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confidential to BellSouth. Documents indexed at Tabs 292 through 345 are being
submitted in a separate volume because these documents contain information that is
proprietary and confidential to AT&T. See AT&T's Stipulated Protective Order, filed
today.
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VOLUME |[TAB [DATE DESCRIPTION BATES NO.
| 1 Undated JAT&T Position: Conditions Necessary for Viable Local Exchange Competition 000001

Florida: Comparison of Revenues from Obsoleted Services with Total State
2 Undated |Revenues 000003
3 Undated |Standard Access Billing Requirements: Local/Resale 000020
4 10/4/95 |Letter from W. West to D. Anderson 000058
5 11/9/95 |Letter from G. Calhoun to J. Bradbury 000098
6 12/18/95 |Electronic Communications Interface Provisioning Object Requirements 000188
7 1/18/96 |OLEC-to-BellSouth Ordering Guidelines Resale 000229
it 8 1/25/96 |Letter from T. Hamby to T. Lyndall 000324
9 1/31/86 |OLEC-to-BellSouth Ordering Guidelines: Facility Based 000415
10 2/6/96 [OLEC-to-BeliSouth Ordering Guidelines: Resale 000485
11 2/23/96 |Briefing Materials Concerning Slamming Issue 000586
Il 12 2/28/96 |OLEC-to-BellSouth Ordering Guidelines: Facility Based 000626
13 3/1/96 |OLEC-to-BellSouth Ordering Guidelines: Resale 000703
14 3/4/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to D. Ackerman - Georgia 000813
15 3/4/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to D. Ackerman - North Carolina 000814
16 3/4/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to D. Ackerman - Tennessee 000815
17 3/4/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to D. Ackwerman - Florida 000816
18 3/6/96 |Letter from G. Calhoun to J. Bradbury 000817
19 3/6/96 |Letter from D. Ackerman to B. Carroll 000818
20 3/15/96 iLetter from J. Carroll to D. Ackerman 000819
Comments of BellSouth Europe to the European Commission's Green Paper on
the Liberalisation of Telecommunications Infrastructure and Cable Television
21 3/15/96 |Networks | 000820
22 3/19/96 |Memo to File from J. Carroll 000836
23 3/25/96 |Faxed Memo from S. Anderson to M.J. Peed 000839
24 3/27/96 |Faxed Memo from M.J. Peed to S. Anderson 000847
25 3/28/96 |Letter from P. Foster to S. Lavett 000850
26 3/28/96 |Letter from P. Foster to S. Lavett 000897
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57 4/22/96 |Faxed memo from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001288
58 4/23/96 |Faxed memo from S. Anderson to A. Mule 001289
59 4/23/96 |Faxed memo from S. Lavett to P. Foster 001293
60 4/23/96 |Memo from S. Ray to S. Lavett 001294
61 4/23/96 |Letter from S. Ray to S. Lavett 001295
62 4/23/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to C. Coe 001299
63 4/23/96 |Memo to File and A. Mule 001302
64 4/23/96 |Letter from J. Bradbury to S. Lavett 001311
Vi 65 4/24/96 [Memo from J. Carroll to C. Coe 001547
66 4/24/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to D. Ackerman 001551
67 4/24/96 |Letter from J. Bradbury S. Lavett 001552
68 4/25/96 |Audix Messages from "Jim" to Governance Team 001556
69 4/25/96 |Memo from C. Steele to S. Ray 001557
70 4/26/96 |Faxed letter from C. Weekley to S. Lavett 001558
71 4/26/96 |Memo to File from J. Carroll 001560
72 4/26/96 {Memo to File from J. Carroll 001561
73 4/26/96 |Letter from S. Ray to C. Steele 001562
74 4/26/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001564
75 4/26/96 |[Letter from C. Clark to S. Lavett 001569
76 4/26/96 |Handwritten note from S. Wilcox to S. Ray 001572
77 4/26/96 |Memo from M.J. Peed to N. Brown 001575
78 4/26/96 |Letter from P. Foster to "Scott" 001576
79 4/26/96 |[MFR Phone Call from M.J. Peed 001578
80 4/29/96 |Letter from J. Bradbury to S. Lavett 001579
81 4/30/96 |[Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001582
82 4/30/96 [Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001587
83 4/30/96 |Letter from K. Taber to S. Lavett 001589
84 4/30/96 |Faxed memo from S. Lavett to S. Ray 001590
85 4/30/96 |[Faxed memo from N. Brown to S. Lavett 001592
86 4/30/96 |AT&T/BAPCO Agenda 001593
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) ) )
117 5/13/96 {Fax communication from S. Lavett to P. Nelson 001790
118 5/14/96 |Faxed letter from J. Bradbury to S. Lavett 001794
119 5/15/96 |Letter from S. Lavett to C. Clark 001797
120 5/15/96 |Faxed note from J. Bradbury to J. Savage 001801
121 5/15/96 |Faxed letter from B. Carnes to J. Bradbury 001802
122 5/16/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001804
123 5/16/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001822
124 5/16/96 |Faxed memo from M.J. Peed to S. Anderson 001824

Vil 125 5/16/96 |Letter from S. D. Ray to S. Lavett 001834
126 5/16/96 |Letter from S. Lavett to K. Taber 001842
127 5117196 |Letter from R. Oaks to V. Atherton 001843
128 5/17/96 |Memo to File from J. Carroll 001844
129 5/17/96 |Letter from N. Brown to S. Lavett/B. Scheye 001845
130 5/17/96 |Notes from C. Clark 001861
131 5/17/96 |Letter from S. Ray to S. Lavett 001868
132 5/17/196 |Fax from S. Lavett to P. Nelson 001869
133 5/17/196 |Audix Message from N. Brown to Subset Leadership Team /Gov. Team 001872
134 5/20/96 |Letter from P. Foster to S. Lavett 001873
135 5/20/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001876
136 5/20/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 001878
137 5/20/96 |Faxed notes from S. Lavett to P. Nelson 001879
138 5/20/96 |Faxed letter from B. Carnes to C. Clark 001880
139 5/20/96 |[Faxed letter from S. Anderson to M.J. Peed 001883
140 5/21/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to C. Coe 001885
141 5/21/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to S. Schaefer 001890
142 5/21/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to D. Ackerman 001894
143 5/21/96 |Letter from Barretto to K. Taber 001896
144 5/21/96 {Letter from K. Taber to S. Lavett 001912
145 5/21/96 |Letter from J. Latham to C. Weekley 001913
146 5/22/96 |Data Re: Unbundled Network Elements Cost Studies Summary 001915
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147 5/23/96 |Memo to File from J. Carroll 001916
148 5/23/96 |Letter from K. Taber S. Lavett 001917
149 5/23/96 |Letter to V. Atherton 001918
150 5/23/96 |Letter from C. Steele to Sue Ray 001922
151 5/23/96 [Voice Mail from S. Lavett to N. Brown 001925
162 5/23/96 |Letter from C. Clark to S. Lavett 001927
153 5/23/96 |Memo from P. Nelson to "Team" 001929
154 5/23/96 |Letter from C. Howorth to E. Roberson 001946
165 7/13/96 |Draft Data re: Unbundled Network Elements 001971
156 5/24/96 |Voice mail message from N. Brown to F. Kolb and S. Lavett 001983
157 5/28/96 |Faxed communication from S. Lavett to P. Nelson 001984
158 5/28/96 |Letter from C. Steele to S. Ray 001986
169 5/28/96 |Memo from D. Lee to V. Sapp 001987
160 5/29/96 |Hand-delivered letter from P. Nelson to S. Lavett 001988
161 5/29/96 |Audix message from K. Milner to A. Mule, et al. 001995
162 5/29/96 _|E-mail message from N. Brown to "Cummings”, et al. 001996
163 5/29/96 |Affidavit of L. Selwyn and P. Kravtin-CC Dkt. No. 96-98 002005
164 5/30/96 |Memo from P. Nelson to L. Cecil, et al. 002062
165 5/30/96 |Letter from Marc Cathey to N. Brown 002072
166 5/30/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 002074
167 5/30/96 |Audix message from K. Milner to "Pam" 002077
168 5/30/96 |Voice mail message from S. Schaefer 002078
169 5/30/96 |Memo to file 002079
170 5/31/96 |Memo from R. Barretto to K. Taber 002080
171 5/31/96 |Faxed letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 002088
172 5/31/96 |Letter from C. Coe to J. Carroll 002091
173 5/31/96 |Memo to fiie from J. Carroll 002092
174 5/31/96 |Memo from M. Duke to P. Foster 002093
175 6/3/96 |Letter from S. Anderson to M.J. Peed 002098
176 6/3/96 {Letter from C. Clark to S. Lavett 002100
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) ) )
177 6/3/96 Letter from C. Ciark to S. Lavett 002101
178 6/3/96 |Faxed communication from S. Lavett to R. Oaks 002102
179 6/3/96 |Letter from S. Ray to C. Braun 002103
180 6/4/96 |Memo from P. Sims to K. Taber 002105
181 6/4/96 |Memo from P. Sims to K. Taber 002111
182 6/5/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 002127

Vil 183 6/5/96 Faxed communication from S. Lavett to R. Oaks, et ai. 002134
184 6/5/96 |BellSouth Resale Ordering Guidelines 002138
185 6/5/96 |Draft of Service/Network Operations and Interconnection 002268
186 6/6/96 |Faxed communication from S. Lavett to R. Oaks 002284
187 6/6/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to C. Coe 002286
188 6/6/96 |Memo to File re: Meeting between J. Carroll and C. Coe 002289
189 6/6/96 |Memo from S. Lavett to K. Taber 002294
190 6/6/96 |Memo from P. Sims to K. Taber 002295
191 6/6/96 |Faxed letter from M.J. Peed to S. Anderson 002296
192 6/6/96  [Handwritten note re: Local Switching 002298
193 6/10/96 |Letter from P. Foster to S. Schaefer 002299
194 6/10/96 |Faxed letter from S. Anderson to M.J. Peed 002301
195 6/10/96 1Audix Message from K. Milner to P. Nelson 002302
196 6/11/96 |Memo from M.J. Peed to N. Brown 002303
197 6/11/96 |Letter from K. Taber to S. Lavett 002304
198 6/11/96 |Letter from S. Lavett to C. Clark 002306
199 6/12/96 |List of verbal data request 002308
200 6/12/96 |Letter from P. Foster to S. Lavett 002310
201 6/12/96 |Faxed communication from S. Lavett to P. Nelson & R. Oaks 002321
202 6/12/96 |Audix message left for S. Schaefer 002323
203 6/12/96 |Audix message from K. Milner to P. Nelson 002324
204 6/13/96 |Faxed communication from S. Lavett to P. Nelson 002325
205 6/13/96 |Letter from P. Sims to K. Frankiin 002331
206 6/13/96 |Letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carrolt 002332
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267 7/1/96 ILetter from P. Sims to K. Taber 003021
268 7/2/196  |Draft: Services Available for Resale Data Request(s) 003032
269 7/2/96 |Letter from S. Ray to S. Lavett 003034
270 7/3/96 |Memo from W. Ellison to J. Hendricks 003035
271 7/3/96  |Fax from P. Cowart to C. Weekley 003040
272 7/3/96 |Fax from P. Sims to K. Taber 003042
273 7/5/96 |Faxed memo from J. Bradbury to B. Higdon 003046
274 7/5/96  |Memo from Field Comm & Advocacy Support to A. Mule 003048
275 7/5/96 |Faxed letter from S. Schaefer to J. Carroll 003102
276 7/8/96 |Letter from R. Oaks to V. Atherton 003106
277 7/8/96 |Memo to File: Voice mail message from S. Schaefer 003107
278 7/9/96 |Faxed letter from S. Anderson to M.J. Peed 003108
279 7/9/96 |Faxed letter from S. Anderson to M.J. Peed 003109
280 7/9/96 |Letter from K. Taber to S. Lavett 003110
281 7/9/96 |Letter from S. Ray to C. Steele 003112
282 7/10/96 [Faxed letter from C. Steele to Sue Ray 003113
283 7/10/96 |lssue data submitted by C. Clark 003114
284 7/10/96 |Letter from P. Nelson to S. Lavett 003127
285 7/11/96 |Letter from C. Clark to S. Wilcox 003131
286 7/11/96 |Letter from C. Clark to S. Wilcox 003132
287 7/12/96 |Letter from T. Hamby to T. Lyndall 003133
288 7/112/96 {Faxed memo from N. Brown to M.J. Peed 003271
289 7/12/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to S. Schaefer 003272
290 6/14/96 |Issue data submitted by C. Clark 003277
Xl 291 Various |Minutes of the Core Team Meetings 300007
Xl 292 Undated |Weekly AT&T inputs to joint negotiations status document. 200001
293 Undated |Ordering and provisioning requirements 200002
294 6/28/96 [Interconnection Agreement 200011
295 Undated |AT&T Local Interconnection 200030
296 Undated |Resale Matrix 200076
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1297 10/00/95 |JUnbundling and interconnection Policy Update and Supplement 200129
298 10/13/95 [Memo from D. Hassebrock to P. Nelson 200186
299 11/00/95 |Local Resale Data Transfer Requirements 200209
300 11/14/95 |AT&T Communications Inc. Loop Unbundied 200245
301 12/20/95 |AT&T Communications Inc. Total Resale 200272
302 12/8/95 (Memo from J. Matz to G. Rall et al. 200291

XV 303 12/26/95 |AT&T's Policy On Customer Provisioning 200316
304 2/14/96 _|Standard AT&T Billing Requirements 200323
305 3/00/86 |Loop Resale Data Transfer Requirements 200366
306 3/1/96  |OLEC - to - BellSouth Ordering Guidelines 200397
307 3/8/96 |Local Directory Assistance Technical Plan 200398
308 3/13/96 |Letter from P. Nelson to R. Scheye 200448
309 3/21/96 |Memo from L. Cecii to Core Team 200451
310 3/22/96 |Unbundled Network Elements Local Platform 200486
311 3/27/96 |Local Account Maintenance 200518
312 3/27/96 lLocal Account Maintenance Negotiations AlD 200533
313 3/27/96 |AT&T Communications Inc. Local Network Elements 200564

XV 314 3/28/96 |Local Operator Services Tactical Plan 200602
315 3/28/96 |AT&T Communications Inc. Total Services Resale 200683
316 3/28/96 |AT&T Communications Inc. Unbundled Loop Combination 200705
317 4/2/96 |Letter from J. Bradbury to S. Lavett 200734
318 4/4/96 |AT&T Unbundied Loop Combination and Interconnection 200735
319 4/10/96 |[Memo from J. Bradbury to S. Lavett 200791
320 4/10/96 [Memo from J. Bradbury to S. Lavett 200803
321 4/16/96 |AT&T Communications Inc. Total Services Resale Planning Document 200805
322 4/16/96 | AT&T Communications Inc. Local Network Elements 200828
323 4/16/96 |AT&T Communications Inc. Unbundied Loop Combination and Interconnection  |200866
324 4/29/96 |Letter from M. Fawzi to S. Lavett 200895
325 5/1/96 |Total Services Resale Status Document 200897
326 5/1/96 |[Total Services Resale Interface Related 200912
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Xvi 327 5/23/96 [Memo from P. Foster to S. Lavett 200928
328 5/27/96 |Local Account Maintenance Negotiations 200837
329 5/28/96 |Unbundled Network Elements Forecast Team 200962
330 5/31/96 |Letter from K. Taber to S. Lavett 200999
331 6/6/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to C. Coe 201011
332 6/20/96 |Letter from S. Ray to S. Lavett 201018
333 6/21/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to C. Coe 201078
334 6/21/96 | Total Services Resale Box Score 201095
335 6/25/96 | Customer Experience Documentation 201112
336 6/27/96 |Memo from P. Nelson to Executive Team 201121
337 3/27/96 | AT&T Communications Inc. Local Network Elements 300040
338 3/28/96 | AT&T Communications Inc. Total Service Resale 300078
339 3/00/96 | Local Resale Data Transfer Requirements 300123
340 3/28/96 | AT&T Communications Inc. Unbundied Loop Combination 300156
341 3/27/96 | Local Account Maintenance 300184
342 Undated | Proposed Recovery of Costs Incurred by BellSouth 300530
343 Undated | BellSouth - AT&T Negotiations Operations Costs Issues 300531
344 7/3/96 | AT&T - BellSouth Negotiation Core Team Issues 300542
345 7/3/96 | AT&T - BellSouth Negotiation Core Team Issues 300558
346 Undated |Subloop Unbundling Proposal Summary 900001
347 9/13/95 {Proposed GA Billing Arrangements 900003
348 9/19/95 |Proposed Billing Arrangements 900072
349 10/29/95 | Total Service Resale Planning Matrix 900141
350 11/17/85 | Total Service Resale 900149
351 12/4/95 |Memo from Q. Sanders to B. West, et al. 900192
352 12/8/95 |Total Service Resale 900209
353 12/19/95 |Service & Service Ordering 900274
354 12/19/95 [Common Issues 900333
355 1/22/96 |Requirement Status/Agree 900339
356 1/22/96 |Provisioning, Maintenance & Repair 900415
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417 6/14/96 |Fax from K. Milner to P. Nelson 905956

418 6/18/96 |[Resale/All 905971

419 6/18/96 |Resale/Obtainable-Pending-Escalated 906020

420 6/18/96 |Resale/Agree 906050

421 6/19/96 |lssue Data submitted by C. Weekley re. Response Letter 906072

422 6/22/96 |Letter from R. Barretto to C. Taber 906082

423 6/30/96 |Resale/All 906127

424 7/1/96  |Notes from D. Lee 906234

425 Undated |Issue Data BellSouth Position 906306

426 3/28/96 |AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300034

427 4/2/96 |AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300273

428 4/9/96 |AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300313

429 4/17/96 [AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300327

430 Undated |Timelines to Document Agreement 300345

431 4/22/96 |AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300363

432 Undated [AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300368

433 5/1/96 |AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300371

434 5/1/96 _ |AT&T/BST Local Interconnection Negotiations 300372

435 Undated |BellSouth Tennessee Resale Study 300450

XVl 436 5/30/96 iFlorida Cost Study 700000
XVI 437 Various |Executive Team Meeting Minutes 400000
Xi 438 7/15/96 [Letter from J. Carroll to S. Schaefer 400218
439 7/16/96 |Letter from J. Carroll to S. Schaefer 400220
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Southern Region

Susan D. Ray

Lacal Service Negotiator
Room 12N04
Promenade 11
1200 Peachtree St NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
404-810-3123

May 16, 1996

Suzie Lavett

Lead Negotiator

Room E56 :

3535 Colonnade Parkway

Birmingham, AL 35243

Dear Suzie:

Attached are the Total Service Resale open issues for Account Maintenance, Data
Transfer, Carrier Billing and Security. Please respond to the BellSouth action items by
May 23, 1996 or the date specified, so we can continue our negotiations.

