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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 local exchange 
telecommunications service. As a result, incumbent local exchange 
companies may elect to be price regulated rather than rate base, 
rate-of-return regulated companies. 

Section 364.16(3), Florida Statutes, requires each local 
exchange telecommunications company to provide interconnection with 
its facilities to any other provider of local exchange 
telecommunications services requesting such interconnection. 
Section 364.162, Florida Statutes, provides alternative local 
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 2 0 ,  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. 

On December 22, 1995, Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P.,, and 
Digital Media Partners (collectively Time Warner) filed petitions 
requestingthe 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 UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel 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 tlrespective ALECs" means the 
petitioners, Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL. 

11. MFS-FL/GTEF L STIPULATION 

On 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. 

111. 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 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. 
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IV. INTERCONNECTION RATE STRUCTURES. RATES AND OTHER COMPENSATION 
w m  
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 
nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for interconnection, 

The most except that the rates shall not be below cost. 
contentious issue is establishing the appropriate rate structures, 
interconnection rates or other 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 adoption 
of "bill and keep" or mutual traffic exchange. Intermedia had no 
position regarding this issue. 

a) GTEFL's ProDosal - Switched Access Charcres 
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 GTEFLIs 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) UnitedICentel's Provosal 

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 ProDosals 

Continental, Time Warner, MFS-FL, AT&T, MCIMetro, FCTA, and 
McCaw propose mutual traffic exchange, or "bill 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 "billt1 their originating callers and 
t*keepv* the revenues from toll calls while paying the terminating 

' 2709 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
PAGE 6 

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 Provosal 

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 joint and common costs is 
included in GTEFL's cost study, she agreed that a return on capital 
for the investment is included in performing GTEFLIs 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 little 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 
MFS- in effect would be subsidized by its new entrant competitors. 
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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 if a mutual traffic exchange 
arrangement is rejected and interconnection is provided at an 
above-cost rate, a price squeeze would be created and the LECs 
should be required to pass an imputation test. As described by 
WCImetro 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 UnitedICentel's Provosal 

Unitedfcentel advocates two methods of compensation for 
interconnection: a flat-rated port charge arrangement or a per 
minute of use charge. Unitedfcentel asserts that while either 
arrangement would be appropriate, it should be reciprocal between 
the ALECs and Unitedfcentel and should cover cost. UnitedfCentel 
proposes that its existing network access charges, exclusive of the 
CCL and RIC, serve as the basis for a local interconnection rate. 
UnitedICentel 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, 
UnitedfCentel 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 UnitedfCentel's access 
tandem, local tandem or at an end office. similarly, UnitedfCentel 
would purchase the capacity of a DS1 from the ALEC. While actual 
usage would not be measured, UnitedfCentel 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.01 grade of service. UnitedfCentel 
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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. 

UnitedICentel 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 Unitedlcentel 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/CentelIs proposal reflects its network architecture 
inefficiencies by charging for use of its tandem. Fourth, the need 
to fill 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 local 
calling area. Finally, the purchase of usage in large blocks of 
capacity reduces the ALECIS retail pricing flexibility. 

Although Continental and Time Warner agree that a flat-rated 
port charge may alleviate some of the problems associated with a 
usage based compensation arrangement, they agree that the level of 
the proposed charge by UnitedlCentel 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 UnitedICentel 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 
UnitedlCentel contends has not been deployed in its switches. 
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UnitedlCentel 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 believe 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. 

UnitedlCentel also argues that rates for interconnection 
should not be set at TSLRIC. UnitedlCentel states that incremental 

1 .  
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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 is 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 local 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 SS7 
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 UnitedICentel 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 Unitedlcentel contains sufficient information 
regarding the technology specific investments or specific annual 
cost factors to determine the operating expenses and generate 
annual coats. In addition, we do not believe that the cost for 
termination of a local call provided by UnitedICentel is consistent 
with either GTEFL's cost or the costs provided by BellSouth in an 
earlier proceeding. Order No. PSC-96-0445-FOF-TP, issued March 

MCImetro and Time Warner also agree that the costs provided by 
UnitedlCentel 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 Unitedlcentel, we are unable to determine 
if the underlying costs provided by UnitedICentel 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. UnitedICentel 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 Exchanse 

Most of the parties, except GTEFL and UnitedICentel, propose 
that the best compensation arrangement is mutual traffic exchange. 
Time Warner, Continental and MCImetro argue that mutual traffic 

29, 1996. 
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exchange has a number 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 quantity 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 unique 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 if 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 FAS 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 local 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 argues 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 in 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 to 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 period 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 UnitedfCentel 
believes that an ALEC is terminating interexchange company calls 
over local interconnection arrangements, it should file a complaint 
with this Commission. 

UnitedfCentel 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 local 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, UnitedICentel 
seeks the definition of those words from the dictionary to attest 
to their meaning. Unitedlcentel asserts the definitions do not 
mention "in-kind exchange" or any other form of bartering. 
UnitedICentel says that to argue that Section 364.162, Florida 
Statutes, implicitly allows 11in-kind18 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 Cornel1 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 Itin 
kind", which is sufficient in economic terms to cover 
United/CentelIs cost of providing interconnection. Time Warner 
further argues that the value received from the ALECIS termination 
of United/Centelts calls will cover the cost of terminating ALEC 
traffic. Further, because of the value received from the 
termination of calls by the ALEC, neither UnitedlCentel nor the 
ALECs are using the other's network for "free." 

We find the ALECsI 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 arguendo that the 
LECs are correct that mutual exchange of traffic violates Section 
364.162(4), Florida Statutes, 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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9) Jnterconnection Arrancrement Resardincr 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 

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-FL 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 
cannot 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 

3 )  
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agreement shall be filed with this Commission before it becomes 
effective. 

h) Interconnection Arrangements Reaardins UnitedICentel 

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, 
UnitedlCentel 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 can charge the respective ALEC 
originating access charges and vice versa. 

For the reasons mentioned previously regarding GTEFL, when it 
cannot 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 

Our 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 additional 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 Beauvais 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 llstandardvl 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) Intermediarv Handlinq 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. Unitedlcentel witness Poag 
proposed in his testimony that UnitedICentel 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 S.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 
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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 handling of local traffic. A rate more closely 
related to cost is appropriate. 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 
UnitedjCentel. 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 UnitedjCentel. We therefore find that 
Unitedjcentel 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, local tandem and access 
tandem. UnitedjCentel 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) Handlina of Toll Traffic, includinq 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' intraLATAtol1 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. 

