utilize in
order to provide directory assistance sarvices to GTE end
USers;

b. allow MFS or an MFS-designated operator buresu to license
GTE's directory assistance database for use in providing
competitive directory assistance services; and/or

c. in conjunction with VIL.E.1.a. or VIL.E.1.b., above, provide
caller-optional directory assistance call completion sarvice
which is comparsbis in every way to the directory
assistance call complation service  GTE makes svaliable 1o
its own and users. Whan this functionality is available, GTE
will route the calls back to MFS for MFS to complete the
customer call.

3. Compenaation

~2/19/98
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GTE will charge MFS its wholesale IXC/LEC rates for the following
functionality:

a. $0.25 per unbranded directory assistance intrestate call.
b. $0.25 per branded directory assistance intrastate call.
c. $0.28 per unbranded éim:tnrv assistance intarstate call,
d. $0.28 per branded directory assistance interstate call.
When available:

e. $0.0_ per use of caller-optional directory assistance call
compietion. (Future)

f. $0.0__ per directory assistance databass query. (Future)

g. $ for licensing of each directory assistance database.
{Future)

F. Yellow Page Maintenance

GTE will work cooperstively with MFS to ensure thst Yesilow Page
advertisernents purchassd by custorners who switch their service to MFS
{including customers utilizing MFS-assigned tslephone numbers and MFS
customers wtilizing co-carrier number forwarding) sre meintsined without
interruption. GTE will allow MFS customers to purchase new yeliow
pages advertisements without discrimination, at non-discriminatory rates,
terms and conditions. GTE and MFS will work cooperatively to
investigate with GTE Directory Publishing whether GTE would implement
a commission program whareby MFS may act as a ssles, biliing and
collection agent for Yallow Pages advertisements purchased by MFS's
sxchange service customars.

G. Tmnsfer of Service Announcamants

When an end user customer changes from GTE to MFS, or from MFS to
GTE, and does not retein itz original telephone number, the party formerly
providing service to the end user will provide a transfer of servics
ahnouncement on the abandoned telephone number upon request. This
snnouncement will provide details on the new number to be dialed to
raach this customar. These arrangemants will be provided reciprocally

2/19/98
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based upon current practice with GTE's customers to either the other
carrier or the sand user customer.

H. Coondinated Reoair Calls

MFS and GTE will employ the following procedurss for handiing
misdirected repair calls: .

1. MFS and GTE will aducate their respective customers as to the
correct telsphone numbers to calt in order to access their
respective repair bureaus.

2. To the extent the correct provider can be determinad, misdirected
repair calls will be referred to the proper provider of iocal exchange
service in a courtsous manner, at ho charge, and the end user will
be provided the correct contact telephone number. Extraneous
communications beyond the direct referral to the correct repair
telaphone number are strictly prohibited.

3. MFS and GTE will provide their respective repair contact numbers
to one another on a reciprocal basis.

.  Busy Line Verification and internuot
1.  Description

Each Party shal! establish procedures whereby its operator bureau
will coordinste with the operstor buresu of the other Party
operating in order to provide Busy Line Verification ("BLV~} and
Busy Line Verification and intarrupt (*BLVI™) services on calls
batween their respective end usars. BLV and BLVI inquiries
between opsrator bureaus shall be routad over the appropriate
trunk groups. MFS and GTE will reciprocally provide adequate
connactivity to facilitate this capability.

2. Compensation

Each Party shall compensata the other Party for BLV and BLVI
inquiries according to the following rates:

N
BLV $0.685

~ 2/19/98
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8LVI $0.65
Jo Information Pages

GTE will include in the "Information Pages™ or comparable section of its
Mﬂuhgocbnctonuforumurwdbymr-'s Ishngsprowdodby
MFS for MFS's installation, repair and customer sarvice and other
informsation. This term may require an additionsl agreement with GTE
Directory Publishing.