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact me on 404-810-3123.

Sincerely,

PR O N N

D

|+

0018C




ACCOUNT MAINTENANCE

OUTPLOC Transaction Feed - AT&T’s requirement is for BellSouth to
notify AT&T, via a Connect/Direct end-of-day feed, when a customer changes
from AT&T Local to another LSP by contacting the new LSP (Incumbent or
another Reseller).

BeliSouth Action Item: BellSouth (Suzie Lavett/Shirley Wilcox) will provide status on
the OUTPLOC Transaction Feed by 4/16/96 (PAST DUE).

PIC Only Change Process - AT&T’s requirement is for BellSouth to accept PIC Only
changes, via the Provisioning Process and at the current PIC Only Change Charge ($1.49),
when a customer contacts AT&T Local requesting a PIC change from AT&T LD to
another LD Carrier. BellSouth also needs to convey the confirmation of the PIC

Change via a Work Order Completion feed.

BellSouth has agreed to this requirement except for sending “Completions.” Cindy Clark
is working the “Completions” issue as part of the Provisioning process.

IXC PIC Change Process - AT&T’s requirement is for BellSouth to reject IXC PIC
Changes (with LSP ID) when an IXC sends a PIC Change to BellSouth instead of the
customer’s LSP (AT&T’s Local Customer).

BellSouth’s position is that since they are the SWP, they will work authorized PIC
Changes.

As you are aware, we do not agree with BellSouth’s position on this issue; it is imperative
for BellSouth to reject IXC PIC Changes (with LSP ID) when an IXC sends a PIC
Change to BellSouth instead of the customer’s LSP (AT&T’s Local Customer). AT&T
needs the same ability to process orders as a LEC does in the current environment. TXCs
need to know who the customer’s Local Service Provider is, and AT&T needs to know
who their Local Customer’s have selected as a IXC.

This issue has been escalated.

61438350



DATA TRANSFER

Rated Vs Unrated Messages - AT&T’s requirement is for BellSouth to forward
messages as “unrated” except on incollects (collect, third number, or credit card
originating from another Local Carrier’s customer to AT&T’s Local customer).

NOTE: As an interim process, AT&T has now requested that BellSouth continue to
handle Information Service Providers in the normal manner.

BeliSouth’s original position was to forward all messages as “rated”.

BellSouth has now agreed to provide the messages per our requirements for a charge of
approximately $22,000 for programming their system to change the applicable ratings
from “rated” to “unrated” at the end of their process (BellSouth’s quality edits are built on
the front-end of their process; therefore, the messages must go through their process and
be “unrated” at the end of the process).

AT&T is not interested in incurring charges associated with BeliSouth programming their
system to strip ratings prior to sending the data to AT&T. AT&T needs BellSouth to
provide messages in unrated format except on incollects. Providing BellSouth’s rates on
messages that AT&T cannot utilize to bill customers is of no value to AT&T. The
additional edits BellSouth performs are also of no value to AT&T. AT&T will still have
to apply their own edits on the messages BellSouth transmits.

This issue has heen escalated.

Handling “Unbillables” - AT&T’s requirement is an up-front mechanized process to
return errored messages.

BellSouth does not believe, due to their quality edits, that there will be a significant
number of errored messages except in very unusual circumstances.

BellSouth’s position is basically that iffwhen we receive a significant volume of errored
messages; at that time, BellSouth work with AT&T to resolve them. AT&T does not
believe that is an effective process. We need an up-front mechanized process to return
errored messages to avoid time-consuming work-arounds in the future. Examples of
errored messages are messages that fail the critical edits, i.e. invalid NPA, invalid
connect time, etc.

BellSouth escalated this issue.




Flat-rate Service Usage - AT&T’s requirement is to obtain Flat-rate usage from
BellSouth. AT&T can forego this information in the interim, but needs the information and
is requesting BellSouth to provide a timeline when recording will be possible.

At this time, BellSouth does not have the system capacity to record Flat-rate service
usage, and has no plans in the foreseeable future to do so.

Rates to be applied from AT&T local customers to BellSouth local customers
(collect, billed to BST’s customers 3rd numbers or BST’s customers calling cards) -
AT&T’s position is that the “Originating” Carriers rates apply.

BellSouth’s position is that collect, third number, credit card local/Intral ATA calls
completed via BellSouth’s network that are accepted and/or billed to AT&T’s end-user
should be rated at the discount rate and billed to AT&T. AT&T may then resell such calls
to their end-user at AT&T’s rates. Local/IntralLATA calls completed via BST’s network
that are accepted by and/or billed to BST’s end-user should be billed to the end-user at
BST’s rates. :

This issue has been escalated.

BeliSouth proposed that the OCN be populated in positions 26-29 in the
Header/Trailer record.

AT&T Action Item: AT&T (Lisa Caro) is working this issue and will provide status on
the 5/28/96 Conference call.

BeliSouth would like a copy of the detailed record edits AT&T plans on utilizing, .
AT&T Action Item; AT&T (Lisa Caro) is working this issue and will provide status on
our May 28, 1996, conference call.

BellSouth (Karen Mosey) defined their control records for AT&T to review.
AT&T Action Item: AT&T’s SME (Lisa Caro) is in the process of reviewing
BellSouth’s control records and will provide status on our May 28, 1996 conference call.

First review is that AT&T will not utilize them until approved by OBF (not standard — All
of the LECs control records could be different until standardized).



AT&T (Lisa Caro) provided BellSouth with an detailed EMR matrix for review.

BeliSouth Action Item: BellSouth will review the matrix and provide status on our May ‘
28, 1996, conference call.

acinl



CARRIER BILLING

CABS/SABR - AT&T’s long-term requirement is for BeliSouth to utilize existing billing
systems and the industry standard guidelines. AT&T’s expectation is for BellSouth to
commit to move toward the standard guidelines (CABS/SABR) and to provide a plan
(including an aggressive timeline) for doing so by year-end, 1996.

BellSouth has yet to make any type of commitments on this requirement.

BellSouth Action Item: BeilSouth (Craig Steel) will discuss this issue internally and
provide AT&T (Sue Ray) with status by 5/23/96. '

As an interim process, AT&T has agreed to accept BellSouth’s proposal to utilize
CRIS/CLUB to bill AT&T for local services if BellSouth agrees to meet the non-standard
local requirements. Open issues are:

One BAN per RAO - AT&T’s requirement is for BellSouth to bill one BAN per RAO.

BellSouth stated that they could meet our requirement of one BAN per RAO with the
high-level (master) number included in their “Analyzer Software™.

AT&T Action Item; AT&T (Mer Thompson) is analyzing if BellSouth’s “Analyzer
Software” will meet AT&T’s interim requirements.

Identify Incurred State - AT&T’s reqmrement is for BellSouth to provide all chargu by
1dennfymg incurred state.

BellSouth Action Item: BelISouth (Craig Steele) will provide the Cross-Boundary
situations by 5/23/96.

Identify Business and Residence Services - AT&T’s requirement is for BellSouth to
separately identify business and residence services.

BeliSouth stated that they could meet our requirement for identifying Business and
Residence by the 1FB/1FR on the “Analyzer Software Diskette” (details of the
CRIS/CLUB bill) they could provide to AT&T (Mer Thompson).

AT&T Action Item: AT&T (Mer Thompson) is analyzing if BellSouth’s “Analyzer
Software” will meet AT&T’s interim requirements.

Pre-Bill Certification Process - AT&T’s requiremnents are:



- BST and AT&T will jointly define measurements and controls for
bill accuracy

- BST will participate in Supplier Quality Certification

- BST will complete a signed Operating Agreement

- BST will develop a change management process to document all
changes to billing and associated processes

- BST will participate in bill period closure

At this time, BellSouth has tabled all Pre-bill Certification discussions
stating that it is to early in the process to discuss this issue.

At a minimum, AT&T requires a aggressive timeline on when BellSouth will

utilize the Pre-bill Certification process, and for BellSouth to agree to allow
AT&T to conduct a LEC review prior to completing the Pre-bill certification

process.

BellSouth Action Item: BellSouth (Craig Steel) will discuss this issue internally
and provide AT&T (Sue Ray) with status by 5/23/96. _

On May 15, 1996, BellSouth provided AT&T with a sample Summary Bill and a
demonstration on their “Analyzer Software”.

AT&T Action Item; AT&T (Mer Thompson) is reviewing the Summary Bill and
“Analyzer Software” to determine if they meet AT&T’s interim requirements. One of the
items that AT&T needs is the ability to obtain reports/information by “Master Billing
Account Number”.

BeliSouth Action Item: By 5/23/96, BellSouth will verify that the “Analyzer Software”
reports/information can be rolled-up to the “Master Billing Account Number” level.

001840




SECURITY

AT&T has requested that BellSouth act as our agent in emergency situations.

BellSouth Action Item: BellSouth (Suzie Lavett) will discuss this issue internally
and provide AT&T (Sue Ray) with status by 5/1/96 (PAST DUE). -

Once BellSouth makes a commitment to act as our agent, AT&T and BellSouth (Suzie _
Lavett and Sue Ray) we will draft the Security agreement for approval.

001821




BellSouth

Telscommunicstiens @
PR SRR

Mgy 16, 1998

Kathy Taber

ATAT

1200 Peachtrea St., NE
Atlanta. GA 30309

Dear Kathy,

| am writing to confirm our various voice messages regarding your latter faxed to me on
May 1, 1996, Below is a summary of our responses: .

¢ BeliSouth did not have any matrix available for feature interactions and is

~ researching the need for such matrices for BST services.

o BeliSouth was re-evalugting its ISDM| business case and on May 10, 1896, |
advised Pam Neison that BST plans to deploy in Atlanta but further deployment is
not planned. BeliSouth's position regarding whether or not iISMDI will be available
for resale, the real TSR issue, has never wavered. BeliSouth wilt offer SMDI and
ISDMI for resale where aver sach is available.

s | noted that | was to provide how you would be notiflad of the MemoryCall® PIN.
This number will be shown on the firm order confirmation (FOC) provided by 8ST,
as shown on page 54 of the Resale Ordering Guidelines. Several copies of the
Guidelines have been provided to Jay Bradbury and Cindy Clark. The MemoryCall®
service description is being added to the Guidalines.

¢ Updates to LIDB for resale customers will be handied via service orders as it is
today for BST end users. In an unbundied services environment, whera BST is not
the switch provider, updates will be handled via a file transmission. Criag Steele,
telephane number 601 961-8030, i= your core contact for additional LIDB questions.

o During our April 18, 1896, conferance call, ATS&T raquested a presantation regarding
ESSX service. ATAT agreed to review BeliSouth's tariff offering and advise me of
specific quastions before | bring in another BST SME to discuss this service. | have
not recelved anything regarding this item.

¢ AT&T agreed to clarify its “0+ TLN is ported” requirement. | do not show that we
have received this clarification.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Suzie Lavett

cc. Craig Steele
aciaa2
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May 17, 1996

Vic Atherton

BellSouth Telecommunications Inc.
North N3E1

3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, Alabama 35243

Dear Vic,

The purpose of this letter is to clarify what was agreed to by AT&T and BeliSouth at the
Unbundled Network Elements meeting that took place on 5/8/96. On May 16, 1996 you
received a fax from me which stated that, at the 5/8/96 meeting, we addressed 15 elements
and reached agreement on 12 of the elements. On that same day (5/16/96), you faxed me
a letter stating that I misrepresented what was agreed to by AT&T and BellSouth. I can
assure you that my intent was not to misrepresent what was agreed to at the meeting, but
rather to capture to those elements to which AT&T and BellSouth agreed. Now that you
and I have talked, it is my understanding that we have agreed to the following:

1) On 5/8/96 AT&T and BST discussed 15 of the 17 elements that are in the
Unbundled Network Elements Local Platform document.

2) Ofthe 15 unbundled network eiements that were discussed, BellSouth agrees
in principle to the following: Local Switching, Digital Cross connect Systems,
Data Switching, SS7 Message Transfer and Controi, Signaling Link Transport,
SCPs/Data Bases, and Tandem Switching.

3) No agreement in principle was reached on the following:

a) Unbundled loop elements (BeliSouth has unbundled the loop into 3
subloop components that do not coincide with AT&T’s sub loop elements.
Further discussions regarding the technical feasibility of these elements will
take place on 5/20.)

b) Common and Dedicated Transport. (AT&T will provide addmonal
clarification on these elements on 5/20)

c) AIN was deferred to another meeting (Chris Weekley and Jerry Latham to
set up separate meeting.

Vic please let me know if you concur with this clarification.

qurs truly,

Robert Qakes

Q01843




May 17, 1996
Memo To File: Andre’ Mule’
Subject: ‘ Tennessee Trial

Today (May 15, 1996) at approximately 8:15 a.m. I called Charlie Coe’s office to inform
him. His secretary answered and said he would be in shortly. I left my number for
Charlie to call back and left this message with her. Tell Charlie that AT&T will begin a
market test with 100 customers in Tennessee on May 16. The original of the Master
Account Application package will be delivered to Charlie via courier mid-morning on the
15th. We expect that BellSouth will work these orders at the 25% discount ordered by
the Tennessee Commission in their December, 1995, rules.

Let Charlie know that Scott will also get a call.

Thanks,

Jim Carroll

0018/
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Neil E. Brown Room 6062 6744
Regional Director 1200 Peachtree St.
Access Management Atlanta, GA 30309

= 404 810-7269
May 17, 1996 ,
P\_{\ a2 M U/ 2

Ms. Suzie Lavett
Mr. Bob Scheye

Dear Suzy and Bob:

Attached is a detailed Agenda and back-up attachments for Tuesday’s Cost/Price
meeting. If you have questions on the last attachment, please call Wayne Ellison
on 404-810-8068. On all other matters, please call me.

I am concerned by what appears to me that BellSouth is not sufficiently committed
to the negotiations process to meet regularly at the weekly, scheduled Cost/Price
meetings. Last week when Bob said he would not be available and Suzy requested
that we use a conference call to save her from having to spend an extra day in
Atlanta, I agreed. Then Suzy was unavailable for the call and we traded voice-mail
messages. Now I have been informed that neither of you are available for next
Tuesday’s meeting and that Bob will not be available until June because of the
need to prepare for Tennessee hearings.-

AT&T also has to prepare for Tennessee hearings, and those involved are having to
split their time between these two efforts, but that does not limit our commitment
to negotiate. The failure to aliocate appropriate resources to properly support the
negotiations effort is just another complication on top of the issue raised in our
request for mediation and further delays reaching agreement on pricing issues.

Please advise me as to how BellSouth proposes to address these concerns. I await
your cail.

Sincerely yours,

Attachments

0018495




AT&T/BELLSOUTH COST/PRICE MEETING
MAY 21, 1996 - 8:30 AM and 10:30 AM
1200 PEACHTREE ST, NE, ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30309

AT&T: N. Brown, M. Guedel, M. Harper, W. Ellison, A. Lerma, M. Lemler

BellSouth: Bob .Scheye and Suzie Lavett have reported that they are unable to attend.
Bob Scheye has stated he cannot attend again before June.

THE WEEKLY COST MEETINGS HAVE BEEN SCHEDULED FOR EACH TUESDAY
AT 8:30 AM UNLESS BOTH PARTIES AGREE TO AN ALTERNATE DAY/TIME. NOT
HAVING THE RIGHT PEOPLE PRESENT CONSTITUTES UNACCEPTABLE DELAY.
AT&T IS CONCERNED THAT BELLSOUTH IS UNABLE TO PROVIDE FULL-TIME,
QUALIFIED NEGOTIATORS AT WEEKLY MEETINGS, AS SCHEDULED, AND WHEN
ATTENDANCE IS UNEXPECTEDLY CANCELED.

Marc Cathey and Jim Brinkley are scheduled to attend the 10:30 AM meeting on Access
FINAL AGENDA

¢ Conflicting NRC Positions (See Attachments 1,2, and 3 - Refer Brown/Lavett
Questions to Neil Brown on 810-7269)

¢ Detailed Discussion on Bob Scheye’s Price Proposal for UNEs Ellison/Guedel
(See Attachment 4 - Refer Questions to Wayne Ellison on 810-8068)

o List of Cost Studies Completed & Available i/c/w UNE proposal Suzie Lavett

¢ Data Requests Expanded to Include All States Where - Suzie Lavett
Negotiations Initiated - Delivery Expected by AT&T

¢ Request Cost-Based Price Proposal for PLOC Charge at 5/21 Meeting Lavett/Scheye

¢ Next Meeting:
Tuesday, May 28 Meeting: 8:30 AM  Non-Access Discussions All -

Access/lnterconnectionfU SF All AT&T
Cathey/Brinkley
001846

SEE ATTACHMENTS 1,2,3, and 4

File: Agenda7.doc




ATlachment |

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Hearing Request No. 4 of Lorraine Maddox
Georgia PSC Docket No. 6352-U

Page 1 of |

April 1, 1996

REQUEST: Will there be a discount on nonrecurring charges to resellers?