UnitedICentel 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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UnitedICentel argues that the carrier providing the tandem 
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. UnitedfCentel 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, UnitedfCentel 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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UnitedICentel pursuant to the ALECIS originating switched access 
charges, including the data-base query. The ALEC will provide to 
UnitedICentel the appropriate records necessary for Unitedlcentel 
to bill its customers. The records will be provided in a standard 
ASRIEMR format in which UnitedICentel will compensate the ALECS 
based on UnitedjCentelIs 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 UnitedICentel should compensate ALECS 
for the origination of 800 traffic terminated to Unitedlcentel 
pursuant to the ALECIS 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, 
UnitedICentel 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. UnitedICentel 
shall compensate ALECs for the origination of 800 traffic 
terminated to UnitedICentel pursuant to the ALECIS originating 
switched access charges, including the data-base query. The ALEC 
shall provide UnitedJCentel the appropriate records necessary for 
UnitedICentel to bill its customers. The records shall be provided 
in a standard ASR/EMR industry format. UnitedICentel shall 
compensate the ALECs per record based on United/CentelIs current 
tariffed rate for this function. At such time as an ALEC elects to 
provide 8 0 0  services, the ALEC shall reciprocate this arrangement. 

VIII. PR OVISION 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 UnitedJCentel 
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customers. Continental and Time Warner state that Unitedjcentel 
should provide a list consisting of each county in Florida that 
subscribes to 911, and the E911 conversion date. Witness Poag 
states that UnitedjCentelwill 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, UnitedjCentel provide a ten-digit directory number 
representing the emergency answering position for each municipality 
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 
UnitedjCentel at the appropriate tandem or end office. 
Unitedjcentel explains that there is no need for the ALECs to use 
the ten-digit POTS number of the Public Safety Answering Point 
(PSAP). In most cases, calls to the PSAP must route via 911jE911 
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 911jE911 
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 
UnitedjCentel's network, because this type of blocking depends on 
the switch that is used. We believe that UnitedjCentel and the 
ALECs need to work together to ensure that all emergency calls are 
completed to the appropriate emergency coordinators. In addition, 
we believe that UnitedjCentel should provide the ALECs with the 
ten-digit directory number for the 911 emergency answering 
positions of each municipality. 

MFS-FL requests that Unitedjcentel provide trunk connections 
to UnitedjCentel's selective routersj911 tandems for the provision 
of 911 services and for access to all sub-tending PSAPs. Witness 
Poag agrees and states that UnitedjCentel will provide trunk 
connections to its 911 tandem switches and selective routers to the 
extent UnitedjCentel 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 tandemsjselective routers. 

Witness McGrath believes that a l l  911 trunking and switching 
arrangements should conform with industry standards and that 
Unitedjcentel should offer the same level of priority restoration 
to Time Warner's trunks as it gives its own. McGrath adds that 
Unitedlcentel 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 should be 
Therefore, we find it appropriate to transparent to the end user. 

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. 

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 UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel provide trunk connections 
to United/Centel's selective routers/E911tandems for the provision 
of E911 services and for access to all sub-tending Public Safety 
Access Points (PSAPs) . Witness Poag agrees and states that 
UnitedICentel 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 thetrunking, via leased or owned facilities that conform 
to industry standards, to the appropriate E911 tandemsIselective 
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 listing of street 
addresses. MFS-FL and Time Warner believe that UnitedICentel 
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 
UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel 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, UnitedjCentel will work with the ALECs 
to define record layouts, media requirements and operating 
procedures. 

Witness Devine requests that Unitedjcentel arrange for MFS- 
FL's automated input and daily updates to the E911 database. 
Witness McGrath believes that UnitedjCentel should provide access 
to the same mechanized systems it uses to edit customer data 
against the MSAG. UnitedjCentel 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. UnitedjCentel's position is confusing because witness 
Poag also states that UnitedjCentel does not have an E911 
electronic database access system available yet. We believe that 
the ALECs should have access to any UnitedjCentel database used for 
provisioning E911 service. We find that the ALECs and 
UnitedjCentel 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 Unitedjcentel 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 outage. Witness McGrath adds that 
all E911 trunking and switching arrangements should conform with 
industry standards and that UnitedjCentel 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 UnitedjCentel has backup systems in place for their emergency 
network. We believe that the ALECs' backup systems for E911 should 
be consistent with UnitedjCentel'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) UnitedfCentel provide the respective ALECs with access to 
the appropriate UnitedfCentel E911 tandems, including the 
designated secondary tandem. 

2 )  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. 

3 )  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. 

4 )  All technical arrangements shall conform with industry 
standards. 

5) UnitedfCentel shall notify the respective ALECs 4 8  hours 
in advance of any scheduled testing or maintenance, and 
provide immediate notification of any unscheduled outage. 

6) UnitedICentel 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. 

7 )  If a municipality has converted to E911 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 . 
UnitedfCentel. 
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X. OPERATOR HAN DLED TRAFFIC, INCLUDING BUSY LINE VERIFICATION 
AN D EMERGENCY INTERRUPT SERVICES 

Upon review of the evidence in the record, there appears to be 
no objection to the use of UnitedjCentel's tariffed rates as the 
compensation arrangement for providing operator handled traffic 
between the respective ALECs and UnitedjCentel. 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 line verification or 
interrupt service. Since there is no overall objection to the use 
of UnitedjCentel's tariffed rates and since none of the parties 
have proffered any additional evidence as to the reasonableness of 
UnitedjCentel's rates, we find it appropriate that UnitedjCentel'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 
UnitedjCentel. 

The technical arrangement proposed by UnitedjCentel for 
operator handled traffic between ALECs and UnitedjCentel is a 
dedicated trunk group, either one-way or two-way, between the 
ALEC's end office and Unitedjcentel'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 line verification and 
emergency interrupt services are currently tariffed in 
UnitedjCentel's Access Service Tariff. Witness Devine asserted 
that UnitedjCentel's proposal to provide busy line verification and 
interrupt services from UnitedjCentel'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 Unitedjcentel's tariff. We find 
it appropriate that the technical arrangement proposed by 
UnitedjCentel be used to provide operator services. 