K.  Dperator Reference Database (ORDE)

if available, GTE will work cooperatively with MFS to assist MFS in
obtaining from the appropriate 911 govemment agencies monthly updates
1o the Operator Reference Database (ORDB). If available, this will enable
MFS to promptly respond to emergency sgenciss li.e. fire, police,
smergency medical tachnicisns, stc), ss a back-up to 811, during &
catastrophic situation.

Vil. UNBUNDLED EXCHANGE SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS
A. Description
GTE shall unbundle all its Exchange Services into three separate

packsges: (1} link slement; (2) port element; and (3) cross-connect
element. The following link and port categories sl_usll ba provided:

ink C , Port C .
2/4-wire anslog voice grade 2/4-wire analog line

2 wire 1SDN digital grade 2-wire ISDN digital line
4-wire DS-1 digital grade 2-wire analog DID trunk

4&-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk
4-wire ISDN DS-1 digital trunk

GTE shall unbundle and sapsrately price and offer these slements such
that MFS will be able to lease and interconnect to whichever of these
unbundied- slements MFS requires, and to combine the GTE-provided
slements with any facilities and sarvices that MFS may itself provide, in
order to sfficiently offer telephone services to end usaers, pursuant to tha
following tesms:

1. Interconnection shall be achieved via co-location arrangements
MFS shall maintain at the wire center at which the unbunclod
elemenis are resident.
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2. Each link or port slament shall be defiversd to the MFS coJocation
arrangement over a loop/port connector applicable to the
unbundied service delfivered, through other tariffed or contracted
options, or through other technically feasible and economically
comparabia hand-off arrangements in accordance with agreements
between MFS and GTE. :

3. To the degree possible sfl transport-based features, functions,
service stiributes, grades-of-service, install, maintenance and
repair intervals which apply to the bundled service should apply to
unbundied #inks.

a. GTE will not monitor the unbundled ipop 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
toop. GTE will perform repsir and maintenance once trouble
is identifisd by MFS.

4. To the degree possible all switch-based features, functions, service
attributes, grades-of-service, and install, maintenance and repair
intervals which apply to the bundied service should apply to
unbundied ports.

5. GTE and MFS will work cooperatively 1o attampt 1o accommodate
MFS’ requirement for billing of all unbundied facilities purchased
by MFS {either directly or by pravious assignment by a customer)
on a single consolidated statement per wire center. GTE will work
toward billing at a wire centsr level, however, in the initial phases
of unbundiing, GTE’s billing will be at a state level, or at an
aggregate account level based on GTE's billing cycles.

6. Where GTE utilizes digital ivop carrier {("DLC™)* technology to
provision the link slement of an bundied Exchange Service to an
and user customer who subsaquently determines to assign the link
slement to MFS and receive Exchange Service from MFS via such
link, GTE shall use its best efforts to deliver such knk to MFS on
an unintegrated basis, pursuant to MFS' chossn hand-off
architecture, without a dogradation of end user service or feature
avaliabllity. GTE and MFS recognize that there may be technical

4 See, Behicors TR-TSY-000008, Digital interface Betwesn the SL.C-96 Digitsl Loop Cerrier

System and lLocal Digital Switch snd TR-TSY-000303, Mtegrated Digitsl Loop Carrier (IDLC)
Requirements, Objectives, and interfsce.
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jimitations that may need to be addressed to enable this
requirement, thevefore MFS and GTE agree to begin working
cooperstively to address any technical issues within 80 days upon
sxecution of this agresment.

7. GTE will parmit MFS to co-locats digiti loop camiers snd
sssociated equipment in conjunction with co-ocation
arrangements MFS maintains at an GTE wire center, for the
purposs of interconnecting to unbundied iink elsments.

8. To provide future order and trouble reporting GTE shall work
cooperatively with MFS to attempt accommodating MFS’
requirement for an appropriate industry-standard on-ine slectronic
file transfer arrangement by which MFS may place, verify and
racaive confirmation on orders for unbundied cisments, and issus
and track trouble-ticket and repsir requests associated with
unbundled alements.

B. Companastion

MFS and GTE do not agree as to compensation rates for Unbundied
Exchange Access Arrangements.