RESPONSE: The nonrecurring revenue is included in our revenue calculations. For this
reason, either (1) the discounts as calculated should be applied to the retail
nonrecurring charges as well as all retail recurring charges or (2) the
overall percent discount applicable to retail recurring charges only should
be adjusted to 11.6 percent for residence and 9.6 percent for business.

RESPONSE PROVIDED BY: Robert C. Scheye
Senior Director
675 West Peachtree Street
Atlanta, Georgia

001847




Srrachmen!™ 2.

May 10, 1996

Via Fax to: Suzie Lavett

SUBJECT: Non-Recurring Costs and Data Requests
Dear Suzie,

Over the past several weeks there has been some confusion on BellSouth’s position on
providing discounts to Non-Recurring Charges (“NRC”) in the wholesale market. You
and Mary Jo Peed had indicated at a Core Team meeting and in a letter from Mary Jo to
Sylvia Anderson that there were no avoidable costs associated with NRC. We said that
this position did not reflect actual cost impacts in a wholesale market. 1 know that you
had committed to clarify BellSouth’s position in writing. However, that should not be
necessary as we have been able to clarify the position by researching the record and
talking further with Frank Kolb.

It has been and remains AT&T’s position that a significant portion of the non-recurring
costs associated with the establishment of retail services will be avoided in the wholesale *
market. Based on BellSouth's response (sponsored by Bob Scheye) to an AT&T data
request in Georgia and discussions between Mike Guedel and Frank Kolb over the past

few days, we are satisfied that BellSouth’s position is the same as AT&T’s.

It would be helpful if you would clarify BellSouth’s views on what NRC elements are
avoided. Please describe the NRC cost elements that will be avoided and the NRC cost
elements that will not be avoided with clarity as to how they are treated in your studies.
. Please deliver this request in writing at or before the May 21 Cost/Price meeting.

Finally, please note that any previous data requests apply to all states wherein we have
initiated negotiations. For example, please provide your Loop/Port/Usage studies for
Alabama and Kentucky at or before the May 21 Cost/Price meeting.

Thank you.

Neil E. Brown

Cc: AT&T Cost Team

AT&T Core Team 001‘348

File: Lavett3.doc




weimenT =
May 15, 1996 Core Team Meeting /?TT'

NON-RECURRING CHARGES

The establishment of the resale market required BST to develop and implement service
order entry processes and procedures that differ from that the service order entry process
in place for BST end user customers. Other activity required for establishing service
beyond the service entry phase are the same regardless of who (BST end user or reseller)
initiates the order to BST.

It was determined that the additional cost for resale service order entry would offset any
possible avoided costs. In addition, the inclusion of non-recurring charges in the
calculation of the resale discount would result in a lower discount rate than was produced
by excluding the non-recurring revenue and avoided costs.

Rather than develop a unique resale service order process charge and include the non-
recurring revenue and associated insignificant avoided costs in the resale discount
calculations, BellSouth chose to apply its existing service order charges to resale orders,

absorb any additional costs incurred and exclude non-recurring charges from the resale
discount. -

001849
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAI.

/?mcn)en‘f 7

Item Type Use Explanation BeliSouth Proposal Questions for BeliSouth
VWhen will BellSouth submit price
iNetwork Interface} proposal and cost documentation for this
Device Not addressed. element, by listed type and usa?
Twisted Pair Not addressed.
Fiber Not addressed.
Coax Not addressed.
When will BellSouth submit price
proposal and cost documentation for this
{Loop Distribution INot addressed. element, by listed type and use?
Twisted Pair Not addressed.
Fiber Not addressed.
Coax Not addressed.
Loop When will BellSouth submit price
Concentration proposal and cost documentation for this
Multiplexer Not addressed. element, by listed type and use?
Dig. Loop Cxr Not addressed.
|Fn)er Node Not addressed.
When will BellSouth submit price
proposal and cost documentation for this
hLoop Feeder [Not addressed. element, by listed type and use?
Twisled Pair POTS Terminated on MDF [Not addressed.
Data Terminated on MDF Not addressed.
Private Line Teminated on MDF Not addressed.
ISDN Terminated on MDF Not addressed.
Term on DSX1 @ each end- for
Metallic T1 jstandard DS1 signal
. |Single mode. Term on LG X-conn
{LGX} panels each end. Standard
(an} DS1/DS3 signals between DLC
(o Fiber remote & LSO Not addressed.
() SONET OC-3/ OC-12 [O/E conversion and multiplex
I_ZJ Fiber {sheives functions Not addressed.
'é" : Fiber from LSO to fiber node/ trpt of ‘
Hybrid Fiber/Coax voice, video, data Not addressed.

BELLUB1.XLS

Page 1.
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

item Type Use Explanation BeliSouth Proposal Questions for BeliSouth
Flat-rate exchange access loop and Will BeliSouth provide loop cosls by
From MDF or DSX panel in CO (or distance sensitive IOC. Rates for loop densily zone? When will BeliSouth
Loop . remole) to terminal on customer meeting same parameters as residence or |provide additional requested data
Combination lpremlses. business exchange access line. regarding loop-is-a-loop study?
&
Twisted pair JLoop rates ranging from $17.00 in Florida |Provide rationale for proposed rates.
common line Subscriber loop Term in CQ to $30.03 in North Carolina. Provide supporting cost studies.
$11.85 to $50.00 fixed monthly charge plus
Twisted pair mileage charges of approx. $2.00 per mile |Provide rationale for proposed rates.
common line 10C Mileage LEC office to ALEC office (varies), pius NRC charge. Provide supporting cost studies.
BeliSouth offers channelization service to
convert VG local channel to DS1. Monthly [is channelization capability offered only
Twisted pair charge per system, plus charge per circuit, {in CO? Provide rationale for proposed
common line Channelization plus NRC charges. rates. Provide cost studies.
Twisted pair private When will BellSouth submit price
line Term in CO Not addressed. proposal and cost documentation?
When will BellSouth submit price
TCXR Term in CO {Not addressed. |proposal and cost documentation?
When will BellSouth submit price
SONET ring Term in CO Not addressed. Jproposal and cost documentation?
Q Twisted pair private When will BeliSouth submit price
> Jiine Beiween Customers {Not acidressed. proposal and cost documentation?
P ]
0 When will BellSouth submit price
A TCXR Between Customers Not addressed. proposal and cost documentation?
i i
When will BellSouth submit price
SONET ring Between Cuslomers Not addressed. proposal and cost documentation?

BELLUB1.XLS

Page 2
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

em Type Use Explanation BellSouth Proposal Questions for BellSouth

Unbundled switching not offered. BellSouth [When will BeliSouth submit price prop. &

proposes a port that permits users to cost for unbundled local switch? Provide
transmit or receive information over rationale for prop. rates & cost studies.
BeliSouth's public switched network, at |How are local operator services, local
. fixed monthly charge plus distance DA, BLV, Interrupt, intercept, term. to
JLocal Switching sensitive usage charges. ICO/ALEC provisioned with port?
Route traffic to LEC or non-LEC When will BellSouth submit price
|Feature - {network Not included in BellSouth praposal. proposal and cost support?
IRouting & screening per customer When will BellSouth submit price
Feature AND routing & screening per class  {Not provided in BeliSouth proposal. |proposal and cost support?
‘ Residence and business port offered, When will BellSouth submit price
|Line interfaces Standard tip & ring bundled with transporl, jproposal and cost support?
L Includes public, semi-pub, COCOT, : When will BellSouth submit price
Coin and options. ) Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price
On hook signaling Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price
|BRI ISDN Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
I When will BellSouth submit price
PRI ISDN Not addressed. proposal and cost support?

. When will BeliSouth submit price
TR 08- Dig Loop Cxr |Not addressed. proposal and cost support?

When will BellSouth submit price
TR 303- Dig Loop Cxr Not addressed. *proposal and cost support?

PBX port offered. Not clear i Direct dial
Direct In Dial included in rate. Does PBX port include DID capability?

When will BellSouth submit price
Line Features Residential Features |Not addressed. proposal and cost support?

Lt ol i
TSE100

) VWhen will BellSouth submit price
CLASS fealures Not addressed. |proposal and cost support?

BELLUBIXLS Page 3 gwe/ 5/17/96
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

Item Type Use Explanation BeliSouth Proposal Questions for BellSouth

Line features Business/ Centrex Rotary service offered. Other features not |When will BellSouth submit price
JLocal Switching  |(cont'd) Features ‘ addressed. |proposai and cost support?

When will BellSouth submit price
{{cont'd) AIN Triggers : Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price
Trunk Terminations |[CAMA ANI Not addressed. proposal and cost support?

When will BellSouth submit price
FGB : Not addressed. proposal and cost support?

When will BellSouth submit price

FGC- |IEC Operator Not addressed. jproposal and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price

T1 to PBX Not addressed. ‘_proposa_l and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price

|IPRI {0 PBX LNot addressed. proposal and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price

DS 3 Not addressed. proposal and cost suppori?

When will BeliSouth submit price

64 kbps clear channel] Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
Switched digital- 56 & When will BellSouth submit price
64 kbi/s Not addressed. proposal and cost support?

Charges for connecting port and collocated
loop based on cross-connection rate
Loop/ Port cross- Connection of unbundied switch and jelements in Section 20 of BellSouth
connect colocated loop elements. Interstate access tariff. Provide cost study.

BELLUB1 XLS Page 4 gwe/ 5/17/96
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BELLSQUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

Item

Type

Use

Explanation

BeliSouth Proposal

Questions for BellSouth

Local Operator

Opr. Call Processing Svc. incl oper. and
1auto. call handling & custom call branding.
Oper. call handling @ $1.17 per work
minute, fixed charge per call attempt,
charge per fully auto. call handled. Plus opr

Provide cost study. How does this
service function with tocal port offering?
How would separate trpt charge match

Services General Offering svcs. trpt from E6 of intra tariff. up with port offering?
Included in operator call processing access
Call Completion service. -
Appears to be included in operator call
Public Telsphone processing access service. Is this service included?
Included in operator call processing access
Card service,
Included in operator call processing access
Collect service,
Included in operator call processing access
Third Party service,
Included in operator call processing access
Dialing instructions service.
Appears to be included in operator call
Time & Charges processing access service. Is this service included?
Local Directory Rates, terms and cond. from E9.1.7 or  {Relationship to port offering? Provide
sistance Service Call E9.5.3 of intrastate access tariff cost study.
Rates, terms and cond. from E9.1.7 or Relationship to port offering? Provide
Directory transport |E9.5.3 of intrastate access tariff cost study.

DA Interconnection

Rates, terms and cond. from E9.1.7 or
E9.5.3 of intrastate access tariff

Relatfonship to port offering? Provide
cost study.

lRales. terms and conditions from A38.1 of

DA Database

Service GST Provide cost study.
Direct Access to Rates, terms and cond. from 9.3 of

DA BellSouth Interstate access lariff |Provide cost study.

DA Call Completion]

$.25 per call attempt

|Refationship to port offering? Provide
cost study.

Call Completicn
Termination Varying rates from $.12 to $.38 per Relationship to port offering? Provide
]Charge Jattempt, plus charge for DACC. cost study.

Relationship to port offering? Provide
jintercept [Charge per intercept query of $.30. cost study.

BELLUB1.XLS

Page 5
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

ftem Type Use Exptanation BellSouth Proposal Questions for BellSouth

Inward operator service offered under
unsy Line terms, conditions set forth in section E18 of|Relationship of this offering to port
Verification _ intrastate access service tariff, offeting? Provide cost study.

) inward operator service offered under
Emergency terms, conditions set forth in section E18 of{Relationship of this pffering to port
Interrupt intrastate access service tariff. offering? Provide cost study.

Jincludes multiplexing, grooming, cross

office wiring to DSX or LGX. Includes When will BellSouth submit price
JCommon DS1,DS3, various SONET level term {proposal and cost documentation for this
Transport options, two way of che way option Not addressed as an unbundled element. ]element, by listed type and use?
[Dedicated When will BeliSouth submit price
Transport DS0, DS1, DS3, SONET, OC-X Not addressed as an unbundled element. |proposal and cost support?

Between LEC and ALEC or IXC, Must

permit permissive switch to trpt
between LEC and another cxr for When will BellSouth submit price
Type 1 terminating traffic Not addressed as an unbundled element. |proposal and cost support?
Leased to connect unbundled equip
within LEC network, or LEC to POP for When will BellSouth submit price
Type 2 dedicated access Not addressed as an unbundled element, |proposal and cost support?
TWhen will BellSouth submit price
Current offerings Not addressed as an unbundled element. |[proposal and cost support?
SONET line switched When will BellSouth submit price
[rings, OC48 Not addrassed as an unbundled slemant. |proposal and cost support?
SONET path switched| ‘ Whan will BellSouth submit price
c rings, OC 3, OC 12 Not addressed as an unbundled element. |proposal and cost support?
(o ' When will BeilSouth submit price
¢ SONET point to point Not addressed as an unbundled element. |proposai and cost support?
’3 B ¥
(Wi

BELLUB1 XLS . Page 8 gwe/ 5/17/96
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPQSAL
ftem Type Use Explanation BellSouth Proposal Questions for BeltSouth
Auto x-cannect, grooming, pt to multi-
Ppl, auto test, broadcast capabilities.
Digital Cross Include x-conn to DSX or LGX. AT&T
Connect System has real ime access, real time When will BellSouth submit price
(DCS) configuration capabilities Not addressed as an unbundled element. {proposal and cost suppori?
When will BellSouth«submit price
jData Switching  [Packet transport Not addressed. propasal and cost support?
’ When will BellSouth submit price
Frame Relay Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
When will BellSouth submit price
ATM Not addressed. proposal and cost support?
557 Msg BeliSouth offers connection to and
Transfer and utilization of BellSouth SS7 network for calt
{Control setup and non-call purposes.
56Kbps signaling connection to STP
offered @ $155 per month, STP port
termination @ $355.00 per month, call set
Signaling Link up msg @ $.000023 per msg., T-Cap Msg
Transport @ $.00005 per msg. Provide cost study.
|Between ALEC local switch and LEC
STP. A link layer shall consist of two
links satisfying inter and intra-office  [Appears to be included in BellSouth Is AT&T assumption correct. Does
A links diversity requirements. proposal. charge include diversity?
. Appears to ba included in BellSouth Is AT&T assumption correct. Does
|D links Between LEC STP and ALEC STP |proposal. charge include diversity?
A links, B links, C
links, D links, E Between other POl designated by Not clear that this arrangement included in |Is this arrangement included in BellSouth
links ATET propaosal. proposal?

BELLUB1.XLS
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

Item

Type

Use

Explanation

BeliSouth Proposal

Questions for BellSouth

SCPs/ Data
!Bases

fLine Info Database
(LIDB)

Storage Agreement

BellSouth will store, at no charge, billing
number info. for resold BellSouth lines and
sve. port. arrgts and will provide responses
{o on-line, call by call queries for purposes
of billed number screening, calling card
validation and fraud control.

Use of ALEC LIDB
data

jEach time an ALEC's data is used
BeliSouth will compensate that ALEC at a
rate of 40% of BeliSouth's LIDB validation

rate per query

Is both read and write capability
included? Rationale for proposed
compensation.

Validation

Charges apply for LIDB validation @$.038,
and query trpt from RSTP to SCP @
$.0003. Addnl. charges for Orig point code
establish and S57& network.

Provide cost study.

Toll Free Number
Portability
|Database

ALECs may use BeliSouth 800 SCPs for
obtaining 800 Service routing information,
at rates, terms, conditions in Sections E2,
|ES5, E6, and E13 of intrastate access tariff.

Provide cost study

Local Numbar
Portability
Database

Not addressed.

Tandem
Switching

Tandem switching not addressed as
unhundled element.

When will BellSouth submit price
proposal and cost support?

|911/E911 Access

ALEC must provide two dedicated trk. grps.
from ALEC SWC to appropriate 911
tandem. May be provided using dedicated
transport facilities from Section E6 of
BellSouth intrastate access tariff.

What rates will BellSouth biil
municipality?

BellSouth will bill municipality other rates.

BELLUB1.XLS
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BELLSQGUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

Item Type Use Explanation BellSouth Proposal Questions for BellSouth
Advanced
Intelligent When will BellSouth submit price
Network AIN triggers Not specifically addressed. jproposal and cost support?
Interconnection of
AT&T & LEC 857
for exchange of .
AlN TCAP When will BellSouth submit price
messages Not specifically addressed. |proposal and cost support?
BellSouth proposes terminating traffic Will all access rates, incl CCL, apply to
arrangements from the ALEC POl using  [traffic from expanded local calling area.
access rates from the intrastate access Who determines POL. Meet point
tariff. Arrangement only applies to traffic  |precluded? If not, what arrg't for meet
Network ofiginating in BellSouth basic local calling |point span? Limitation on 2-way vs 1-way
Interconnect area. trunks? Credit for BellSouth use?
Local channel rates apply from intrastate .
POl to Bell SWC switched access tariff. Pravide cost study.
Dedicated transport rates from intrastate
SWC to EO switched access tariff. Provide cost study.
Dedicated transport rates from intrastate
SWC to Tdm switched access tariff. Provide cost study.
Common transport rates from intrastate
TDM to EO access tariff. Provide cost study.

Explain intermediary charge. What is
included? Does this provide for

Not clear. It appears that an intermediary {temminating to 1CO, ALEC? What cther

TDM to ALEC, ICO tandem switch charge applies. charges apply? Provide cost study.
EO FGD local switching charge applies. |Provide cost study.
There is no cost basis for this charge.
Other Charges Info Surcharge applies. Eliminate.
Compensation limited to 105% of billed
minutes of use of party with fower billed Achieve common understanding on what
Mutual Comp interconnection minutes in same month.  |this provision means.

BELLUB1.XLS
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

Item

Type

Use

Explanation

BellSouth Proposal

Quostions for BeliSouth

Number
ﬂPortability

BellSouth proposes number portability

through two arrangements. The first is
SPNP- Remote. The second is SPNP-
Direct inward dialing

SPNP- Remote

Automatic forwarding of 7 or 10 digit
|number within BeliSouth's basic local
calling area. A $25.00 NRC applies per
customer location, plus monthly rates of
$1.50 to $1.75 per ported number.