XI. p ?A 

This section addresses the terms and conditions requested by 
Continental, Time Warner and MFS-FL with respect to UnitedjCentel's 
directory assistance (DA) services and database. Continental and 
Time Warner believe that UnitedjCentel should include the ALECs' 
customer listings in its directory assistance database at no 
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charge. MFS-FL asserts that United/Centel should be required to 
update its DA database with ALEC data on at least as timely a basis 
as UnitedfCentel provides updates regarding their own customers. 
UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel 
will work cooperatively with the ALECS on issues concerning 
timeliness, format and listing information content. 

Time Warner asserts that UnitedfCentel 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 Unitedfcentel 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 UnitedfCentel offer DA 
service under MFS-FL's brand (branding) which is comparable to 
UnitedfCentel DA service. UnitedfCentel 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 Septemberfoctober 1996. 

We find it appropriate to require UnitedfCentel to list the 
ALECs' customers in UnitedfCentel's directory assistance database 
at no charge. UnitedfCentel 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. 

XII. ~ WH 

This section addresses the terms and conditions requested by 
MFS-FL and MCImetro with respect to United/Centel's white and 
yellow page directories. Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL 
assert that UnitedfCentel should include the ALECs' customers' 
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primary listings in UnitedjCentel's white and yellow page 
directories and should distribute these directories at no charge. 
Time Warner believes that any cost UnitedjCentel incurs will be 
recovered through directory advertising UnitedjCentel gains from 
Time Warner customers. Witness McGrath maintains that additional 
revenues will be realized when UnitedjCentel sells the listings to 
its publishing affiliate. UnitedjCentel 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 
Unitedjcentel business customer. However, witness Poag believes 
that the cost for directories should be shared on a pro rata basis 
by Unitedjcentel and the ALECs for the basic directory printing and 
distribution services. We believe that UnitedICentel 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 UnitedjCentel's affiliate directory company, and the revenues 
associated with that advertising belong to the directory company. 
UnitedICentel 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 UnitedjCentel for residence and 
business listings. In fact, SPA and CenDon pay UnitedjCentel a 
contracted amount for business listings included in the yellow 
pages. 

We recognize the possibility of UnitedjCentel incurring costs 
on behalf of the ALECs for directory services. However, we also 
recognize that Unitedjcentel will be gaining revenues from the 
ALECs' directory listings. We do not believe there is sufficient 
support in the record to determine whether UnitedjCentel will 
experience net loss or gain specific to ALEC directory services. 
Therefore, we find that UnitedICentel 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 UnitedjCentel's customers. In 
addition, witness Devine states that MFS-FL must provide 
UnitedjCentel with directory listings and daily updates in an 
accepted industry format. In turn, Unitedjcentel 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 UnitedjCentel 
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 UnitedjCentel 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 Unitedjcentel to 
provide directory listings for the respective ALEC customers in 
UnitedjCentel's white page and yellow page directories at no 
charge. UnitedjCentel shall also publish and distribute these 
directories at no charge. To ensure compatibility with 
United/Centel's database, UnitedlCentel shall provide the 
respective ALECs with the appropriate database format in which to 
submit the necessary information. Enhanced listings shall be 
provided to the respective ALEC customers at the same rates, terms 
and conditions offered to UnitedjCentel customers. 

XIII. BIL LING 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 UnitedjCentel should bill and 
clear credit card, collect, and third party calls through 
UnitedjCentelIs 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 Unitedjcentel 
customer, and that this is 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, [UnitedjCentel] 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 N11 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 listing 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, "1 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. PROVISION OF CLASSILASS 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 traffic 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 
Point (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 
cooperatively 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, 
UnitedICentel 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 UnitedjCentel 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, 
UnitedICentel shall provide interconnection, trunking and 
signalling arrangements at the tandem and end office levels. 
UnitedICentel 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. fl 
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 UnitedICentel 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 via temporary number portability, UnitedICentel should 
receive entrance fees, tandem switching and part of the tandem 
transport charges. MFS-FL believes it should receive local 
switching, the RIC, the carrier common line (CCL) and part of the 
transport charge. Witness Poag asserts that UnitedICentel 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 positions 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 
Commission in this proceeding. We are unsure as to what types of 
processing and billing procedures MFS-FL is referring. Processing 
and billing 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. OT HER OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

This section addresses how other operational issues between 
the respective ALECs and UnitedICentel 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 problems. 

a) Unitedlcentel 

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-FL 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) Unitedlcentel 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 notification, 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 UnitedICentel. Time Warner 
also states that UnitedICentel 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 
negotiated to the satisfaction of both the interconnecting 
companies should be resolved by us through an expedited complaint 
process. Witness Schleiden stated that by expedited complaint 
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, "UnitedjCentel 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, 1996). 

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; 

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; 

( 2 )  
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( 4 )  UnitedICentel 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 )  UnitedICentel shall work with the respective ALECs to 
ensure that the appropriate ALEC data, such as calling 
areas, service installation, repair, and customer 
service, is 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 operational 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 UnitedICentel and GTEFL. 

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

Upon review of the record, we find it appropriate 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 UnitedICentel. 

XVIII. ASSIGNMENT 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 UnitedICentel central office with which the ALECs 
interconnect. 

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

Time Warner states that the North American Numbering Plan 
(NANP) Guidelines used by UnitedICentel today do not allow Time 
Warner to acquire more than one NXX code prior 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 billing information 
necessary to distinguish local and toll calls. Time Warner further 
states that BellSouth is the NANP administrator for its region, 
which includes Unitedlcentel. 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 
UnitedICentel 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. 