GTE and MFS will provide interim Number Portability {(INP} on & reciprocal
basis batween their networks to enable aach of their end user customers
to utilize telephone numbers associsted with an Exchange Service
providad by one carriar, in conjunction ah 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
sxecution of this agreement via call forwarding. GTE and MFS will
migrate from INP to a dastabsse-drivan Permanent Number
Portability arrangemant as soon as prectically possible, without
interruption of service to their respective customers.

2. INP shall oparate as follows:

8. A customer of Carrier A eslects to become a2 customer of
Carrier B. The customer slects to utilize the original

2/19/96
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tolophone number(s) corresponding to the Exchange
Servicels) it previously received from Camier A, in
conjunction with the Exchange Servicais) it will now recsive
from Carrier B. Upon receipt of a signed lettar of agency
from the customer assigning the number to Camier B,
Carier A will implament one of tha following arrangements:

(1)  For the initisl implamentation of the portabllity of
telephone numbers, Carrier A will implement an
sirangsment whersby ail calls to the original
telephone number(s) will be forwarded to a new
talephone number(s) designated by Carvier B. Camier
A will route the forwarded traffic to Camvier B via the
miurtual traffic exchangs arrangements, as if the call
had originated from the originsl telephone number
and tarminated to the new tsisphons number.

b. Carrier B will become the customer of record for the original
Camrisr A telophone numbers subject to the INP
arrangements. Carrier A will provide Carrier B a single
consolidated master billing statement for INP. GTE wiil
sxplore the possibility of snabling coliect, calling card, and
3rd-number billed calis associasted with those numbers to
enable MFS to rebill its newly acquired customers for those
functions. Also, GTE will explore the possibility of sub-
account detail for coliect, calling card, and 3rd-number billed
calls, and the capsbility of hsving billing statements
delivered in real time via an agreed-upon Electronic data
trangfer, or via dally or monthly magnetic tape.

c. Carvier A will update its Line iInformation Database (“LIDB")
listings for retsined numbers and cancel caliing cards
associated with those forwarded numbers.

d Within two (2] business days of receiving notification from
the customer, Cammier B shall notify Camier A of the
customer's termination of service with Carrier B, and shall
further notify Camier A as to the Customer's instructions
regarding its talephone number(s). Carrier A will cancel the
INP arrangementz for the customer's telsphons number(s).
if the Customer has chosan to retain its telephohe
number(s} for use in conjunction with Exchange Services
provided by Carrier A, Carrier A will simultaneously
transition the number{s} 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 Unbundied Loop conversions within a
reasonable time that is acceptable to customers. MFS and GTE
pledge to use their best efforts 1o ensure that INP arrangements
will not be utilized in instances where a customer changes
locations and would otherwise be unabie to retsin its number
without subscribing to foreign sxchange service.

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 portability arrangements.

B. Compensation

1. MES and GTE shall provide INP arrangements to one another either
at the rates ordered by the Florida Public Service Commission in
Docket No. 950737-TP or st MFS’ option, other mutually agreed
upon rates, except for musthorized 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 mutuslly agreed surrogate
will have to be developed as neither MFS nor GTE can classify this
traffic. :

X. BESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTIES

A. GTE and MFS agree to trest sach other fairty, non-discriminatorily, and
squally for all items included in this agreement, or related to the support
of items included in this agreament.

8. MFS and GTE will work cooperatively to minimize freud nssbciltod with
3rd-number bifled calis, calling card calis, or any other services relatad to
. this agresment.

C. MFSandGTEagrutopmmpﬂvexehmallhmmrocwdsfotﬂu
proper billing of all wreffic.

D. For network expansion, MFS and GTE will revisw angineering
requiraments on @ quarterly basis and establish forecasts for trunk
utilization. New trunk groups wiil bs implemented as dictated by

2/19/98
Page 25

2783



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP
DOCKET NQ. 950985-TP
PAGE 80

Hara.flL Fe L dshm e Ewew vRww

v R MFS/GTE
PARTIAL FLORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT

engineering requirements for both GTE and MFS. GTE and M!fs ore
required to provide each other the proper call information (e.g., originated
call party number and destinstion call party number, CIC, 02Z, etc.} to
snabie each company to bill in a complete and timely fashion.