What is meant by condition that number
will be forwarded within basic local caiting|
area? Provide cost study.

SPNP-DID

Trk side access to Bell EO for DID to ALEC
switch. Intrastate access rates apply for
dedicated facility to ALEC switch, plus
typically $13.00 mo. per trunk for DID
capability, plus $25.00 NRC per port. cust.
location, plus $.01 monthly per number.

Is the $13.00 per VG equivaient?
Provide cost study.

Directory Listings

BeliSouth proposes no charge for primary
customer listing. Additional listings and
optional listings at rates in BellSouth's
intrastate GST.

Access to
INumbers

BellSouth will assist ALECs applying for
NXX codes for their use in providing local
exchange services.

|CMDS- Hosting

Provides for message distribution charge

and data transmission charge per message
to deliver message data as described in
Attachment C-12 (not attached).

Provide cost study. Where is attachment

C-127

BELLUB1.XLS

Page 10

gwe/ 5/17/96



c36300

)

BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL

item Type Use Explanation BeliSouth Proposal Questions for BellSouth
Mechanized report system providing
companies within BellSouth region info|
Non-Sent Paid regarding Non-Sent Paid message BellSouth proposes charge of $.05 per msg|Provide cost study, Provide system
Report System and revenue distribution inside US and $.16 outside US description.
Poles, Ducls, BeliSouth proposes to provide under When will BellSouth submit price
Conduits and standard License Agreement. No terms, ‘proposai, cost support, standard license
JRights of Way conditions, or rates provided. agreement?
Rates, terms and conditions set forth in
Jvirtual Section 20 of BeliSouth Interstate access
Collocation tariff Provide cost study.
Rates, terms and conditions to be
1negotialed. Current offer language fimits to
termination of transmission links, but
Physical Bel!South has stated that limitation wil! When will BellSouth submit price
Coliocation probably be dropped. proposal and cost support?
iUnbundIed Does this need to be addressed as
Element Power Not addressed. separate cost item?
LBeIlSoulh proposes to provide at no charge
Local Calling boundary guide to assist in deployment of
rea Boundary numbers to conform with BeliSouth existing
Guide

iocal calfing area geographics,

BELLUB1.XLS
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Issue: Action items (responses from BST)
Date: 5/17/96
Place: 1200 Peachtree St.

Participants Name Title

Notes:
This package includes:

Follow up on action items provided by Kathy Massey of BST LCSC
Premise Access Guidelines
Interval Guide (revised) simple services—revision includes “switch as is”
Interval Guide complex services
Revision to OLEC handbook regarding jeopardy notification

Follow up on action item provided by Beth Carnes regarding non-discriminatory training.

Submitted by: Cindy Clark
Tel: (404)810-3119




PREMISE ACCESS GUIDELINES

Use the helpful guidelines below along with any additional end user
information obtained to determine if Premise Access is needed.

CONSUMER SERVICE

Access i3 normally not required for regidential activity. Unless an
additional line is being added, or inside wiring or jacks are ordered. Where
the Network Interface is located inside a dwelling, access may be needed.

BUSINESS SERVICE

Access should normally be negotiated on most business activity.

ACCE IRED WHEN:

Inside wiring or jacks are ordered, moved or rearran_ged.
The Network Interface is located inside the building.

.
s “Special” (Complex) services are ordered.

s Non-Basic wiring required.

NOTE; Non-Basic or Complex wiring is wiring that connects a system of
telephones and related equipment. A system is any group of
sets/computers/fax terminals/etc. Which all share the same controlling
equipment.

05177968




DUE DATE JOB AID/HELPFUL GUIDELINES

The LCSC will make every effort to meet customer ready dates.
Mauny factors affect the availability of due dates including but not limited to the following items:

Presence of facilities Select day plan (available central office work days)
New instatlation vs. Previous service Work load

Number of lines Services and features requested

Numbetred vs. Unnumbered address Interfering service

Premises visit vs, No visit

Negotiate when the end user will be ready for service connection. Use the helpful guidelines below along with

any additional end user information obtained to determine an appropriate due date. The LCSC will inform you
of the actual order due date on the Firms Order Confirmation.

CONSUMFR AND SMALL BUSINESS
W N - -
Numbered address, service previously at address, and no existing service at address -
due date 2 business days
Numbered address, has existing service at address, connecting additional line -
due date 3 business days
Numbered address, no previous service at address -
due date 3 business days
Numbered address, address bas dial tone, and customer can place calls from address -
due date 3 business days 3 :
Numbered address, address has dial tone, and customer can only call BellSouth -
due date same business day, if connecting 1 line and no premise visit is needed
due date 2 business days, if connecting 1 line and premise visit is needed
Unnurabcred address, get street name, route, box, previous occupants number, previous
occupants name, neighbors number, and driving directions -
due date 3 busincss days
Trailer service, negotiate service pole placement and connection.
due date using appropriate numbered or unnumbered address guidelines
> der rem tional i R R work on
~AS. nd 0 anot jder in service featu
Received in the LCSC before noon - due date same business day
Received in the LCSC after noon - due date next business day
“Same day due dates are not available when the following applies:
Central office freeze - due date intervals will vary
Caller ID - due date 2 business days -
Prestige Communications - due date aext business day
Ring Master (swapping telephone numbers) - due date next business day
Memory Call - due date 2 business days
Call Waiting Deluxe - due date 2 business days
Visual Dircctor - due date 2 business days
Georgia OEAS - due date next business days -

Premise visit needed - due date using New Connect guide
* Not applicable for switch-as-is.

BC/S/10/96

0019c3




ON-PR EX SERV. B AID L ES

The LCSC will make every effort to meet customer ready dates,
The intervails below are recommendations only.

Many factors affect the availability of due dates inciuding but not limited to the following items:

Presence of facilities Select day pian (available central office work days)
New instaliation vs. Previous service . Work load

Number of lines . Services and features requested

Numbered vs. Unnumbered address Interfering service

premises visit vs. No visit -

Negotiate when the end user will be ready for service connection. Use the helpful guidelines below alang with
any additional end user information cbtained to determine an appropriate due date. The LCSC will inform you
of the actual order due date on the Firm Crder Confirmation.

The following services are considered nbn-Project. If the quantity exceeds a service specific threshold, project
treatment will be required. This list is not all inctusive.

SERVICE ORDERED JEDI
IGITAL
2.4kb - 64kb
1-8 Ckts. . _ B 15 days
9 or more (each ad. 4) +2days*
WATS:
1-8 lines 7 days
9-16 lines 10 days
17-24 lines 2 13 days
25 or more (each adl. 24) - +1day*
PRIVATE LINE SERVICES:
{Alarms, Tie lines, Analog Data)
1-8 Circuits 7 days
9-16 Circuils 10 days
17-24 Circuits 13 days
25 or more (each adl. 24) +1day*

$/13/96
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NON-PROJECT COMPLEX SVCS. {con't)

SERVICE ORDERED TED INTERV.
Vot E

{Foreign Exchange, OPS's, Trunks)

1-8 Circuits/TTunks 7 days

8-16 Circuits/Trunks 10 days

17-24 Circuits/Trunks 13 days

25 or more {each adi. 24) +1day*
MULTI-POINT,

3-5 Paints 14 days

&-8 Points 16 days

8 or more (each adl. 3) + 2 days*®
ISON:

{Basic Rate/Single Ling) 3

14 Circunts 10 days c
5 or more {each adi. Ckt.) + 1 day*
CONDITIONING

Add 3 days to standard interval. -

* PROJECT TREATMENT REQUIRED

5/13/96
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OLEC-to-BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

Coafirmation of
Service Request

Note:

Service Request
Changes and
Cancellations

Missged
Appointments

Scrvice
Jeopardies

kL]

After processing the OLEC service request, a Firm Order Confirmation
(FOC) will be returned to the OLEC via facsimile. The confirmation will
provide the BellSouth order number, the negotiated service due date,
telephone numbers (as applicable to the service), and the BeliSouth service
representative name and telephone number. Additional service specific
data may also be provided.

The FOC does not constitute, and is not, a guarantee that facilities are
available. The committed due date is based on an assumption that
facilities are available. If there is a post-FOC facility problem, the OLEC
will be informed of the estimated service date. BellSouth will attempt to
issue the FOC within 24 hours of receipt of a complete/correct service
request.

BellSouth should be notified as soon as possible of any service request
changes or cancellations. Early notification will allow adequate time to
process the change and notify alf affected departments. This will eqsure
the order properly reflects all requested service and appropriate billing.

*

Changes and cancellations should be submitted by facsimile. The
Supplemental Local Service Request (SLSR) should have specific remarks
identifying the desired action and/or changes.

If an appointment is missed for end user reasons, the LCSC will provide
notification {sce following page) to the OLEC via facsimile.

The OLEC should enter 2 new requested due date on the notification form
and return the form via facsimile to the LCSC. If a new due date is not

provided within 14 calendar days, the original service order will be
canceled.

If it is determined, after the Firm Order Confirmation but prior to the due
date, that a comumitted service date cannot be met for any reason, the
OLEC will be notified promptly by a telephone call from the LCSC.

If it is determined on the due date that the service cannot be provided on
that date, the OLEC will be notified promptly by a telephone call from
network personnel.

05.22-90
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Southern Region

Susan D. Ray )

Local Sl Room 12N04
Promenade I
1200 Peachtree St., NE
Atianta, GA 30309
404-810-3123

May 17, 1996

Suzie Lavett

Lead Negotiator

Room E56

3535 Colonnade Parkway

Birmingham, AL 35243
Dear Suzie:

This letter is in reference to our “Rated” Information Service Provider requirement (part
of the Account Maintenance “Rated/Unrated” requirement). In order to allow AT&T to
make certain system modifications, we are requesting, as an interim basis, BellSouth to
continue to bill Information Service Provider calls in the normal manner (including
AT&T’s Local Customer’s calls) instead of sending AT&T this information in “rated”
format. We wiil notify you when we are ready to receive the “rated” Informaticn Service
Provider usage.

Please let me know by May 24, 1996, if BellSouth will be able to accommodate this
request.

Sincerely,

QQL8aL!




FAx Date 517798

Number of pages including cover sheet
TO: Pam Nelson FROM:  Suzie Lavett
Phone 8103100 BeilSouth
Fax Phone  810-3131 Telecommunications
Pis copy to:  Cindy Clark (Letter) ' Phone 404 529-7496, or
Phone . 205 877-0104
Fax Phone Fax Phone 404 420-0031, or
TO: 205 977-0164
Phone L
Fax Phone
ccC:

REMARKS: ([ Ument O Foryourreview [} Reply ASAP [T Piease Comment
Attached are a the rated versus unrated matrix and the May 16, 1996, letter from Scott to Jim.

Have a good week-end|!
sL ,
Copy 6 -
Y SN
- QW A VL ]
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EMR Field Study - Rated Vs. Unrated

05/17/96 1:16 PM

Field Description

Changed in

Rated Value

Unrated value

'FLrom Number

Rating?

To Number

caiculated amount

Charge Amount
ype of Reguiation Ind.

State Tax

calculeted amount

| zeroes or spaces

Local Tax

calculated amount

Connect Time

ZETORS OF Spaces

Billable Time

3(3[a(z(3(&] °

can be changed to s
minimum value

Method of Recording

Return Code

From RAD

Local Co. laformation

Rate Period

set by rating

[ Rate Class

™M

Term. WATS Band

{'Ind. 1-Coin/Hotel/OUTWATS

"Tnd. 3-Credit Applied/Cust. Req.

'ind. 3-Retarms/Rebilt

ind. 4-Other Piace

Ind. 5-1CS

tor2

Ind. 6-Tarift Applied/Rounding of
Billable Time

set by rating

[ind. 7-CDAR Number/30+ Conneet
Time/OCP Duta

gl 8| slalsls| z[zlz]z[z]z]z] 2]z

ind. 8-Ser. No/Oper. Unit/Res. Pt 1DV
Lib. Phone No/Dept ident/IC Setial No./
Oblig. ID presem:

1 'Ind. 9-Radio Services Ori

Ind_[0-Radio Services Termi

| ind. 11-Billing No. Charactetistics

561 by rating for OCPY? _

Ind. 12-Time and Charges/Element
Overflow, Durastion

Ind. 13-Tax/Other Line Charge/ Unrated/
300 Service

| 123,004

Ind. [4-Record Revision

1,23, 0r4

i 5BCCTRCAC o
(ind. 16-Pant C falized Calling

Ind. 17-Redirected Msg/

alzll3] 3| slslsle

11Q-2084 L0 0N

0041570

TETEHATS+PAr € L9W LbMiS 25:81 964160




nd 15-Multiple Rate Period/Attempts
Ind. 19-LATA Id.
Ind. 20
Obll‘ﬂ ID
Billing RAO
Bi ing Number
From Place
To Place
Library Code_
[ Settlement Code
CiC
ind. 21-Equal Access Dinling Method
Ind. 22-Recording Entity
{nd. 23-Type Credit Call
ind. 24-Specialized Services
ind. 25
ind. 26
Ind. 27-Tax Exempt
ind. 28 _
ind. 29-Other BillinLEntity
ind. 30

¢
e

if applicabie. rating scts
!
0

<
a

3

=
o

L 4

-
-]

*
|

364,009

3|8[2|3|8|3(3[2|8]|a|8|3|3

R
(-4 -]

*These ficids are changed in such cases 89 2-way OCP and DataReach (in reverse bill situations, to and

— from information Is swapped before Rating so they can be rated properly)

**This field is changed in such cases as 800, WATS, 2-way OCP, WATS, 300

THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS BASED ON AN INITIAL INVESTIGATION BY IT-CORE

PROCESSES. IT IS NOT GUARANTEED TO BE CORRECT AND COMPLETE FOR ALL
SCENARIOS.

~
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5/17/96 Audix from Neil Brown 3:03 pm

This is Neil. I'm forwarding this message to a subset of the Leadership Team and
Governance Team. I'm forwarding a message from Wayne Ellison , and Andre’,
if you would Rave it transcribed for the record, | think we would want to keep it.
He actually calied me at 1:45 pm, Wayne Ellison did, and tells me about a
conversation he had with Frank Kolb. By the way, | have not heard from Suzie
Lavett or Bob Scheye regarding what | faxed over there. Thanks.

Neil, this is Wayne. It's about 1:45 pm on Friday. Frank Kolb just called, well, he
called about 1:45; it's about 2:00 now. Frank told me that they had reviewed the
list of questions that | had proposed, the 8 supplemental questions, the requests
for additional supporting data, and that he planned to give me responses to all of
the questions that would be responsive to the data | sought, with the exception of
manuals and prices for Fujitsu and Northermn Telcom equipment, which he said
they could not do because of proprietary agreements with those companies.
Specifically what he said was that he would provide state-specific data for
Louisiana on all the cost factors that I'd asked for. He wouid also provide some
data that would be general in nature, apply to all the companies, but the bottom
line was that each of the cost elements I'd asked for we would get some kind of
data in order to evaluate those numbers, and then we could discuss it after |
looked at it to see whether the questions | came up with when reviewing the data.
He also mentioned that they were working on new cost studies, which they hope
to have ready in time to file under some orders they have with Commissions in
Louisiana, Tennessee and Florida. He didn't know whether those were going to
be ready or not. | will write this all up and get it to you Monday. Thanks.

QCi872
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CSG Market Development . 1200 Peachtree St.
) Atlanta, GA 30309

May 20, 1996
Via Fax and Hand Delivery (fax: 205-977-0164)
Suzie Lavett
BellSouth

3535 Colonade Parkway, Room ESHI
Birmingham, AL 35243

Suzie:

This letter responds to your May 6 letter to me in which you requested clarification
regarding AT&T’s position concerning electronic bonding.

In a May 7, 1996 letter to Scott Schaefer, J. Carroll clearly describes that AT&T requires
real-time electronic interfaces in order to provide customers with competitive service
alternatives at parity with BellSouth. The letter further outlines AT&T’s position
regarding funding for electronic interfaces.

I have attached a copy of the May 7 letter from J. Carroll to S. Schaefer for your
convenience.

Smcerely

U/-/M

Preston Foster
AT&T Lead Negotiator

attachment
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William J. (Jim) Carrolt Room 4170
Vnélel:?esic{ent { ° 1200 Peachtree St , NE
MB}" 7’ 1996 Atlanta. GA 30309
404 810-7262
. . | Facsimil
W. Scott Schaefer
Acting Vice President

interConnection Services
BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

Dear Scott:

In your letter dated 4/30, you announced BeliSouth’s intention to move forward with an EDI
implementation. Accordingly, we have aligned systems development resources from our
companies and have scheduled two conference calls this week and a two-day meeting for next
week. While I am encouraged by these steps forward, [ find it necessary to again point out that
your letter provides only a partial response to AT&T’s request.

As you are aware, AT&T has requested real-time efectronic interfaces and access to information *
and systems required to support all aspects of local services resale and unbundled elements,
including but not limited to ordering, pre-ordering, provisioning, and maintenance. Real time
interfaces are required to provide customers with competitive altemative service at parity with that
of the incumbent LEC — BeliSouth, and is totally consistent with the letter and spirit of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. To date, we have not seen enough of the details regarding
BellSouth’s EDI plan to determine if it is satisfactory as more than an interim solution.
Additionally, over the past months, AT&T has repeatedly stated its need to have these interfaces
available by 7/1/96 in order to meet our market entry targets. Your letter proposes EDI availability
in a timeframe which fails to meet AT&T's required availability date.

Accordingly, based on our current understanding of BellSouth’s planned EDI implementation, your
proposal falls short of meeting AT&T’s requirements and further postpones the introduction of
meaningful competition in the marketplace. As a result, we cannot unconditionally withdraw this
issue from our petition before the Georgia Public Service Commission.