UnitedICentel states that numbering policy must be broadly 
developed and administered in a competitively neutral manner. 
UnitedICentel 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, UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel is not the numbering administrator 
€or its region. However, to the extent that UnitedICentel has 
control over NXX codes in its territory, NXX assignments to ALECs 
shall be on the same basis that such assignments are made to 
Unitedlcentel 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 proceeding 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 local 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 local 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 
United/Centel believes that traffic is imbalanced 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, UnitedfCentel and MFS-FL shall pay each other 
UnitedfCentel'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, UnitedfCentel and Continental shall pay each other 
Unitedfcentel'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 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 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. It is further 

ORDERED that if the respective ALECs and UnitedfCentel 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 UnitedfCentel 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 
appropriate rate for UnitedfCentel cannot be determined at this 
time as discussed in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that UnitedfCentel 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 UnitedfCentel 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 UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel shall be permitted to cross-connect without 
transiting the LEC switch. GTEFL and UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel 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 UnitedICentel 
the appropriate records necessary for UnitedICentel to bill its 
customers. The records shall be provided in a standard ASR/EMR 
industry format. UnitedICentel 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 VI11 of this Order. It 
is further 

ORDERED that, with respect to the provision of Enhanced 911 
service, UnitedICentel, 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 ALECIS end office to the United/CentclOperator 
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 UnitedICentel shall list Continental, Time 
Warner, and MFS-FL's customers in United/Centel's directory 
assistance database at no charge. Unitedlcentel, 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. UnitedICentel shall tariff 
branding, when available, upon a firm order for the service. 
UnitedjCentel shall tariff the directory assistance resale, 
database access, and purchase options as discussed in Section XI of 
this order. It is further 

ORDERED that UnitedICentel 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. UnitedjCentel 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 listings shall be provided to 
Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL customers at the same rates, 
terms and conditions offered to UnitedICentel customers. It is 
further 

ORDERED that Continental, Time Warner, and MFS-FL shall have 
access to United/CentelIs 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 shall 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 collected 
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 
issuance 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 Order. 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 

' 2756 

, 



-\ 

n . 
ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
PAGE 53 

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 20th 
day of May 1996 . 

BAYO, D i r s r  
Division of Records and Reporting 

( S E A L )  

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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WHEREAS. univaral connectivity betwlnn common carriers is tho deRning 
~ o f m e p u # i -  tdecommunicatioru mtwor(r  in which all OornmOn 
carriers participuta; and 

WHEREAS, absent such connsctiVity the utility of communications SeMcs to 
individual c o n s u m  and to society a8 a whde would be r w d y  and u n e k  
diminished; and 

WHEREAS, in the service of maximum intar-opgabYi, tho hrtkrs should be 
ebk to efficiently, Rexi*, and robustly exchange traffic wd Cligndiw at well-defined 
and standardid points of mutually agreed intarcorndon; m n d  

WHEREAS, GTE Florida Incorporated ia a h l  oxchange telecommuoicatbnr 
company ILEC) as dafned by Section 364.0216) of the Florida Smtuta8. MatropoliM 
fiber Systems of Florida. Inc. IMFS) is m altomdva locd axCh.ng. 
telecommunications company (ALEC) as defined by Section 364.0211); and 

WHEREAS, Section 364.1 6, Florida Statutm, rsquires. mong Omer things, GTE 
Rorida to  provide access to, and intenonn&tp ' n with, itr tapeoommunicaiwu f d i  
to m y  other provider of kcd tairommyrcmo ' 'nr8avice8rsqwrtlno ' wchaccase.nd 
intwconnection at nm-discrimiiatory prices. rutas, tsmu, and condition8 srubii8had 
by the procedure8 Mt forth in Section 384.162. Florida SuMs8; md 

WHEREAS. Ssction 364.161, Rocid. S t . ~ n ,  mquim each LEC. upon -, 
to unbundb each of its netwodt featums, functions m d  m i l i t i s ,  including 
to 8ignding d.UbaU38. Cptem8 md routing pr-, md offa them to .ny 0 t h ~  
tdecornmunicationr provider requesting wch f..rUma, functions or capabilities for 
male to tJm axtent trhnicelly md econmikdlv fWibl8 wd R that M not 
*w COR; ud 

WHEREAS, Section8 364.16 and 364.161 dso requires L€Cs and ALECs to 
attempt to ~ t b t e ~  t.ti.fllctory ratas. terms and cond~ons for imerconnsction wd 
unbundling. tf such qotiations fail, either psrry has the right to mila a petition with 
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M F S I r n  
p- FLORIDA CO.cARRIER 

k d a  public Service Commission to m h  such m. 1.mu nd conditim; 
and 

. .  
WHEREAS, on Janumy 24, 1996. MFS fikd r#bibions before th. 

in Docket Nos. 950984 md 960985 adtinothB C o m n i h  to- . raW6,tymr 
d condnioru for interamma0 ' nmdth.provhla,ofOTrFlaidrunkndkd.aviu 
.ndf~turestoMFSMd 

WHEREAS, GTE RMida and MFS. in a efforC to a d d  the unccWtaintie8 end 
cuperue of titigetion before th. commission and appeoh before the m, desire to 
mer the following ogreanat which will serve as a p.rtid settlement of Docket Nos. 
950984 and 950985 notad *e; md 

WHEREAS, GTE Florida and MFS ocknowledw and mdemtmd that this 
Agrwmentia entered imotorawlve iUw+MdmatW8 which muniqus to the Stns 
of Florida and is a result of compom*e and nagotiation. The parties W r  
acknowledge that none of the provisions sat fot3h herein shall be proffered by eWmr 
GTE Florida or MFS or m y  of their affiliates in this orany otherjuidctbn as widonce 
of any concession or as a waiver of any position or for any other purpose. 

NOW, THEREFORE. in d e r a t i o n  of tho mutual prov*ions contained hemin 
and other ~ o d  and valuable consideration. th. receipt and mff3cisncy of which yo 
hereby acknowledgad. MFS and GTE hereby covenant and sgmo as fdlowr: 

A. 'Automatic Number Identification' or 'ANI' refers to the number 
transmitted through the network id#nifyhg the calling party. 

'Control Office Switch'. 'Central Mfioe' or TO' means a switching 
attity within dm p&lii switched t o h o m m u n i ~  network, including 
but not limited to: 

B. 

'End ofma Swirchac' WbiChmB M.rr 5 awitchmfmm whioh end 
user Exchange Smvices M. dm connected md offared. 

'Tandem Mfru S-' which yo Cbss 4 switch.. which am 
used to connect md switch tnmk circuitr between ud among 
cellrml M i  switchw. 

Central Office Switches may be employed 8s combination End 
OfficaTTmdem Offme switches (combination Class 6Kb.P 41. 
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C. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

J. 

K. 

L 

'Commiuion' means the Florida Public Savics Commi.*on (PSC). 