£  Thers will be no re-mrangement, reconfiguration, disconnect, or other
non-recurting fees for any mutually beneficial network interconnections
associated with the initial reconfiguration for traffic axchange, 911/E911,
interim Number Portability, Meet-point Billing, Directory Assistance,
Information Services, Common Channel Signafling, and BLV/BLVI
connactivity.

F. With respect to any outstending issues set forth in this agreement
requiring an additional agreament within 60 (sixty) days, sach party will
use its best sfforts to address all such outstending items within that time
period. Failure to reach agreement on these additional issues will not
affect the enforceability of this agreement.

Xl. TEBM

MFS and GTE agree to provide service to each other on the terms defined in this
sgresment until superseded by amended or additional mutusBy asgresable
arrangements approved by the Commission, whichever occurs first. By mutual
agreement, MFS and GTE may amend this agresment to extend the term of this
agreement. Also by mutusi agreement, GTE and MFS may jointly petition the
appropriate regulatory bodies for permission to have this agresment supersede
any future standardized sgreements or ruies such reguiators might adopt or
approve.

Xi.  INSTALLATION

GTE and MFS shall effectuats all the terms of this agresmeant within 90 days
upon execution of this agreement.

Xiii. NEVWORK MAINTENANCE AND MANAGEMENT

MFS and GTE will work cooperatively to install and maintain a raliable network.
MFS and GTE will exchange appropriate information (a,g., maintenance contact
numbers, natwork information, information required to comply with law

snforcament and other security agencies of the Government, etc.) 10 achieve
this desired reliability.
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XV

MFS snd GTE will work coopersatively to apply sound network management
principies by invoking network managsment controls to alleviate or 1o prevent

congestion.
OPTION TO ELECT OTHER TERMS

tf, at any time while this agreement is in effect, sither of the parties to this
agreement provides arrangements similar to thase described herein to a third
party operating within the same LATAs {including associated Extended Area
Service Zones in adjacent LATAs) as for which this agreament applies, on terms
different from thosa available under this agreement (provided that the third party
is authorized to provide local exchange services), then the other party to this
agresment may opt to adopt the ratss, terms, and conditions offered to the third
party for its own reciprocal arangements with the first party. This option may
be sxercised by delivering written notice to the first party.

Unless mutuaslly agresd otherwiss, neither MFS nor GTE shall impose
cancellation charges upon each other for any beneficial network interconnection
functions.

FORCE MAJEURE

Neither party shall be responsibie for delays or failures in performance resuiting
form scts or occurrences beyond the rassonable control of such Party,
regardiess of whether such delays or failures in performance were foreseen or
foreseeable as of the date of this Agresment, including, without kmitation: fire,
explosion, power failure, acts of God, war, revolution, civii commotion, ot acts
of public enemies; any law, order, regulation, ordinance or requirement of any
govermnment 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 equipmant vendors; or any other circumnstances beyond the
Party’s reasonabile control. In such svent, the Party affectad shall, upon giving
prompt notice to the other Party, be excused form such performance on a day-
to-day basig to the extant of such intarference {and the other Party shall likewise
be axcused from.performance of its obligations on a day-for-day basis to the
sxtent such Party’s obligations refated to the performance so interfered with).
The affected party shail use its bast efforts to svoid or remove the cause of non-
performance and both parties shall proceed to perform with dispatch once the
causes are ramovad or cease.




ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP
PAGE 82
Vs J.fﬂDJ FY a1 Fa 10 QBw vivw .

T 82.19.,1996 18318 -
feon GTEF RES & IND AFFRIRS 02.13.399¢ 10
" L}

S 2-|/ 9~ P60 = 9.9, D

Liae T Qv Do i2 trdlired

Print Neme 1 Print Neme :

5 g ol AL + é%w -
e Legp/a nirs Tte -~ Kot Mfpi— *'

Metropolitan| Fiber Bystema of Florida, Inc.  GTE Florida incorporeted

'