We would, however, be willing to withdraw this issue from our petition at the Georgia PSC upon
full satisfaction of all the following conditions:
1. BellSouth agrees to provide real-time electronic interfaces in all nine
states within the BellSouth territory.
2. These interfaces are made operational in Georgiz by 7/1 and by 1),
BellSouth and AT&T will agree to operational dates for the other eight
states based on our experiences in Georgia relative to clectronic interfaces.
3. BellSouth agrees to a 5% operational inefficiencies discount (as
compared to AT&Ts proposed 10% operational inefficiencies discount
now pending at the Georgia PSC) until these interfaces are delivered,
resulting in service parity.
4. All other terms and conditions relative to real-time electronic interfaces
are fully negotiated, agreed to, and documented in writing by BellSouth
and AT&T no later than 5/19, including AT&T’s right to petition or e
otherwise complain to any state commission or court of competent Q0L }




B VW

jurisdiction regarding BeilSouth’s failure to meet any of the above
conditions.

In addition to the foregoing, | also would like to clarify AT&T's position on several issues.

" AT&T proposed EDI as an interim solution. AT&T recognizes that several approaches may result
in the desired end of real-time access to information and systems. Although AT&T proposed EDI
as one possible interim solution, other methods (including NDM) were also suggested. ATET
encouraged BeliSouth to research any solution which would meet AT&T's needs and provided
BeliSouth with names of other companies who might share their experience in this regard.

Regarding the scope of the electronic interface development, AT&T agrees to the simultancous
development for resale and facilities-based only to the extent this would not jeopardize our
operational dates for total services resale.

Regarding the timeline for delivery of BeliSouth’s ED] implementation, ‘ve have talked repeatedly
about the need for a 7/1 completion date of full real time electronic interfaces; however, based on
the process you describe, I believe availability of these interfaces will not occur untii 90 days from
5/6. This timeline will make it unlikely that interim electronic interfaces will be available prior to
August. AT&T continues to require 7/1 availability and has the resources required to meet this .
date. What we lack at present is your commitment to meet this date.

Regarding your expectation that AT&T support BellSouth’s proposed EDI solution in the
Operations and Billing Forum (OBF), at this time it is premature to determine if the proposed EDI
solution will meet AT&T’s long term needs. However, as we more fully understand BeliSouth’s
proposal, AT&T remains willing to advocate standards which are in the interests of both AT&T and
BellSouth at this and other industry forums, both for interim as well as long term standsrds.

Finally, in connection with any costs associated with the development of electronic interfaces, it
has been AT&T’s experience and expectation that BellSouth would achieve such significant
operational efficiencies as a result of this development (as compared to manual operations), and
that development costs would be nominal. Accordingly, any such costs should be funded by
BellSouth. If it is determined that development costs are significant, these costs should be bomne by
the industry because all will benefit from the development of these interfaces and the resuitant
competition. It would not be acceptable for BeliSouth to “net” these development costs against
avoided cost discount.

I hope the foregoing is heipful regarding the issues surrounding clectronic interfaces. I look
forward to discussing these issues in more detail when we meet this afternoon.

QeLu75
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Wiiliam J. {Jim} Carroll Room 4170
Vice President 1200 Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
) 404 B10-7262

May 20, 1996

Via Hand Delivexry

Mr. Charles B. Coe

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Suite 4514

675 W. Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30375

Dear Charlie:

This letter is in response to Scott Schaefer's
correspondence of May 16, 1996, concerning BellSouth’s
refusal to process service order requests in connection with
AT&T's market entry and operaticnal test in Tennessee.

In June, 1995, the Tennessee Code was amended to permit
competition in all telecommunications markets. Rules adopted
by the Public Service Commission on December 19, 1995 and
reaffirmed on April 30, 1996 set forth the Commission’s policy
for implementing the new law. In order to facilitate
competition in the local telecommunications market, Rule 1220-
4-8-.11 reguires BellSouth to make all of its service offerings
available for resale. This rule also provides for the resale
of local services at an interim discount rate of 25% off
tariffed rates (Rule 1220-4-8-.11(b)).

It is our intent to implement the Commission’s policy and
the spirit of the rules by moving forward to bring the benefits
of competition to the consumers of Tennessee without £further
delay as contemplated by the legislature. The rules have been
adopted by the Tennessee Public Service Commission and are
pending review by the Attorney General’s office. It has been
the practice of the Commission to allow regulated companies to
operate under rules that it has adopted pending Attorney
General review and publication in the Official Registry of the
Secretary of State’s office.

0C1e7Ss




AT&T is conducting this trial pursuant to Rule 1220-4-8-
.11 and not the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Thus, AT&T
fully expects BellSouth to make its local exchange services
available for resale in accordance with that rule, including
the 25% interim discount. An interconnection agreement under
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, approved by the Tennessee
public Service Commission, is not a prerequisite for purposes
of this trial.

BellSouth also expressed a concern about the provision
of resold local exchange and interexchange long distance
services by AT&T and the potential conflict with section
271 (e) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. AT&T
recognizes its duty under section 271(e) and a similar
provision under Rule 1220-4-8-.11(3) of the Tennessee Rules
prohibiting the joint marketing of services. I can assure
you that AT&T will provide all of its services in accordance
with all applicable provisions of law and Commission rules.

I am encouraged that BellSouth is pleased that AT&T is
beginning its market entry and operational test and that
BellSouth welcomes our entry into the local market.
BellSouth’s desire to assist in the development of a truly
competitive local exchange market can best be demonstrated by
BellSouth removing existing barriers to entry rather than
creating new ones. Consequently, I am requesting that
BellScuth, within the spirit and intent of Tennessee law and
Commission Rule 1220-4-8-.11, immediately begin processing
the gervice order requests submitted by AT&T on May 15, 1996.

M-

)

ce s/ Schaefer

QoLeT?
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e BELLSOUTH

TELECOMMUNICATIONS @
May 20, 1996

Mr. William J. Carroll
Vice President

Room 4170

1200 Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Jim:

On Friday, AT&T raised some concerns over BellSouth’s commitment to meet on
pricing/costing matters in a letter from Neil Brown to Suzie Lavett and Bob Scheye.
BeliSouth had provided a pricing list for unbundled features last week which we thought
would be discussed this week if necessary. However, we received a fairly lengthy
document back asking for cost studies and rationale for a large number of additional
items. Rather than have our resources working toward producing volumes of cost
studies, it would seem that we need to determine if there is a meeting of the minds over
what is a reasonable set of unbundled features.

BellSouth believes the list we provided represents a good basis for discussions relative to
unbundling. BellSouth recommends focusing discussions on the BellSouth list as a way
of gaining initial agreement and speeding AT&T’s entry into this market. Subsequent to
the initial agreement, both companies would then discuss additional points of unbundling
as to technical feasibility and pnce I look forward to discussing this approach in our
Thursday meeting.

Sincereiy

o

W. Scott Schaefer
Vice President - Marketing
InterConnection Sales

cc: Neil Brown - AT&T
Suzie Lavett - BellSouth
Bob Scheye - BellSouth

QCLiev8
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& F‘ Lx Date  05/20/96
Number of pages including cover sheet
TO: Pam Nelson FROM: Suzie Lavett
BellSouth
Telecommunications
Phone 404 529-7496 or
Phone 404 810-3100 . 205 977-0104
Fax Phone 404 810-3131 Fax Phone FAX# 404 529-7496, or
' 205 977-0164
CC:

REMARKS: Urgent O Foryourreview [ ReplyASAP [] Prease Comment
issue 6, LOA |

BellSouth will accept AT&T's service orders under a blanketed Letter of Authorization. In the
pre-order environment, BellSouth will release customer account information to AT&T under a
Letter of Agency or to the end user on a three-way call with AT&T.

issue 7, Privacy of end user records:

in order fo BST to adequately deal with questions from either the local service providers or their
customers, or service problems that may arise, certain BST employees should have the ability
to access and “end user” customer records that BST maintains. However, BST will restrict
record access in certain work groups to ensure that any potential of even the appearance of
records privacy violation be avoided. Consequently, record restriction procedures are being
implemented as follows:

End user center access must be biocked except that negotiation systems (RNS, DOE and
SONGS) must allow transactions to format disconnect orders. With the exception of disconnect
orders, account restrictions will be andled similar to CPNL. Additionally, access/the €ustomer
records system (BOCRIS) will be restricted. When a center empioyee attempts to access a
reseller's end user record, a response will appear on the BOCRIS Message Line - "OLEC

. | Restricted Account - Rnnnn” - where Rnnnn is the Reselier Operating Company Number
(OCN). This code can then be used by the employee to obtain the OLEC name and contact
number in the event & is needed to refer an end user to their actual service provider.

1&. - -" 3




@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Telecommurications, inc.

May 20, 1996

Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 |wofpm- ’ ‘g

" Cindn Slante rom S (o ne S
Cindy Clark ® A e T = BsT
AT&T B B3 [ ot SAG-OS
Room 12W47 Promenade II P oo 3D\ cod S 757D

1200 Peachtree St., NE

Atlanta, Georgia 30309
Dear Cindy,

In our May 3, 1996, provisioning meeting, Suzie Lavett made a commitment
for BellSouth to provide you with 3 description of our 1&M (Instaliation and
Maintenance) Procedures for installing and Repairing Reseller Lines. This
description was in lieu of a copy of the actual procedures, since the training
material is proprietary and requested, “to make you feel warm and fuzzy”
about our training curriculum for the I&M forces.

Following is an outline of the actual 1&M (Instailation and Maintenance)
Procedures for Installing and Repairing Reseller Lines:

Definitions

Reseller Company
Facility Based Carrier

This section of the training matenal is to educate the I&M
forces that we are entering into a competitive environment with
two types of OLECs (Other Local Exchange Carriers) and the

~ distinguishable differences between the two.

For example: “A Reseller leases lines from BellSouth (1FR
and 1FB, etc.) and resells the total service to their end user”.

“A Facility Based Carrier has their own network and switching
systems”.

S A

P Semmruntc 4 0
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Introduction

This section of the training maternial is to explain the purpose
of the training.

For example: “Any procedures for dealing with Resellers that
are not covered will not be any different from the procedures
we use for our customers today™ and “Our approach in this
endeavor is not only non-discriminatory, it also mintmizes

the unpact on our &M operations.

Identifying Reseller’s Lines on Service Orders in LMOS

Identifying Trouble Reports on Reseller’s Lines in LMOS

Identifying Reseller’s Lines on Service Orders in WFA

Identifying Trouble Reports on Reseller’s Lines in WFA
These four (4) sections of the training material explain
“what” will be on the work request and “where” to find
the information that will identify the work request as a
Reseller. This is so that the Technician will know who
can authorize additional work and how and when time
and material quotes are required.

Self Identification of Service Technicians to Reseller’s Customer

This section of the training is to educate the Technicians
as to how to identify themselves to the End User Customer.

For example: “I am (name). I am a BellSouth employee,
but I am here at the request of (Reseller name) to install/
repair your telephone line.

Tariffed Charges Normally Billed to the End User Customer

This section of the training is to educate the Technicians as
to who is billed for all applicable charges.

a0c10e1




Trouble Determination on Reseller’s Line

This section of the training is to reinforce the existing
procedures and to reiterate that our tariffs differ from

state to state. This section of the training also points

out the difference as to who is billed for the work and
that difference is that billing will be to the Reseller.

Billing Reseller

Trouble Determination Charges
Tariffed Rearrangement Work
Detariffed installation and Rearrangement Work

This section of the training is to educate the Technicians
a$ to authorization requirements for the work, who is
billed for the work, time and material quote requirements
and the appropriate forms to be completed for proper
billing,

Notification to Reseller’s End User Customer when working
on a Service Order or a Trouble Report.

This section of the training is to educate the Technicians
as to what and how to communicate to the End User and
the application of the generic “No Access Card”.

Notification to Reseller when working on an End User Service
Order or a Trouble Report.

This section of the training is to educate the Technicians
as to notification and quotation of applicable charges
requirements.

Should you need clarification or have any concerns, don’t hesitate to call
me at 404-529-0088.
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Syivia E. Anderson Promenade |
Chief Commercial Counsel 1200 Peachiree Sireet. N.E.
Southern Region Atlanta, GA 30309
404 810-8070

FAX: 404 810-8629

May 20, 1996

SENT VIA FAX
ORIGINAL U.S. MAIL

Ms. Mary Jo Peed

General Attorney

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc:
675 West Peachtree Sweet, Suite 4300
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001

Dear Mary Jo:

This responds to your letter dated May 16, 1996, setting forth a proposal to resolve the
issue raised in AT&T’s mediation request in Tennessee.

Before responding to your specific proposal, I need to point out several statements in
your letter that are inaccurate and misleading. First, your statement that “BellSouth
agreed to sign the confidentiality agreement proposed by AT&T without any of the
changes proposed by BellSouth” is simply false. Without going into detail, youand
both are aware that BellSouth proposed some changes to the agreement offered by
AT&T and many of those changes were incorporated. Second, your statement that the
“confidentiality agreement has been a major obstacle in the free flow of information”
since AT&T has refused to separate the negotiations from any related proceeding is
inaccurate. The confidentiality agreement has not been the obstacle; BellSouth has been
the obstacle. Indeed, your letter illustrates this--you cite BellSouth’s relevance
objections to providing this information. Relevance has nothing to do with
confidentiality. This appears to be just another instance of BellSouth’s trying to limit
disclosure of information considered during negotiations from State commissions. As I
pointed out to you early in our negotiations, AT&T wiil not accept BellSouth’s proposal
to treat shared documents separately for negotiations and for any related proceeding.
The effect of BellSouth’s proposal would be to restrict the State commissions, in any
related proceeding, from receiving relevant documentation concerning the negotiations,
a result contrary to Section 252 (b) (2) of the Act. AT&T sees no reason to limit State
commissioners’ access to relevant documentation and the confidentiality agreement
addresses any concerns you may have in terms of protecting confidential information
produced in a related proceeding by requiring the entry of a protective order.

acinel



Ms. Mary Jo Peed
Page 2
May 20, 1996

As to your solution to the mediation issue, AT&T is not inclined to enter into a separate
nondisclosure agreement; two agreements covering the same process would be
administratively cumbersome and confusing. Instead, we would agree, pursuant to

the existing confidentiality agreement, to limit access to the specific documents
responsive to Data Request No. 1 (Item #1, TSLRIC or LRIC and Item #3, all other cost
studies) to those individuals with a “need to know” initially as listed below:

Counsel

Neil Brown
Wayne Ellison
Mike Guedel
Mike Harper
Art Lerma

Pat McFarland

In return, upon receipt of the documents responsive to Data Request No. 1, AT&T
would withdraw its request for mediation.

Please let me know if the above is acceptable to BellSouth.

Sincerely,

S —

Syivia E. Anderson

sea/sgc
cc: AT&T Leadership Team
AT&T Core Team
Hank Anthony, General Attorney, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
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William J. (Jim) Carroll Room 4170
Vice President 1200 Peachtree St., NE

Atlama. GA 30308
404 B10-7262

May 21, 1996

Via Fax and U.S. Mail

Mr. Charles B. Coe

BellSouth Telecommunications, [nc.
Suite 4514

675 W. Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30375

Dear Charlie:

We had agreed that our work on Cost/Price would be pursued in paralle] with our work on
services and network operations for Total Services Resale and Unbundled Network Elements.
We have encountered numerous delays and have made littie progress to date. After much
delay, as you know, we are currently pursuing mediation in Tennessee. BellSouth is causing
further delay in meeting our needs for data to negotiate cost-based, nondiscriminatory prices.

Late last week, both your lead Core team negotiator and your lead Cost team negotiator notified
Neil Brown that they would not attend today’s Cost/Price meeting. MNir. Scheye did commit to
have the meeting covered by someone who could speak to the issues that AT&T would identify.
In response, Neil sent Suzy Lavett and Bob Scheye a detailed agerida which identified those
issues (Attachment 1). Additionally, on Friday of last week, Mary Jo Peed assured Sylvia
Anderson that the appropriate individual (s) from BellSouth would attend today 5 8:30 a.m.
Cost/Price meeting,.

Late yesterday afternoon Scott Schaefer faxed me a letter regarding the agenda (Attachment 2).
Mr. Schaefer is correct that we did intend to discuss Mr. Scheye’s proposed price list for
Unbundled Network Elements (“UNEs”) at today’s 8:30 AM Cost/Price meeting. We had the
appropriate technical experts assembled to do just that.

However at 8:30 AM this morning, only Quinton Sanders from your AT&T Account Team
showed up. None of your Subject Matter Experts (“SMEs”) who could talk to the issues on the
agenda accompanied him. Quinton said that he was not sure if Suzy Lavett was coming but that
he knew Bob Scheye was coming. Neil Brown informed Quinton that both Suzy and Bob had
told him that they would not attend but Bob promised to send the appropriate SMEs. This has
had the doubly damaging impact of getting AT&T to waste time preparing for the meeting and
waste more time awaiting their arrival.

In addition, it is not correct to suggest that Neil’s letter was asking for anything new. On
March 28, 1996, our Core team submitted detailed descriptions of AT&T’s requirements for
UNEs. On April 4, 1996, our Cost/Price team delivered detailed descriptions of our
rrequirements for underlying cost data which would support pricing proposals for UNEs.
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Suzie Lavett had committed to provide a list of supporting cost studies underlying your UNE

proposal, as well as where and when these studies would be available for AT&T’s review. This

commitment had been made at both a Cost/Price team meeting and at a Core team meeting. It
continues to puzzle me that BeliSouth would expect anything less than AT&T’s expectation to

~ review and question any and all cost studies upon which negotiations for “cost-based,

nondiscriminatory rates” will be based.

In fact, BellSouth committed to deliver certain cost studies and status reports at today’s Cost
meeting and has failed to meet that commitment.

Mr. Schaefer is also correct that your pricing proposal could be a basis for beginning price
discussions if, and only if, that proposal is accompanied by the supporting cost studies. Asto

the technical feasibility of AT&T’s proposed UNEs, that is a issue on which [ hope we will
reach closure.