"Common ChMml Signding' w 'CCS' means a mahod of diiW 
uansmithg cdl --up md network contrd date OVN e special network 
fully separate from the public switched whvork that cambe the a c t d  
call. 

'DID' m e n s  direct inward dialing. 

'DS-1" is e digitd signal rate of 1.544 Mbp (Mega Bit Por s.cond). 

'bS-3' is e digitd signal rate of 44.736 Mbpr. 

'DSX panel' is a croas-eonnect b.y/panl used for the tarmi- of 
equipment md facilities operating at dw mg. 

'E1Monic F k  Trarrfs' don to any $yatern/procaas which utiliies m 
&ctronk format and pmtocd to mnd/rec*ve d N  RLW. 

'Exch.nqe M.rugs Rrcord' or 'EMR' is the .tandad usd for achrrgs 
of tolecommunicotions message inform.tion wnong Loul Exchmg. 
Curim for billable. non-bm.bk, sun+. settlement ad study dam. 
EMR format ia contained in BR-010-2OOQ10 CRlS &cher?ge M.o+.o. 
R d ,  a Wlcore document which dofines industry .undsrdr for 
exchange mesr.gs records. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
PAGE 5% 

" L , I . , . D  I . . . _  .I_ ... ""- - 1 - _  - . 

MFsnmi 
p- ROWDA COCARRlER A- 

M. 

N. 

0. 

P. 

a. 

R. 

S. 

'Interexclunga Cmier' or 'IXC' 
intaexchMge telecommuniutiom savi-. 

'interim N W  Portability' or 'INP' fnOMS the tmn8POrOflt ddivay Of 
Locd TelEphOne NudJW porubility ('LTh3P') up.bilitim, fmm a 
customer Nndpoint in terms of dl cornploth, md from a comer 
ctadpoht in tmr of compruation, through the UM of existing and 
svJlabk call routing, forwarding, and d d r d n g  c.p.bilitia0. 

a provider of stsnd-elone 

'Link Elsn#nt' or 'Link' is a component of M Exchmpe Satvice; for 
purposes of panad illunrrtkn, th. 'Lirk Bernont' b the tranunk*on 

from a hbh D i  Frame, OSXpuul, or functionJIv uwnpar&k 
-of equipment in UI GTE end oflice wire &or. to a demarcation or 
connector bkck inla e ou.tomar*s pemicac. TraditionJly. link. were 
proviWnad %wire or 4-wire copper running from the end office 
dimtribution fnme to the cunomr premiw; however, e Link may be 

- ( O r  Chuurd QtOUp Of ChMndO On .uch fidlitv) Whioh EXtOnd8 

2nsm 
- 4  
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'2-wire ISDN digital grade links' will support digital trmmiuion 
of two 64 Kbpo bearer chunds ad orw) 16 Kbp. date channel. 
This is a 28 + D b d i  rate int.rfaca lntegmted Serviiea Di0it.l 
Network (BRCISDN) tvpe of loop which wiR meat Mtiond SDN 
.tududr. 

'4-wire DS-1 d i i td  gnde lirb' will .u~poft MI duplex 
wanmission of isochronous sorid & st 1.644 Mbpc. This T- 
l/DS-1 typ. of loop Providg dn equidat  of 24 wice 
channels. 

T. 'Loccll E x c h m ~ ~  Carrier" or 'LEC' m e n s  MY company Catified by 'the 
CommWn to provide locd exchmg. tdewmmuniutions csnria. This 
includes the Partiar to this agreement. 

U. wLocal Tekphone Number Porubility' or 'LTNP' mamu the technid 
a W i  to enable an end u w  customer to utilize its tekphone n u m b  in 
canjunction with any exchange service pmvided by anv Local €%ch.ng. 
Canier operming within* w c n u n b r  plm with which the 
customer's Mephone numkrlsl k --d. mgadess of whether the 
customer's chosar lncd Exdung. crrkr k the carrier which origiMHy 
origned the number to 'the cwt-, wimarl pensky to either the 
customer or its chosen I& exchmg. unkr. 

'Mmn Di.trihnion Fnme' or 'MDF' i t h e  phurvpoim n which o u t d o  

te iecommunic~ fdlities within the wire cntw. 

V. 
pl.nt fkillth tmninuu W i W i  a wire Esfitr, for inter- 'on to om# 
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x. 'MECAB' mfe?s to the Mu!t@e &ChW?p C&W Aoehps (-1 
doammt prepared by the Billing CMnmmU, . O f t h a  Orduing ud suing 
Forl#n (OW, which function under the aurpiw of th. cur*r Li.hon 
Corn- (CU3 of the AUimw for TelecotnmMiC.tia~ lndurtry 
Solutions (ATIS). Thr MECAB ~CU?WI% e bV Wkom .L 
wcid kpwt SR-BDS-000983, mntyN : th.fecmmwMg- 
fa th. biiting of m acwu - providd bv two or mom LECs. OT bv 
om LEC in two or mom M(u withh a d~@ LATA. 

'MECOD' refers to the Munph &chmp c.niur 0- Md DeSIi7n 

documem developed by the OrdarhgProvi8ioning Commiiw under m0 
mapicas of the ordering d Baling Forum [Owl.  whichfunctbnr unda 
the wpim of the Carrier Liaison Commttm ' (CLCI of th. Auiulm for 
T e b c o m m u j & w  lndumy Solub$co (ATISI. The MECOD dowment, 
published by Bellcore as Spocial Report  SR STSOOZ643, establhh 
method.fw prMauin~ orderr for - c e t v i ~ ~  which i. to ba proviad 
by two or more LE&. 

'Mid-Fiber Mwt'  is nn interconnection K h i M u r e  mahod W I W O ~  two 
carriers meet at a fibw splice in a junction box. 

'NANP' means the 'North American Numbering PIen', the system of 
tdephons numbering employed in the United W e e ,  Canada, .nd the 
Caribbean corntrier which employ NPA 809. 