I would apprec'i:?a_te your support.
Si ly yours,
-
rroil
Cc: Neil Brown - AT&T
Suzie Lavett - BellSouth

Bob Scheye - BellSouth + *
Scott Schaefer - BellSouth -

Oeﬂ\‘p ;5




Attachment 1
Page 1 of 2

May 17, 1996

Via Fax to:
Ms. Suzie Lavett
Mr. Bob Scheye

Dear Suzy and Bob:

Attached is a detailed Agenda and back-up attachments for Tuesday’s Cost/Price
meeting. If you have questions on the last attachment, please call Wayne Ellison on 404-
810-8068. On.all other matters, please call me.

I am concerned by what appears to me that BellSouth is not sufficiently committed to the
negotiations process to meet regularly at the weekly, scheduled Cost/Price meetings.
Last week when Bob said he would not be available and Suzy requested that we use a
conference call to save her from having to spend an extra day in Atlanta, I agreed. Then
Suzy was unavailable for the call and we traded voice-mail messages. Now I have been
informed that neither of you are available for next Tuesday’s meeting and that Bob will
not be available until June because of the need to prepare for Tennessee hearings.

AT&T aiso has to prepare for Tennessee hearings; and those involved are having to split
their time between these two efforts, but that does not limit our tommitment to negotiate.
The failure to allocate appropriate resources to properly support the negotiations effort is
just another complication on top of the issue raised in our request for medlatlon and
further delays reaching agreement on pricing issues.

Please advise me as to how BellSouth proposes to address these concerns. I await your
call.

Sincerely yours,

Attachments

1987




AT&T/ BELLSOUTH COST/PRICE MEETING

MAY 21,1996 - 8:30 AM and 10:30 AM

- 1200 PEACHTREE ST, NE, ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30309

Attachment |
Page 2 of 2

AT&T: N. Brown, M. Guedel, M. Harper, W. Ellison, A. Lerma, M. Lemler

BellSouth: Bob Scheye and Suzie Lavett have reported that they are unable to attend. Bob

Scheye has stated he cannot attend again before June.

THE WEEKLY COST MEETINGS HAVE BEEN SCHEDULED FOR EACH
TUESDAY AT §:30 AM UNLESS BOTH PARTIES AGREE TO AN
ALTERNATE DAY/TIME. NOT HAVING THE RIGHT PEOPLE PRESENT
CONSTITUTES UNACCEPTABLE DELAY. AT&T IS CONCERNED THAT
BELLSOUTH IS UNABLE TO PROVIDE FULL-TIME, QUALIFIED
NEGOTIATORS AT WEEKLY MEETINGS, AS SCHEDULED, AND WHEN

ATTENDANCE IS UNEXPECTEDLY CANCELED.

Marc Cathey and Jim Brinkley are scheduled to attend the 10:30 AM meeting on Access

FINAL AGENDA

e Conflicting NRC Positions (See Attachments 1,2, and 3 - Refer
Questions to Neii Brown on 810-7269)

~

* Detailed Discussion on Bob Scheye’s Price Proposal for UNEs -
{See Attachment 4 - Refer Questions to Wayne Ellison on §10-8068)

* List of Cost Studies Completed & Available i/c/w UNE proposal

¢ Data Requests Expanded to Include All States Where
Negotiations Initiated - Delivery Expected by AT&T

* Request Cost-Based Price Proposal for PLOC Charge at 5/21 Meeting

e Next Meeting:
Tuesday, May 28 Meeting: 8:30 AM Non-Access Discussions

Access/Interconnection/USF

Brown/Lavett
Ellisen/Guedel

Suzie Lavett

Suzie Lavett
Lavett/Scheye
Al .

Al AT&T _
Cathey/Brinkley
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May 20, 1996

Mr. William J. Carrol}
Vice Presidert

Room 4170

1200 Peachtree St., NE

Atlanta, Geargia 30309

Dear Jim:

QULrED
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William J. (Jim) Carroll Room 4170
Vice President 1200 Peachtree St NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
May 21, 1996 404 810-7262
Via Facsimil { Hand Deliv

Mr. Scott Schaefer
Acting Vice President
InterConnection Services
BellSouth

675 W, Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30375

Dear Scott:

This letter requests that BellSouth provide AT&T with detailed information which will
allow AT&T to determine with certainty:
1. any services which BellSouth proposes to restrict from resale and which are not
described in the Louisiana tariff.
2. the scope of services excluded from resale as identified by the Louisiana tariff
and BellSouth in response to 1 above.

AT&T again requests that BellSouth provide a comprehensive list of services excluded
from resale on a state by state basis. Because BellSouth has repeatedly changed its
position on which services are excluded from resale, it is becoming increasingly difficult
for AT&T to proceed with any resale business plans. Following are a few examples of
BellSouth’s actions which prevent AT&T from gaining a clear understanding of the
services BellSouth intends to make available for resale.

1. During the 3/12 executive meeting C. Coe indicated that all services would be made
available for resale, with the exception of Contract Service Arrangements. However,
during subsequent Core Team meetings, BellSouth informed AT&T that the list of
excluded services had grown to include, among others, Grandfathered Services,
Contract Service Arrangements, Special Assemblies, Promotional rates, etc.

2. During the 3/28 Core Team Meeting, AT&T requested itemized state specific lists of
services available for resale, along with proposed wholesale prices. BellSouth
responded with a letter stating that the wholesale discounts for business and
consumer services in Georgia would be 9% and 11% respectively. When AT&T
asked if this response implied that all services were, in fact, available for resale,
BellSouth responded that they were not without further explanation. QuLren

3. Subsequently, AT&T requested, and BellSouth agreed, to provide an explicit list of
- services excluded from resale. However, BellSouth failed to produce such a list and,
instead, referred AT&T to BellSouth’s “Louisiana Tariff”.



4. Ina4/18 memo to Preston Foster, BellSouth informed AT&T that both Contract
Service Arrangements and Special Assemblies would not be available for resale.
However, when we reviewed the Louisiana Tariff, which BellSouth stated would be
representative of services available for resale within the region, there was no
mention of the exclusion of Special Assemblies.

A signiﬁca'nt part of our Executive meetings on May 7, 1996 and May 14, 1996 was
devoted to the subject of which services are available for resale. I think you would
agree that we left that meeting with the understanding that much more clarity needs
to be provided by BellSouth in order to develop win-win solutions.

A

In addition to the foregoing, our review of the Louisiana Tariff reflects that there are
enough unique Louisiana state-specific service offerings so as to create uncertainty as to
what is actually available for resale in other states. (i.e.: Louisiana Education Discount
Program) '

As you know, Section 251(c)(4)(A) of the Act requires local exchange carriers “to offer
for resale at wholesale rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at
retail to subscribers who are not telecommunicattons carriers.” Section 251(c}{4)(B)
flatly prohibits local exchange carriers from imposing “unreasonable or discriminatory
conditions or limitations” upon “the resale of such telecommunications services.” In
enacting these provisions, Congress clearly recognized that commercially viable resale
opportunities are vital to the development of competition in the local exchange.

Resale opportunities are critically important to AT&T, both as a means quickly to bring
at least some of the benefits of competition to consumers and as a springboard to
facilities-based entry. Resellers utilize many of their own inputs, including customer
service and end-user billing and marketing, to meet customer demand, and these inputs
may be provided more efficiently by reseilers than local exchange carriers. More
fundamentally, resale enables competitors such as AT&T to establish a presence in the.
market and begin to win customers. :

Scott, to better understand the scope of any restrictions or limitations on resale proposed
by BellSouth, please provide listings of all services available (and excluded) from resale
for the states in which negotiations have commenced. These lists will assist us in
identifying any unique state-specific services which may not exist in Louisiana, and
would, therefore, not be addressed in the Louisiana tariff. Given the events to date,
nothing short of a comprehensive detailed list will provide the clarity required for us to
proceed with our resale business plans. Such clarity is required if we are to achieve our
goal of substantially completing Total Services Resale negotiations by 6/1.

Additionally, as requested on May 7, 1996 and again on May 14, 1996, AT&T requires
assistance in quantifying the scope of the services which BellSouth identifies in the
Louisiana tariff as being excluded from the Total Services Resale market. Because we
have not yet received data which quantifies the market segments being excluded from
resale, we are providing a detailed list of items requested. This information will enable
us to understand potential solutions, to ensure a level playing field in the market, and to
ensure that customers may exercise their choice of local provider without the restrictions
created in the monopoly market.

aoisca



For the items excluded from resale by each state, we would like for vou to provide:

ather. lete ices *
List of services, date obsolete, and replacement service, if any
Current revenue for each service
Number of customers for each service
-up/Lifelj
Amount of revenue
Number of customers
Number of lines
Sources and amounts of funding for program

NIl 911, ESIY
Amount of revenue by service
Number of customers by service
Number of lines by service ‘
Amount/% of discount off list retail by service

* In addition to providing quantification of Grandfathered/Obsoleted services data for
all BellSouth states, as requested on May 14, 1996, we are seeking verification that the -
Georgia data we provided you on May 14, 1996 is accurate.

Contract Service Arrangements
Services included (i.e.: ESSX, 800, etc.) and % revenue share of all
CSAs

Number of CSA contracts

Amount of CSA revenue

Number of CSA customers
Amount/% of discount off list retail

Special Billi SBA)
Services included (i.e.: ESSX, 800, etc.) and % revenue share of all

SBAs

Number of SBAs

Amount of SBA revenue

Number of SBA customers
Amount/% of discount off list retail

Ed ional Di p
Amount of revenue
Number of customers Oc-g_ oo
Amount/% of discount off list retail At




romotiona €
Examples of promotion types; services included
Number per year; term
Amount/% revenue off list retail

In t Billi
“Number customers utilizing this feature in 1994 and 1995, by year
Amount of “deferred” instaliment billing in 1994 and 1995, by year

Centrex

Although Centrex is not explicitly excluded from resale, certain
restrictions/prohibitions do exist in some retail tariffs which limit or
prevent resale by resellers. Please clarify whether such restrictions and
prohibitions will continue, or whether resellers will be provided
unrestricted access to non-Grandfathered Centrex services. If these
restrictions will continue, provide a description of the

limited/restricted Centrex services, the amount of “restricteéd” (non-
Grandfathered) Centrex revenue, and the number of customers.

Please also provide this information on any other services which may not
be explicitly excluded from resale but which have restrictions which
prevent resale by resellers.

For the items for which BellSouth proposes no discount (Non-recurring charges, Pass
Through Charges, and Taxes), it is our understanding that these are not stand alone
offerings and are instead associated with particular services. In some cases, AT&T
believes that discussions regarding avoided cost are appropriate while other items
require further clarification. These discussions/clarifications should occur during the
Cost/Price Team meetings.

Thank you for your assistance.

Regards,

J. Carroll

ocioe3
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Witliam J. (Jim) Carroll Room 4170
Vice President 1200 Peachiree St . NE

Atlanta. GA 30309
404 810-7262

May 21, 1996

\% VERY FA I
Mr. F. D. Ackerman

BellSouth Corporation

1155 Peachtree Street, NE

Room 2010

Atlanta, GA 30309

" Dear Duane:

This letter is in response to Scott Schaefer’s letter of May 16, 1996, regarding electronic
interfaces.

BellSouth has delayed committing to provide the electronic interfaces that are necessary
to be a world class supplier of its largest customer. BellSouth continues to look at this
issue from the monopolistic position of maintaining revenue requirements rather than
from the competitive position of filling competitive needs. It took BellSouth over six
months to begin actively considering providing electronic interfaces, all the while
maintaining that “fax interface is immediately available, thus facilitating AT&T’s
immediate entry into the local exchange reseller market.” As we have repeatedly
advised, a fax interface is simply unacceptable from a parity and competitive
perspective. Now after these many months, BellSouth is requesting AT&T put forth a
proposal on how BellSouth should recover its development costs for electronic
interfaces. We consider this yet another attempt by BellSouth to further delay AT&T’s
market entry and meaningful negotiations, particularly in view of the position that
BellSouth will not move forward on the design phase for electronic interfaces until the
cost issue 1s resolved.

It is BellSouth’s obligation under Section 251 (c) {4) of the Telecommunications Act of

1996 to offer services for resale that are provided free of “unreasonable or

discriminatory conditions or limitations.” At a minimum, this means that a local

exchange carrier cannot discriminate against resellers and in favor of its own retail

operations. The nondiscrimination standard is straightforward. A local exchange carrier

must take all reasonable steps to make available operational interfaces which ensure that

the service provided to resellers will be at parity with that which the local exchange

carrier provides to its own retail operations. Such interfaces are as important for resale

as they are when new entrants purchase unbundled network elements. oc 1901
-~ s ey



With respect to BellSouth recovering its development costs for electronic interfaces,
AT&T is in no position to put any proposal on the table until we know the magnitude of
these costs. We simply can’t make a recommendation when we're still in the dark.
After we get a sizing and specificity of the costs, then we’ll imake a proposal.

In the meantime, please understand we believe an industry wide, nondiscriminatory,
TSLRC based approach may be something for us to discuss. We can’t even commit to
this, however, without further information from BellSouth.

To further clarify our discussion, you are wrong in asserting that AT&T is the only
reseller insisting upon electronic interfaces. As BellSouth is well aware, in Georgia and
other state regulatory proceedings, MCI and others have also requested electronic
interfaces.

In closing, please assure me of your commitment to providing electronic interfaces.

Sin yours,

Williarp J. Carroli

cc: I Dfummond
C.CoR
S. Schaefer

001ec
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5-21-96
_ 19 o~
Kathy Taber

AT&T

Kathy,

1 am forwarding several of the items discussed in the voice mails that we have been
trading back and forth. Let me say that we are on track for the Wednesday conference
call.

@ool

With regand to the request from Kirk to provide a mechanized version of the central office
and directory table, we will be able to provide a mechanized feed. 1 am not sure what the
cost would be since it will involve a small system change but I am sure it can be worked

out.

I am attaching a copy of the organization chart to include the other A&P companies
reporting to Ms. Perozzi.

The non disclosure agreement and the draft contract are also in the attached and I hope
that we can pet agreemext on both.

The billing chart which I drew on the easel has been transferred to paper to capture the
discussions held last meeting.

Finally, I have attached a document we have recently compiled regarding the call guide
pages and including cost of three different size directories. The listing packsge that we
discussed will stilt be several more weeks.

During our next week session perhaps we can continue 10 forward some of the other
items discussed.

Rook
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MUTUAL NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

THIS NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT is made by and between BeliSouth Advertising & Publishing
Corpuration, a Georgia corporation, ("BAPCO™) and AT&T Corporation (the "Company”), a New York corporation,
effective as uf May 14, 1996, The parties agree as follows:

' Project Defined. Eachpmtymayreceivefm&cn&upminfmamdam-mblknmefnr
ust by cach party and its officers, directors, agents, employees and reprosentatives, inciuding financial and legal
advisers (collectively, "Representatives”) in connection with negatiations (the "Purpose”™) relating 1o a possible
Agreement relating to publishing of listing and related information (the "Project™).

: Exchusions from Definition.
informarion: (a) which is already knowntpthe receiving panty atﬂzeﬁmeitisdmcloscdlo&nmewingpam or (b)

ondisclosmeandwﬁhout,mﬂ)eknowiedgcof&xemeivhgpany,amchofmobligaﬁmofomﬁdam‘dayrmg
directly or indirectly to the other party hereto; (ih)mmwhmmw-mmm»uxm
party hereto; (iv)isreqniredtobedisclosedbyopcmﬁmofhwmmsecﬁmﬁhem; or (v} is independeatly
dcvelopedbythcrweivingpmywilhoutuse.dﬁacﬂyorindhvcﬂy,ofﬂ:clnfmmaiouuocivedﬁmmemupmy
heretn,

Agreement. The Informationshallbeusedbyﬂumeiving party solely fwwmmm%mm
and shall not be otherwise used for the receiving party's owy bmcﬁLurrormyp\medwmmwmedischsing

the parties,

s, Standard of Protection. The party receiving any Infomaﬁoushallusecﬁonseommensmmwi&a
those that such party employs for the protection of Comrespunding sensitive information of its own, and the receiving

aeLec?
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DRAFT 4/29/96

i AGREEMENT
In consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, BellSouth Advertising
& Publishing Corporation, a Georgia corporation (“BAPCO™) and .,
a corporation (“CARRIER™) agree as {ollows:

1. RECITALS. BAPCO is the publisher of alphabetical and classified directories
for certain commugities in the southeastern region of the U.S (the "Directories™).
CARRIER provides, or intends to provide, local exchenge telephone service in
communitics in which BAPCO publishes Directories. BAPCO and CARRIER hereby
cstabﬁshthetmmsbyWhichBAPCmeincmdeﬁsﬁngsofCARRIBRMbﬂsh
such Directorics and by which BAPCO will provide such Directories to CARRIER
subscribers.

2. CARRIER OBLIGATIONS. CARRIER agrees as follows:

(a) CARRIERshaHprovidetoBAPCO.atCARRIER’se:qnnseandatno o
‘charge, listing information conoexningitswbscﬁbers(dwignaﬁnganywhodonot&sin .
- published listings), consisting of customer name, address, telephone number and all other
information reasonably requested by BAPCO as set forth on Exhibit A for BAPCO’s usc
mpnblishingDimwﬁesofwhawwtypeandfomandforothaduivaﬁvem ‘
Suchmbsmib«ﬁsﬁnginfomaﬁonshﬂlbcmﬁdedinmefomandonthescheduh
setformmsaidExhibiLmasothemisemmmﬂyagreedbuweenthepaﬁsﬁmﬁmm

®) CARRIERshallalsopmvidedi:ectoxydelive:yinformuﬁontoBAPCOas
set forth in Exhibit A for all subscribers.

(c)  CARRIER shall advise BAPCO promptly of any directory-related
inquiries, requests or complaints which it may receive from CARRIER subscribers and
shall provide reasonable cooperation to BAPCO in response to or resolution of the same,

{d) CARRIER shail respond promptly regarding corrections or queries ra:sed
byBAPCprmc&slisﬁngchangesrequ&tedbysubmibers.