'Numbering Ran h a '  or 'NPA' is .*o .Omaim rdmed to as m ema 
code. This it the three d& indicator which is defined by the -A*, .E., 
and 'C' digits of each 1Mi telephone numbar withm the North 
American Numbering p1.n ('NANP'L Each NPA contains 800 pW*M 
NXX C o k .  Them are two penad -os of NPA, 'Gaogrtwhic 
NPAs' and 'Non-Gsographic NPAs'. A 'Geogr@ic NPA' is d a t e d  
with a defined geoenphic ama. and dl Wephom numbers bearing such 
NPA are w o d d  with PSMCES pwidsd within that goographic arm. 
A 'Non-G.ographic NPA'. dm known as e 'Savica Accaa Code' or 
'SAC cod.' is typically .QoQ.ud . withaapddiwd t ~ m m u l i ~ n s  
.erviCa which nuy be provided a c r o s s  muliipb Osogrghic NPA w.0: 
Boo, 900,700, md 888 am exmnpla of Nonoeogrqhic NPh. 

'NXX', 'NXX Code', 'Central O f t b  Cod.' or 'CO C&' ia th. thfw 
digit switch entity indicator which is defined by the .Dg, .E*, and 'F' 
d i m  of a lw ig i t  tekphono n u m b  within the North Ammican 
Numbering RM ('NANP'). Each NXX Coda contains 1O.OOO station 

Y. 
(MECOD) G&&WS for A m  SSm'Dt - lndLrvy Suppon Ih-. 0 

2. 

AA. 

BB. 

CC. 

2764 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
PAGE 61 

- " 4 I I . T . U  .... I r- ... "*- ".IC -.- -. _ -  
LAslQTE 

PARTIAL FLORIDA COcARRlER A- 

2765 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
PAGE 62 

".,I.,.* I . . ." 1- .." .I-- w... - . -  . -  

WWmE 
P A R T I M R O R U ~ A ~ O W W U E R ~  

HH. 

II. 

JJ. 

KK. 

U. 

MM. 'Synchrw~wu optiul N.twork' or 'SONET moms rVnchmrwnrr 
dsctrid (STS) or optical (OCI chwml connections bawem LECC. 

NN. 'Switched Aco.so Service' moms the offering of facifith th 
to or trom pupws of the originlion or terminstion of non-POTS 
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PP. 'WRO Centex' msms a building or space within a buildi  which m e a  
rn an -rogation point on a ~iven cmiar'8 Iwtwork. wham trnarmi.*on 
facilities Md circuits me conmcted or rwitchsd. 

The Parties shall interconnect their natworks = mce888w to affect tha Co- 
Cenier Arrangements identified in Rvo V., VI., VII.. d IX.. rn dofind M O W :  

shall aawe as the initial Designad Network Interconnection Point ('D- 
NIP') a which point MFS and GTE will interconnect their rapactive 
networks for inter-opcvabili within mmt LATA. 

A. In each LATA idantifid below. the h g l y i d . n t i f i S d w i r n ~  

Tmpa 

A 
Tampa Main SWC IGTU 
IMFS connoeta to G W  

Tvnp. Downtown Node (MFSI 
IGTE cDM&t. ta MFSI 

E. Initially, MFS agrees to connsa to GTE et O W 8  Tmp.  Mdn S.fviIW 
WM Center (610 Morgan) md OTE .grsa to reciprocally conmet ta 
MFS a MFS' 1-a downtown Node f.cilitv (Buntt Bvlk eUWdin0). 
When MFS nd GTE interconnect a 8 D-NIP, the partias nuy mutually 
agrw to other anmgmnerm including. but not hii to any of the 
following 'mtwconmcoion rn- 

1. a mid-fiber mmt at the DNIP, or in e manhole OT other appmprine 
junction point near to or jum outid.  the D-NIP; 
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2. a diW cro.rconn8cth hrrd-off, DSX p.nd to DSX P.na, 
h both MFS md GTE nuinmin such facilities at Um D-NlR 

a co-lomjon f d i  mhbimd by MFS, of bv a with 
whom MI% hu conmad for such purpoms. at m GTE wire 
center, ~ r u c h w i n c e n t a r h r  bmndd$patd uth. D-NIP; 

3. 

or 

4. a co-locm'on facility d n t n i m d  by WE, or & a 3rdputy with 
whom GTE has conmctd for rud, purpOws, at M MFS wire 
centar, where ouch wire cmtmr h u  been dgi9nated as th. D-NIP. 

In extending netwcfk intwmnmc!~ 'on f.cilitiac to th. D-NIP. MFS 3un 
hnn th. right to .Mnd its own f . c i l i i  orto k u  d d  fibor f r i l i t ies 
(if available) ordi@tdtransiponfeciBtimfrom GTE a from anv 3nlprty. 
subject to the fdlowing terms: 

1. Such leased facilities 8hdI extend trorn m y  point deWWted by 
MFS on its own network ( i q  a co4ocation hduty 
mdntained by MFS at an GTE wire corned to the D-NlP or 
associated manhole or other appropriate junction point. 

Where MFS leases such f6ciciliti.r from GTE. MFS 3Mu have the 
ri@ to b under nondincrimimory tuiff or contract t m s  
from GTE 

C. 

2. 

D. Upon reaaonable nocica and if agreed to by GTE, MFS and GTE 
change from wy of the imuconnsction mathods rp.cifisd .bow, to o m  
of the other methods specifid elbow, with no pen*. conversion, M 
rdlover charges. 

N. p 

A. Nothing in this .graen~ent shall be conrtnnd to h any nunnor lini or 
o!herwi.s d v d y  impset m y  MFS fight to employ or to reqim6t .nd 
be assigned MY NANP number mnourws including, but not limited to, 
wllbal o m  wxx) codes punurn to the CartrJ oftiem cob. 
As&nmmtGuWIines'. 

A8 contmplated by- C m t d  Office cak A.*pnment Guiddinw, MFS 
will designata within llw geogmphk NPA with which each of b assignad 

I A ~  puw*h.d bv ~IW indunry ~umbsrinp c ~ m m r  r01c-t = mc ~ ~ 7 4 0 8 ,  

2nsm 
p.lr 10 

E. 

l 

Rsvwon 4/7/95, f w  ICCF 930729010. 
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A. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6 .  

7 .  

to the MFS M n g  ROint(8) ycodd  with th. NPA-NM(8I 
which the Sw.Rchad Acces6 Smdce~~ .n h o d .  In 
of cap.dty himtion at a givn .CUCI tmdem Nvftch. 