3.  BAPCO OBLIGATIONS. BAPCO agrees as follows:

(@)  BAPCO shall include one standard listing for each CARRIER subscriber
pet hunting group in BAPCO’s appropriate local alphabetical Directory as published
periodically by BAPCO unless nonlisted or nonpublisbed status is designated by
subscribers. Such listings shall be interfiled with the listings of other local
telephone company subscribers and otherwise published in the manner of such other
listings according to BAPCO's generally applicable publishing policies and standards.
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()  BAPCO shall publish additional listings, forcign listings and other
alphabetical Directory listings of CARRIER subscribers upon their request consistent
with BAPCO’s generally applicable policies in BAPCO’s alphabetical Directories at
BAPCO’s prevailing rates, terms and conditions.

()  BAPCO will distribute its regularly published alphabetical and classified
Directories to local CARRIER subscribers in accordance with BAPCO's prevailing
practices, including delivery following Directory publication and upon establishment of
new CARRIER service, if a current Directory for that geographic area has not previously
‘been provided. Such dcliveries may include separate advertising materials accompanying
the Directories.

(d  BAPCO will include CARRIER customer guide information in its
alphabetical Directories for communities where CARRIER. provides local exchange
telcphone service at the time of publication in accordance with BAPCO’s prevailing
standards for the same. CARRIER will provide information requested by BAPCO for
such purpose on a timely basis.

(&) BAPCO shall make available at no charge to CARRIER or its subscribers
one listing for CARRIER business customers per hunting group in one appropriate
heading in BAPCO’s appropriate local classified directory as published periodicaily by
BAPCO. Such listings shaill be published according to BAPCO’s gencrally applicable
publishing policies and standards.

@ BAPCO agrees to solicit, accept and publish directory advertising from
business subscribers for CARRIER in communities for which BAPCO publishes
classified Dircctories in the same manner and upon substantigily the same terms as it
solicits, accepts and publishes advertising from advertisers who are not CARRIER
subseribers.

4. PUBLISHING POULICIES. BAPCO shall maintain full authority over its
publishing schedules, policies, standards, and practices and over the scope and publishing
schedules of its Directories.

s. INDEMNITY. Each party agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the
other from all damages, claims, suits, losses or expenses, including withont limitation
costs and attorneys fees, to the extent of such party’s relative fault, arising out of or
resulting from any error, omission or act of such party hereunder. CARRIER agrees 1o
limit its liability and that of BAPCO by contract with CARRIER’s subscribers or by tariff
to no more than the cost of service for any errors or omissions in any listings published
hereunder for CARRIER subscribers. Each party shall notify in writing the other
promptly of any claimed crror or omission affecting this paragraph and of any claim or
suit arising hereunder or relating to this Agreement and shall provide reasonable and
timely cooperation in its resolution of the same. Without waiver of any rights hereunder,

ae1rea
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themdemmﬁedpartymayatmexpenseundcnakcttsowndefmemmysmhclamor
suit.

6. IERM. This Agreement shall be cffective on the date of the last signature hereto
for directories issued (or with an effecnve Advertising Billing Date) prior to December
31,1997,

7. ASSIGNMENT. This Agreement shall be binding upon any successors or assigns
of the parties during its Term.

8. RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES. This Agreement does not create any joint
venture, partaership or employment relationship between the parties or their employees,
and the relationship between the parties shall be that of an independent comtractor. There
shall be no intended third party beneficiaries to this Agreement.

9.  NONDISCLOSURE

(8)  During the term of this Agreement it may be necessary for the pasties to
provide each ather with certain information (“Information™) considered to be private or
dissemination 10 anyone cxcept its employees or contractars with a need to know such -
Infonnation in conjunction herewith, except as otherwise suthorized in writing. Al such
Information shall be in writing or other tangible form and clearly marked with a
confidential or proprietary legend. Information conveyed orally shall be designated as
pmpnetmyorwnﬁdcn&alatﬂ:etmeoranhmalmwymmdslﬂbamdmedm
writing within forty-five (45) days.

®) Thepamesmllnotlnveanobhgmwpmmctmypommat
Information which: (1) is made publicly available lawfully by a nonperty to this _
Agreement; (2) is lawfully obtained from any source other than the providing pesty; (3)
is previously known without an obligation to keep it confidential; (4) is released by the.
providing party in writing; or (5) commcncing two (2) years after the termination date of
this Agreement if such Information is not a trade secret under applicable law.

(c)  Each party will make copies of the Information only as necessary for its
mm&hmhmﬁmmmmmnhmmﬂnmm
notices a3 appear on the originals. Each party agrees to use the Information solely in
support of this Agreement and for no other purpose.

10. FOQRCE MAJEURE. Neither party shall be responsible to the other for any delay
or failure to perform hereunder to the extent caused by fire, flood, explosion, was, strike,
riot, embargo, goverrunental requirements, civic or military autbority, act of God, or other
simifar cause beyond its reasonable control. Each party shall use best efforts to notify the
other promptly of any such delay or failure and shall provide reasonable cooperation to
ameliorate the cifects thereof.

QCL3ED
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11, PUBLICITY. Neither party shall disclose the terms of this Agreement nor use the
trade names or trademarks of the other without the prior express written consent of the
other.

12. BEMSENIAIEE.S_AHD_NQTICES

(@  Each party shall name one or more representatives for contacts between
the partics which shall be authorized to act on its behalf. Such representatives may be
changed from time to time upon written notice to the other party.

(b)  Noticcs required by law or under this Agreement shall be given in writing
by hand delivery, certified or registered mail, or by facsimile followed by certified or
registered mail, addressed to the named representatives of the parties with copies to:

If to BAPCO:
Director-LEC/BST Interface
BeliSouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation
Room 270
59 Executive Park South -
Atlanta, GA 30329 -

With Copy to: .
Associate General Counsel

BellSouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation
Room 430 :

59 Executive Park South

Atlanta, GA 30329

' Ifto CARRIER:

13. MISCELLANEOUS. This Agreement represents the entire Agreement between
the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes any previous oral or
written communications, representations, understandings, or agreements with respect

thereto. it may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original.
All prior and contemporancous written or oral agrecments, representations, warranties,
statements, negotiations, and /or understandings by and between the parties, whether

express or implicd, arc superseded, and there are no representations or warranties, either
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oral or written, express or implied, not herein contained. This Agreement shall be
govemed by the laws of the state of Georgia

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the partics have executed this Agreement by their duly
authorized representatives in one Or more counterparts, each of which shall constitute an

original, on the dates set forth below.
BELLSOUTH ADVERTISING & CARRIER:
PUBLISHING CORPORATION

By: By:
Title: Title:
Date: Date:
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EXHIBIT A

° CARRIER Listing Information, Format, Schedule for Provision
® CARRIER Delivery Information, Format, Schedule for Provision
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QPTIONAL PARAGRAPHS

(g) BAPCO will not provide information obtained from CARRIER concerning its
subscribers to other local exchange telephone service providers, except as may be
required in relation to publishing of Directories or as may be permitted by CARRIER for
directory assistance or other purposes.

aciaca




Where Billable Items Appear for Customers

BST Bill AT&T Bill
All items plus the Yellow Pages
total amount appear on BST bill.
White Pages Yeljow Pages White Pages Yellow Pages
~ Residence : Business Residence ' Business
* Foreign Listings | * Foreign Listings All * Foreign Listings ' * Foreign Listings All
* Additional Listings : * Additional Listings * Additional Listings ! * Additional Listings
* Designer Listings ! Advertising * Designer Listings * Adbvertising
. (Bold, Logo, etc.) . (Bold, Logo, etc.)
* Tariff items ‘ BAPCO bill
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BellSouth Advertising & Publishing

Corporation

Call Guide Pages Information
for

Local Exchange Carriers

May 20, 1996
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BellSouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation
Call Guide Pages Information
for

Local Exchange Carriers

General Description

All BeliSouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation (BAPCQ) White Pages directories
published in the nine southeastern states contain Customer Call Guide Pages. The Call
Guide Pages provide information to customers that is considered helpful in
communicating in the local market and aiso information that is required by the state
Public Service Commissions.

The general infonmation areas listed below will appear as appropriate in the Call Guide
Pages .

] Gut ¥ 1

91 1/Emergency Information
Table of contents (Includes information about the cover)
Information about the Publishee(BAPCO)
Establishing phone service(For all Local Exchange Carriers)
Repair Numbers(For All Local Exchange Carriers)
Billing Information(for All Local Exchange Carricrs)
Information for customers with disabilitics
Directory & Operator Services/900 & 976 Services
U. S. Area Codes/Time Zone Maps
Directory Coverage Map/Zip Codes
Local Calling Instructions
Long Distance Calling/Fqual Access/International Calling
International Cailing Codes
Need to Know information(Not an Exhaustive List)
o Call before you dig
o Call Blocking/Blocking calls to area code 900 numbers
o Credit for Loss of Service
o Wiretapping
o Obscene or harrassing calls
o Inside Wiring

LI R B R B BN K BE BN R BE B AR J
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o No telephone sales calls

o Call tracing

o Other utilities
The information listed above is generic for the directory market area. Information that is
provided on the Local Exchange Carriers, Fstablishing Service, Billing and Repair will
be included at no charge where the LEC is licensed to provide service. The LECs must -
have completed, properly executed, and bave on file with BST or BAPCO the following
documents to be eligible for inclusion in the Call Guide Pages:

¢ Interconnection agreement with Bellsouth Telecommunications(BST)
¢ Proof of PSC/PUC Certification

¢ Proof of Tax Exempt status(If Applicable)

¢ Operating Company Number(OCN)

¢ ACNA and CIC code

4 Blanket Letter of Authority (LOA)

Unless on file with BST, the above documents shouid be sent to:

Rook Barretto

Director-LEC Interface

59 Executive Park Drive South
Room 270

Atlanta, GA 30329

Examples of Call Guide Pages

Attached (1) is a series of drait example Call Guide pages of general information. The
gencral information section will contain from 13 to 19 pages providing information on
categories previously lised. The general information section will provide all LECs
telephone numbers for:

® Establishing Service
¢ Repair Services
¢ Billing Services

The LEC telephone numbers to be used for the above areas must be provided by each
local exchange carrier using the attached LEC-Contact Numbers Form(Il). The form
must be returned to the LEC Interface group no later than the Business Office Close
(BOC) date for the directory market involved. All telephone numbers provided by the
LEC for the three categories above must be operational and being answered by the
appropriate service people. )

0C19cy
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Call Guide Pages are available for purchase by all Local Excmge Carriers. Pages must
be purchased in multiples of two pages up to a maximum of six pages. All pages
~ purchased in mulitiples of two will be facing pages.

LEC specific pages will be placed immediately following the general customer
information pages. The sequence of placement of each LEC’s Call Guide Pages will be
based on the contract date of the LEC/BAPCO contract for directory services and receipt
of an agreement to purchase the pages for each specific market.

The Call Guide Pages provide all LECs the opportunity to communicate with their
customers, as well as potential customers, information about their services, how they
operate, and where to call (0 gel these services. These directories are placed in virtually
every residence and business and are available for reference 24 hours per day, 365 days
per year. The directories provide a one-stop source for information for all businesses,
including LEC communications services.

Local Exchange Carrier Specific Pages T

The content of the Customer Call Guide Pages purchased by the LEC will be at their
discretion, bul BAPCO reserves the right as publisher to bave final approval on both the
content and presentation of the materials. In the LEC’s specific section, the carrier may
list, describe and expiain the products and services offered, as well as add to the
information about their customer services described in the generic customer guide pages.
Typical content may include an overview of the company, optional services, and other
information that may assist the cusotmer in doing business with the company .
Attachment ITI provides example pages for a LEC section and Attachment IV provides
possible categories of information the LEC may consider providing.

While “informational advertising™ of services and how to order these services will be
allowed, marketing packages and bundles, specific item pricing, service rates and other
large graphics will not be allowed. The carrier may however refer the customers to the
appropriate Yellow Pages heading to see the carrier advertising, il purchased. Promotion
of products and services in this section will be narrative only in keeping with the integrity
of the Customer Call Guide section. Traditional and large graphic advertising however,

may be purchased through BAPCO in the classified section of the directory at the local
directory advertising rate.
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Regquests for Call Guide Pages by the LECs along with all text and graphics must be
submitted to LEC Intcrface by the Business Office Close date for the directory. Attached
(V) is a copy of the top 10 directories and Business Office Close dates for each. Other
appropriate directory dates will be provided as requested.

Each LEC will be respounsible for providing the specific text information to be included in
the Call Guide Pages. The content must be provided to the LEC Interface in Microsoft
Word version 6.0.1 format.

The Call Guide pages text will be processed by BAPCO Graphics and 2 proof developed.
The proof will be returned to the LEC for approval and changes if needed. If changes are
needed BAPCO Graphics will make the changes and retumn the proofs for approval.

Call Guide Pages Prici

Call Guide Pages pricing will be based on the pricing of pages in the directory for the
market. Examples of Call Guide Pagcs Pricing are as follows:

- Dizcounted
Annual Rates
2Pages 4Pages 6 Pages Distribution
Small Market Book (RockMart, GA) $4,968  $9.936 $14.904 11,130

Mcdium Market Book(Gainesville, FL)  $19,920 $39,840  $59,760 234,999

Large Market Book(Atlanta, GA) $68,712 $137,424 $206,136 1,307,131

Contact LEC Interface for rates of specific markets.

The above guidelines provide basic information and procedures on the Call Guide Pages
section. Detailed proccdures will be provided as required in the near future. Any
questions that arise conceming the Call Guide Section should be referred to:

Rook Barretto

Director-L.LEC Interface

59 Executive Park Dr. S.

Room 270

Atlanta, GA 30329 Tel. 404-982-7105 Qrene4

- atinn il
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May 21, 1996

Suzie Lavett -

BellSouth

Lead Negotiator

Room E36

3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, AL 35243

Dear Suzie:

We are requesting a presentation from BellSouth focused on the Centrex offer, MultiServe and
MultiServe Plus. In the presentation we would like you to address the foliowing areas of interest:

1. Provide Feature/Functionality on the following:

Main Station line definition and NARS definition
Automatic Route Selection

Private Facilities Termination, i.e., T1.5
Signaling options over PF Terminations, i.¢., ANI, Station ID
SMDR options

Customer Control option

DISA option

ACD option

Telephone Number Retention capability
Multiserve Multi Account Service (MMAS)
What features require premise equipment

2. Provide Process Flows on the following:
Ordering and Provisioning
Initial Setup
Subsequent order activity
Maintenance
Number reservation and administration

3. Provide clarification on BellSouth’s position with regard to ESSX and Digital ESSX and the
ability to resell to existing ESSX customers. '

The items listed above are the highlights that we would like covered in a presentation although any
additional information you have to share will also be appreciated. We would like to schedule the
presentation within the next two weeks. Please call me at 404-810-3102 to schedule a day.
Sincerely,

/ﬁzﬂg, bler

cc. Mike Lacy

001912
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BellSouth Interconnection Fax 205 977-8241
South E5I

3535 Colonnade Parkway

Birmingham, Alahama 35243

May 21, 1996

Mr. Christopher Weekley
AT&T - Local Services
1200 Peacthree Street NE
Promanade II Room 12W44
Atlanta, GA 30309

Dear Chris,

As we discussed on the phone, BST does plan to provide unbundled AIN functionality as a
part of our local interconnection offering.

BellSouth plans a phased introduction of third party access to AIN triggers. Within our
phased interconnection architecture, all providers are free to develop any AIN application to
their unique specifications. Stated differently, all competitors will have any equivalent
opportunity to develop new services.

The first phase will allow AT&T to utilize BST’s service development tools to develop
services that would reside within BST’s development platform. With the proper regulatory
clearance, this phase could be available within 60 to 90 days.

The second phase of BellSouth’s Open AIN plan would support the interconnection of third
party databases and/or processors, known as service control points (SCPs), with BellSouth
AIN components. Such access would be supported through utilization of SS7 capabilities
where network signaling traffic is separated from the physical path used to deliver a call. The
availability of this type functionality would depend upon industry demand and network

readiness.

The architecture that AT&T proposes to accomplish this type of interconnection is not
technically feasible today. However, BellSouth continues to work with customers and

vendors to develop the technology necessary to support interconnection of third party SCPs.
Specific development work continues as it relates to the following interconnection

001213




requirements: routing to/from multiple providers, protocol inter-networking, recording/billing,
network security, and user security, performance management, fault management,
protocol/message screening and feature interaction management.

If you would like to discuss this further, please call me at 205-977-1070.

Sincerely, .

Manager - Local Interconnection
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AL, FL, GA,KY, LA, NC, TN
Unbundled Network Elements Cost Studies Summary
5/22/96 Status
Element Status
Network Interface Device Unbundled No Study
Loop
Loop Distribution No Study
Loop Concentrator/ Multiplexer Study Incomplete
Loop Feeder No Study
Loop Combination No Study
Unbundled Loop - Provided

Loop Switching Port Study provided
Local Operator Services Provided 5/21/96
Local Directory Assistance Provided 5/21/96
Common Transport Provided 5/21/96
Dedicated Transport Provided 5/21/96
Digital Crossconnect System No Study
Data Switching Element No Study

Packet Transport Still investigating -

Frame Relay

ATM
557 Message Transfer and Connectiont Provided 5/21/96
Control
Switching Link Transport Provided 5/21/96
SCPs/Databases 800 DataBase Studies provided 5/21/96
Tandem Switching Provided 5/21/96
Advanced Intelligent Provided 5/21/96
Network (AIN)

[ 4
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May 23, 1996

3:15 pm.

Memo To File: AT&T/BellSouth Negotiations

RE: Telephone conversation between Jim Carroll and Scott Schaefer as a result of my
call to Scott.