MFS 8hh.u k .(rowed to &tend the next-noamst GTE access 
tandem switch in which wfhci.m csp.cily is nnilable. 

lntwtomscwn . for the meetpoint mmgemt h a l l  occur at the 
G E  Tampa Main Soruing Wm 

CMnnon channel tiOnJlin0 ('CCS') OM be utilizd in conjmction 
with mmtpdnt billing ~vlpanentr to th. extent much aignakng 
is residanl in the GTE acce8II tendern switch. 

MFS and GTE will use their best roaaon.bk dforU, indiividue~y 
and collectively, to maintain provisions in t h e i r  raspactive f d d  
and state sc~0.c tariffs, and/or provisiionr withii ths National 
Exchange Carrier Auod.tion ('NECA') T M  No. 4, or m y  
successor tmiff, suttcient to reflect this moat-po'ht billing 
arrangement. including meet-point bilfing w-8. 

As detailal in the MECAB d o c m t .  MFS rd GTE will in s timdy 
fsshin exchange dl informaion nec.rrrry to accurately, rdisbly 
and promptly bill third parties for Swttchd Access Ciuvhs tratfic 
jointly handled by MFS and GTE via the m~t-poim m.ngnnent. 
Information rhall be exchanged m EbctrDnic Message Recotd 
('EMR'I format, on rn8gnaic tape or via m munu(ly acceptable 
electronic flle transfer protocol. 

MFS ad GTE shall work cooperatively to coordinate rendsrlng of 
meet-poim bUIs to customers, and shall reciprocally provide each 
other. at no char-, ttw U ~ g o  Dm. me. 

t W C I  DNIP. 

B. 

1. Init iw, biling to 3rd-partins' for me Switched Accst. Services 
jointly povidd by MFS and GTE via tha mwtpoint bi- 
errangemem be rcording ta the mdtipl.-biWmultiph-tuiff 
mahod. 

Su&equedy f a  billing to 3rdpuci.c for the Switched Acco88 
Services jointly provided by MFS and GTE via the tneet-point 
mangemant, MFS and GTE may mutudly to implament ona 

2. 

* l u n g  m Mum GTE u p u n e  inremxctmqa sub*6.l*.. 

a1sm 
-12 
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5.  MPE will apply for all traffic beuing the 800. 888. or any other 
nowgeographic NPA which nuy ba likewise designated for such 
Mffic in t h m  future, where the t'espon8ibh p ~ r y  is an IXC. In 
those situations where the mpomiblr party for such t r M c  is a 
LEC, MI S W ~ ~ C M  ~ C C C ( L I ~  win ~PPIY. 

A. 

2771 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

. 
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worn 
PARTUL FLORIDA W4ARIWR A- 

(MF), wink m, E M  channe-aed .~OMU~O with ANI will 
k fawmdd. 

B. 

1. 

a. MFS will intanonmct mnlr. grows to tho GTE 9-1-1E-S-l- 
1 selective routedSl1 tandems which serve the WMB h 
which MFS provides sxchawe lervicsr, for tho proviaion of 
9-1-1ES-1-1 services and for access to Sn sub-tanding 
Mi Sofen, Answecinp Poi-. GfE will provida MFS with 
the.pptopriatscuI~ adspdscmm ' ofthetadam 
m g  arm. 

b. GTE and MFS will mngafortho wtomatd input r d d d ) y  

HFS end uaars. GTE will work c o o p s r ~  with MFS to 
ormu. tho accumy of tho d m  transfar by vdfying it 
against tho Maetar SVwt A d d r u  Guide IMSAG). 
Additionally, GTE shall work with tha cow to prwide 
MFS the W i k  POTS number of uch PSAP which sub- 
tende uch GTE dectiva routu/S-1-1 rrndwn to which 
MfS is intrcomktd. 

U p d m  Of B-1-1E-Sl-1 d m  ~ f O ~ O t i t i 0 n  dNd to 

c. GTE will uw its bast effar to fsdlltata tha prompt, robust. 
rd i .nd&icht  intacomctionof M F S w t o t h .  
s-1-1E-9-1-1 plDtfomp. 

2. 

2773 
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PARTIAL RORloA CO-CARRIOR A- 

B. 

C. 

D. 

1. 

The Meatpoint B h g  term6 md condition6 contained in .ection 
V of this ngremnent spiv fn th. oxchange of 800 traffic. 

2. 

Applicable Switchd Accau Meet-point bilinp rotos 6hdl 
apply for all 800 calk per the tams ad condition6 cont.ind h 
section V of this agrwrnont. 

1. 

6. MFS and GTE rhall work c O o p s d V d Y  to ruch rglcwn#rt on dl 
informstion swvices (e.9. 976. 974, N l  1, weather line6, .port. 
lines, publisher I i i e~ ,  ate.) ~EWEE. The rub6aquent information 
amvices n g r m n t  shall onable MFS and GTE to radpmcdy 
provide infomation 6m1icns. w3ginat~ ud ternrimto infwmmo ' n  
rurvic~E.uIktwune.chothw. bii rdcoll.ctrcmurfmm 
each othen ad U.YL (including Infomation Rovid.nl, and 
rearonably MFS md GTE. 
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MFwaTE 

p m  RO-A COCIRWER A m  

b. MFS wNI provide GTE with it8 d*OCtOw li- md d W  
updatr to how li.tings in m indu8trrnccwtd fornut, 
GTE will provid. MFS nugluoj, tlpe of UnnPutEr did 
containing the p r o w  format. 

MFS ad GTE will w f d  MFS' directory IiCting infomation 
the 8m-m bvd of confidentidity which GTE rcorde io own 
directory listing information. md GTE 8hJl emure that 
access to MFS'r custonw propi#tay conMentid drstory 
informstion will be l i i  . d d y  to  OM GTE wnploy- 
who am directly involved m tha pmpURion of lieng.. 

c. 

2. 
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E. 

1 .  

At MFS' reqwst, GTE wik 

b. provide to MFS directory aui.ture amvice under M B ' s  
brand which is compsnbk in WOW W.Y to th. dWW 
assistance HMW GTE mobs svail&e to ib own 4 
u n n ;  

2. When available. n MFS' raqueh GTE will: 

a. provide to MFS operaton or to .n M F S d d g M t e d  
buNw on-line a- to GTE'o diratory s d w  
d.t.bsre, whom .uch acces8 h identiul to the type of 
fficoss G n ' 8  own d-ry wi- operatom utllir. in 
order to provide directory assistance sgvices to GTE .nd 
USUB; 

3. 

2776 
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M F S m  
p ~ F L o R p A c o c A R R l E R ~ ~ ~  

GTE will- MFS ib wholode I X C N C  forthOfOllOWin&l 
functiondkY: 

a. $0.25 p.r unkudd dinctory htmstst e cdl. 

b. $0.25 par branded directory adstarm inmrbt e 41. 

$0.28 per unbrrnw dimtory assistance intamme c~ll. c. 

d. $0.28 per brmded directory intorstate c.U. 

When ev.il.bla: 

e. 60.0- per use of cclllr-optiond directory aUirtance d l  
completion. (Fut-I 

1. 

8.  

$0.0 - per directory resistonce d.t.bsrs quwy. (Future) 

$- for licensing of each directory assistance datebum. 
(FUtUtB) 

F. 

G l E  will work cooperatjvoly with MFS to OMM thnt Yd(0w h e 0  
edvettiaemats pwclwmed by c u s t o m  who switch msir & to MFS 
( i i u d i i  cwtomem utiliziw MFS.ccigd b.kphone numbur and MFS 
clmomem UtiliZinQ co-cmim nwl-bor forwrdhg) na m*rRsi\d without 
intemption. GTE will dlow MFS cu9tomre to pumhsw new ydow 

without di.crirninatPn, at nondl.crimirutwy tmec. 
'vdy to 

p.geo*- 
terms and ~0ndirion6. GTE md MFS will work 

with G T E D i n c t a y ~ w h a h s r  GlE would impkmrn 
x o n  progrm w b w  Mm may act as a d, ~ n d  
collection went for Y&w Pages edvertiwmentt purchased by MFS'e 
exclunp a w i u  cuctamm. 

. 

G. 

whsn mend uu cwtcmer ch.ngw from GTEW MFS, or from MFS to 
GTE, and doesnotmtainit. orbind telephone nunber, tJm pmty fonndy 
providing .snrig to the end usor will provide a transfer of'savice 
mnouncumnt on the abandoned telephone number upon rcrqupt. This 
announcement will provide details on the new number to k dialed to 
reach this customor. These arrangemats will be provided r e c i e  

2777 
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basd UPM, current prectice with GWc crutocMlc to either the other 
CMMr w the end w e r  customer. 

H. 

MFS rd GTE wiy anploy the folbwiw procdu= for hmdlii 
misdirected repair all.: 

1. MFS m d  GTE d l  educeto theit rap.cbive cumtomen 00 to the 
correct talqhone numbrc to UY in order to ECME their 

wei r  bmeus. 

1. 

1. 

2. 

M Pmy .h.ll compensate the other Pufy for BLV m d  BLVl 
inquirks mxordhg to the following r-. 

BLV $0.65 
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)Ilfs/QTE 
pwRoRRAcocARRlERAG-  

VIU. L 
A. 

GTE shall unbundle (111 its E x c h ~ g .  Smvices into three w p s r ~ t ~  
packager: ( 1 )  link dement; 12) pon ha; md (3) crow-connnct 
dement. The following link and port categories shdl be pmvidd: 

2Wwire d o g  v o b  g r h  
2 wire ISDN digital grsde 
Cwhe DS1 d w  gr& %win DID m k  

214-win andog lira 
%win ISON digital uno 

4-wire DS1 digital DID trunk 
Qwire ISDN DS1 dioitJ tnmk 

GTE .h.u unbundle nrid cepnntdv m d  offer these elementm such 
that MFS will be aMa to baw and interconnect to whichever of the80 
unbundled olnmats MFS mquims, d to combine the GTE-wovidd 
JMnt.wi(h.nyfd*and-m.tMFSmyit.dfM. in 
wdw to dicimny offertdsphom rrvicr to ad -. plrumt to th. 
following amu: 
1. Intwconnaction shdl be . c h i d  vin co-bc.tion urmoemnntm 

MFS shall maintain a the wire center at which tho unbundled 
dements are residant. 
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p m  FLORIDA COcAluDER *a- 

X. 

A. GT€ mti MFS agree to out u c h  other fairly, non-di.crimin.torily, ud 
equally for J items indudd inthis agrsannn, or m i d  to the suppon 
of items induded in this agreunant. 

6. M F S m d G T E w i l l w o r k ~  ' to mhimize fraud uU0ci.t.d with 
3rd-n~- biibd CAS. c d l i i  d c d k ,  or any otharwiCard.tsd to 
thieagnnunt 

MFS ud GTE .gm to prwnptly exchange ell nem88my Il.cDTd. for the 
popw billing of JI t r m c .  

D. For network expm8ion. MFS and GTE wiY r d w  mgineefino 
rsquiremem on qurtMly bs*r and estmblbh foracasts for lnmk 
utilizetion. NEW trunk groups will be unplmentd as d i  by 

C. 
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XVI .  

Neither pMy shall be responsible for delays or faduras in p a f m c e  rervrtting 
form .cu or ~ ~ c u r r ~ c . 6  b o n d  the reasonable cormd of such putv. 
repudlau of whether such delays or failures in perform- were f o r e m  or 
foreseeable as of the d m  of this Agreement, inclding, without hitation: fim, 
explosion, powu failure. rtr of God, war, . ,civilcommotion,w.ctr 
of public msmies: m y  law, order, ngul.tion, d m s n c m  or mquirunent of m y  
government or body: or *ba unrest, induling, without limitdon, mikes,  
alowdownr, picketing or boycotts; or M.vl cwsd by the 0 t h ~  F'aty or by 
other .eMce w e~uipmont vendom; or MY oUmr circwmtnnca beyod the 
Partv's remmmbb control. In such ML the Pyrv .ffasd shall, upon giving 
prompr no(igtotha orha Party. be e x n u d f w n  .udr psrfomunca on a day- 
to-dayb.dr to the aat of wchintartennce (rdthothu - rhll Rksw*s 
be excused from- performsnce of b oblig.tion6 on m d.y-for-d.y barit to the 
extent such Party's 0bIii.tionc redated to the perf arm^^ so interford with). 
Thsdfoctedpu9hJI~it.ba8t.ftatrtommidornmovemocaueofMR 
parhmmx md both prtiec rhdl pocwdto perform with dispatch once the 
causes are removed or cease. 