I told Scott that I wanted to discuss two items with him as a follow on to the negotiation
session yesterday. As we had discussed on the first of May, when we initiated our
weekly negotiation sessions on Total Services Resale, it is not our intent to initiate a letter
writing campaign. It is our intent to maximize communication and understanding in an
attempt to reach agreement as opposed to lobbing missiles back and forth. In short, if
you had not sent me the May 16, 1996 letter on Electronic Interfaces, [ would not have
sent you the May 21, 1996 response, if you had not sent me the May 20, 1996 letter on
Cost, I would not have sent the May 21, 1996 letter on Cost. The May 21, 1996 letteron .
formalizing the data requests in connection with services to be excluded from resale was
after our discussion on May 7 and May 14, 1996 and my understanding was you wanted a
more formal request.

Scott responded by stating that it was hard to say who wrote the first letter. I agreed and
stated that my reference point was our dialogue initiating executive discussions on TSR
the first of May. He said he understood, however, they may need to respond to some
issues in our recent letters. I told him that we would assess them and appropriately
respond.

In connection with Branding, as a follow on to the discussion yesterday, I wanted to
emphasize the importance of this issue to us. I referenced to Scott the May newspaper
article in Florida where BellSouth is providing their technicians and installers new
uniforms in connection with BellSouth’s identification. In fact, BellSouth stated in the
article that, in an increasingly competitive environment, it was important to keep the
company name in front of the customer. 1 toid Scott that this further emphasized how far
apart we were on Branding and that in our opinion, their position was not competitively
neutral and did not meet the requirements of the Federal Act. The generic approach that
that they are proposing when their installers represent AT&T could also be used by their
installers when they represent BellSouth or BellSouth could agree to our position. He
stated he understood our position however, this may be an area where we agree to
disagree. I told him I understand; however, I wanted to make sure he fully understood
our position.

Jim Carroll

ce: A. Mule’ ' ocieis

The Governance Team




May 23, 1996

Suzie Lavett

BeliSouth

Lead Negotiator

Room E56

3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, AL 35243

Dear Suzie:

There are several Custom Calling Services that are not defined in the BellSouth
OLEC Handbook. We would greatly appreciate you providing a service

description, including activation procedures, on each of the following Custom Calling
Services:

Call Forwarding Busy Line

Call Forwarding Don’t Answer

Remote Access - Call Forwarding Varniable
Customer Control of Call Forwarding Busy Line
Customer Control of Call Forwarding Don’t Answer
Flexible Call Forwarding

Calling Waiting Deluxe (CWD)

Please respond with this information by May 31, 1996. If you have any questions,
please call me at 404-810-3102,

Sincerely,
Kﬂ:% Qa"/é-éxu
cc: Mike Lacy

0CL017
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May 23, 1996

Vic Atherton

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
North N3E1

3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, Alabama 35243

Dear Vig,

Below are the action items that resulted from our 5/20 UNE meeting as well as a brief status
as to where we are in the negotiation of the unbundled elements. Please review them

provide me your comments.

Unbundled Negotiations Meeting Minutes

Date: 5/20/96

Place: BellSouth Center, Atlanta Georgia

Participants
Vic Atherton
Nancy Kallus
George Jung
Keith Milner
Jim Pritchett
Eno Landry
Rob McKibben
Pam Tipton

Robert Oakes
Michael Cruz
Wayne Ellison
John Hamman
Chris Weekley
Fred Perrin
Jim Pierson
Sheila Wilson

Ranjit Nandi *
Charles Snyder ®
Neng Wang *

* On conference Call

Title
BST - Technical Negotiator
BST - Infrastructure Planning
BST - Network Planning Provisioning
BST - Strategic Management
BST - Network Operations Staff
BST - BAND Product Support
BST - Network Planning
BST - Collocation

AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Team Leader

AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements

AT&T HQ SME, Unbundled Network Elements

AT&T HQ SME, Unbundied Network Elements
AT&T HQ SME, Unbundled Network Elements
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The following is a status on 13 of the 17 Unbundled Network Elements p.roposed by
AT&T (Loop Combination, Operator Services, DA, and AIN were not discussed):

Network Interface Device (NID)

BST does not agree that the NID is a technically feasible UNE. BST’s loop distribution is
grounded via the NID. With respect to residential services, BST contends that if AT&T
uses only the NID, BST’s loop will not be grounded and therefor will not comply with
the National Electrical Code (NEC). AT&T proposed that installing additional NID
would remedy the grounding problem. BST has not committed to install additional NID.
Awaiting BST business customer position.

Action Item: Keith to find out what manufacturer provides their NIDs

Action Item: Keith to check on NID with respect to business applications.

. Loop Distribution

BST agrees that this element is technically feasible. However, system enhancements or
manual workarounds would be required because current BST systems (TIRKS, FACS) are
designed to service the entire loop and not subloop elements.

Loop Concentration/Multiplexer

BST agrees that this element is technically feasible only in non-integrated Digital Loop
Carriers (DLCs),but that system enhancements or workarounds may be required. BST
does not agree that this element, when used in integrated DLCs is technically feasible.
Further discussions to take place on integrated system DLCs..

Loop Feeder

This element is still under study by BST. BST has indicated that this element is probably
technically feasible. BST to provide position by 5/28.

Action Item: Keith to provide answer on Loop Feeder element to Chris by 5/28.
Loop Combination

Not discussed

Local Switching

001929




BST agrees that it is technically feasible to unbundie. BST indicates that routing calls to
AT&T platforms (Operator Services, DA, 911) are not possible because of possible line
class code (LCC) exhaust. AT&T requested BST to provide type of switches, quantities,
# of LCC equipped, and # LCC available to determine if a problem exists, and if so, to
what extent. BST response due by 5/24.

Action Item: Fred to clarify if AT&T wants Customer Control of Business/Centrex.

Action Item: Vic to talk to Beth or Suzie Lavette about switch technology within BST,
capability of line class, how muck BST using now vs. to be used by new competitors.

Action Item: Fred is to clarify “soft dial tone” under this category.

Action Item: BST to provide types of local switches deployed, quantity of switches,
Line Clasy Codes equipped, LCC available. BST to provide an estimate of how many
Line Class Codes to be used by a new entrant. Also provide an estimate of how many
new entrants.

Action Item: Vic will clarify DS3 and Recording AMA/Announcements.

Local Operator Services

Not discussed at this meeting

Local Directory Assistance

Not discussed at this meeting

Common Transport

Vic Atherton (BST) agreed that this UNE is technically feasible but needed concurrence
from BST SME (Jane Raulerson). Additionally, current BST pricing bundles switching
and transport.

Action Item: Vic check with Jane Raulerson and provide Robert with status on this
element Tuesday 5/28

10. Dedicated Transport

Vic Atherton agreed that this UNE is technically feasible. In addition, BST has indicated
that LCC exhaust may be a roadblock (same issue as Op Svcs and DA).

QCLi92zo




11. Digital Cross-Connect System

BST agreed that this element is technically feasible. Additional investment by BST will be
required to meet customer Network Management requirements.

12. Data Switching Element
BST agrees that this is a technically feasible UNE. BST agrees to all of AT&T's
requirements with the exception of real-time access to performance monitoring and test
equipment. Requires additional BST investment to meet all requirements.
13. SS7 Message Transfer and Connection Control
BST agrees that this UNE is technically feasible with the exception transient signals.
14. Signaling Link Transport
BST agrees that this UNE is technically feasible.

15, SCPs/Databases

BST that this UNE is technically feasible with the exception of providing detailed tracking
of usage.

Action Item: Sheila will call Jane Raulerson to discuss this element further and
provide clarification of above.

16. Tandem Switching

BST agrees that this UNE is technically feasible. The AIN requirement of this UNE has
been deferred for specific AIN negotiations.

17. AIN Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN)

No negotiations on this item have occurred. AT&T received BST written response on
5/22. It appears that further developments are required in order to meet AT&T
requirements. AT&T is reviewing BST letter and will set up meeting.

Next meeting on unbundled elements - 5/28/96 ... perhaps at AT&T location.
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May 23, 1996

Sue Ray

AT&T Local Service Negotiator
Room 12N04

Promenade 11

1200 Peachtree St. NE

Atlanta, GA 30309

Dear Sue:

In reference to the action items from our May 15 billing meeting and Diskette Analyzer
Bill demonstration, below are the BST responses:

The requested cross boundary list is attached. This list is current as of this date but may

not be 100% accurate at the time billing is established. The column listing the processing
site indicates where the exchange is billed.

BST does not currently have the reporting capability to meet AT&T’s request for Master
Billing Account Number level reports with the Diskette Analyzer Bill (DAB). No
enhancement is currently funded to handle this request. Mer had also asked if BST would
be willing to sell DAB to other LECs so AT&T could possibly have uniformity in
processing. BST will entertain any requests from other LECs to purchase this software.

Regarding AT&T’s biliing certification requirements, AT&T’s resale billing account will
be held to the same quality controls and measurements as BST’s end user accounts.
Besides system edits, a quality assurance bill verification process exists as well as
numerous measures of error rates and timeliness. BellSouth believes that discussions of
unique AT&T billing controls and measurements in the resale environment are premature
until such time as the processes are fully established.

AT&T has stated they require BST to move toward industry standard guidelines
(CABS/SABR) and provide a plan for doing so by year-end, 1996. BST’s position is that
no industry standard for CABS in the resale environment has been established. When an
industry standard is defined, BST will work with AT&T and other resale customers to
determine what is appropriate for this market at that time .

Please let me know if there are any other items that need to be addressed.

Sincerely,

&;‘LM
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Usage Control - Cross Boundary Sites

i

Clear Springs (205 29 AL 2
Francisco 205448 | 29 AL TN TN { 9
Francisco 205-Z35 1 AL N TN | 9 0
Fruithurst 205-579 22 AL GA GA | 3 278
Melvin (205) 334-771 16 AL MS MS | 6 35
{Metvin (205) 334-Z12| 1 AL MS MS | 6 0
Oakland (205) 334082 17 AL GA GA I 3 90
Ranburma 205-568 2 AL GA GA 3 770
Velo 205-765 1 AL TN TN | 9
Century 904-256 | 26 FL AL TFL ] 2 |
Century 904-MO7 7 FL__ AL FL | 2 0
904-208 [ 4 FL AL FL 1 2 0
: 706-49 18 GA TN TN} 9
Rossville 706-630 1 GA N TN | 9
Rossville 706-820 { 17 GA TN | TN] 9
|Rossville 706-858 22 GA TN TN 9
Rossville 706-861 1 GA TN TN 9
Rossville 706-866 | 23 GA N TN | 8
Rossviile 706-891 17 GA TN TN ] S8
~~. [Roswvlle 706-M0O1 14 GA TN iN | 9 1
Rossville 706M10| 10 GA TN TN | 9 45
Rosswille 706-M11 11 GA TN | IN| 8 1
Rossville 706-M13 1 GA N IN | 9 8
[Rossvile 706M14] 2 GA TN TN 8 2
Rossville 706-M15] 20 GA TN TN | 9 2
Rossville 706-M18] 16 GA N TN | 9 1
Rossville 706-M17 17 GA TN TN 8 1
Rossville 706-M1B{ 13 GA TN TN | 9 1
Rossviile 706-M21 | - 1 GA TN | INT 8 4
Rossville 706-M23| 23 GA TN TN]| 9 1
Rossville 706-M6] 28 GA N TN ]| 8 1
Rossville 706-M30 8 GA TN TN | 9 1
Roesville 706-M32| 22 GA N TN | 9 8
Rossville 708-M3S| 22 GA ™ TN | @ 64
Rossville 706-M45] 28 GA TN TN ] 8§ 1
Rossville 706M53] 22 GA TN TN] 9 1
Rossville 706-Mo4 | 22 GA TN TN | 9 29
Rossville 7 29 _ GA IN_ | IN| 9 8
Rossvitle 706-Z35 1 GA TN iN | 9 8
Tennga 706328 [ 14 GA TN iN| 9
Georgetown 912334 | 26 GA AL AL | 1 | 1,030
Georgetown 912-M00 7 GA AL AL 1 1
Georgetown 912.M07| 7 _GA. AL AL 1 0
: [ 912M08 7 GA AL AL | 1 0
9122051 1 GA AL ALt 1 [
N
Bessie Bend 502 11 KY ™ TN | 9
Jollico 606-786 | 14 KY TN IN| 9
Jordan KY TN []

# Cust column
0 = no customers
Blank = unknown

Note: Access the
CO Database

from the Processing
State/CO Database
Site column.

Assign State Vaiue by

refering to the
Taiiff State and

State Value columns.

{Fiorida & Tenn.
are excsplions)

A

*




LA MS MS | 6
Detlta 318228 | 1 [A MS MS | 6 0
Oyska 504548 | 11 A MS MS | 6 3
— [P 5045311 26 [A MS MS | 6 10
Pearlington 504-253 1 LA MS MS 6 0
North Comor 504874 | 25 LA MS MS | B 8
Cross Roads 601-772 | 10 MS LA tA | 5 400
Memphis 601342 | 28 MS TN _ | TN | 9
Memphis 601-349| 28 MS ™ T™ | O
Memphis 601383 ] 23 MS N ™ | 9
Memphis 601-781 | 26 MS ™ TN | 9
Memphis 601-MO1 1 MS TN TN g 5
Memphis 601-M02| 2 MS ™™ TN | 9 3
Memphis 601-MO4 | 4 MS TN TN | 9 1
Memphis 601-M10| 23 MS ™ TN | 9 149
Memphis 601Mi2]| 25 MS TN TNT 9 6
Memphic €01 M7 | 11 MS TIN__ | IN1 9 1
Memphis 601-Mi8| 17 MS TN TN | 9 1
Memphis 60T-MI9] 7 MS N TN]| 9 2|
Memphis 601-M20| 20 MS ™ TN 9 5
Memphis GOTM23| 22 MS TN TN | 9 5
Memphis 601-M30| 28 MS TN TN | © 1
Memphis GOI-M37T| 18 MS TN TN | 9 1
Memphis 60T-M40] 10 MS TN TN | © 1
Memphis 601-M48 MS IN_| IN| 9 0
Memphis 601 Ma9] 13 MS TN_ | IN| 9 1
Memphis 60f-M75| 29 MS TN TN | 9 33
[Memphis 601-Z10| 1 MS__ TN IN| © 19
~—{Michigan City so1-768 | 17 MS IN TN | 8
Mk Pleasant 601-851 8 MS ™ TN | 9 ]
[Red Bay 601676 4 MS AL AL [ 1 452
:South Moscow 601-778 14 MS ™ IN| 9 .
Tanner-Willkams | 801841 { 10 WS AL AL | 1 74
19 TN _|[TN| 8 |
20 _SC SC | 8 172
2 ™ TN | 9
22 ™ KY TN | 8
26 _TN KY N 9
1 TN KY IN| 8
7 TN KY | IN{ 9
19 —_IN ™S TN | ®
26 TN KY TN | 8
§. Fulton 90T M01| 20 N KY TN] 8 1
S. Fulion S01-M58] 17 N Ky TN | © 4
$_Fulton 901MB3| 26 ™ KY TN | © 4
S, Fulton 901-Z40] 1 _N KY | TN | 9 a
5. Fuiton 901479 | 11 ™ KY | IN| 9
3. Guthrie 615485 10 1IN KY TN | 9
3.0skGrove | 615431 | 2 N KY | IN| 9
5.0akGrove  |615-MOV| 7 N KY | IN| 9 1
5. Oak Grove 615-MB4{ 26 TN KY N ] ® 0
~Antloch (803) |864-036] 14 SC NC NC | 7 427
1l Croek 803962) 4 sC NC NC | 7 20
Jewionville 803265 | 28 SC NC NC | 7 149
lowland 803-262| 1 §C NC NC | 7 1




Voice Mail from Suzie Lavett to Neil Brown on Thursday, 5/23/96 at 12:12 PM:

Neil, this is Suzie Lavett. Your Point person on cost studies is going to be Reg Stark here
in Atlanta. His number is 404-529-6762. He is a director who works in the same
department as Frank Kolb. He and his people are the ones that talk about service specific
cost studies. Frank will be pulled in at times to discuss the methodology and all I’'m sure,
but Reg is going to overall do the coordination and he has had an additional resource,
another director loaned to the effort who wiil help him with a lot of the logistics. He
won’t be negotiating but he will be helping behind the scenes to help facilitate moving
things along. If you run into any road blocks, call me. Jim Anderson is Reg’s AVP but
that is the same person that Frank works with.

Do call me if you run into any problems . You can always call Mary Jo (you've got her
number) if you have trouble running anyone down or Frank and let him know you are
having trouble getting in touch with Reg. I don’t think you will have any problems. I
talked with Jim just a few minutes ago and he will be meeting with Reg tomorrow but he
will be sure that the processes that Reg understands the process and his involvement, so
let me know if you run into any roadblocks.

Telephone Conversation: Neil Brown and Mike Guedel of AT&T called Reg Stark
of BellSouth on Friday, 5/24/96 at 10:05 AM:

Neil and Mike said “Hello” and exchanged pleasantries. Then Neil told Reg that he and
Mike would like to meet with him today and asked Reg if he had been notified that he
was our contact. :

Reg responded that he had very little time because he had to get to the air port to catch an
11:00 AM flight. He said he had received a voice mail message from Suzie that he
would be our primary contact,

I told Reg that our objective for the call had been two-fold:

1. Arrange for Mike and me to meet with him this afternoon to talk about the
Avoidable Cost studies.

2. Make certain that he was aware that AT&T expects to the data responses to the
questions given by Wayne Ellison to Frank Kolb.

Reg said that he was not involved with doing the cost studies, that he was on the
periphery of that work.

I told Reg we could not tolerate any delays, that we needed direct access to the real
experts, but that he would be welcome to attend if that is what BellSouth wanted. I asked

001925
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who did the studies, and Reg responded that Frank Kolb did the Avoidable Cost studies
and that Steve Mitchell did the UNE cost studies.

I told Reg that we would be happy to deal directly with Frank and Steve, or go through
him if that could be done with no delay, but I reiterated that we must have direct access to
knowledgeable experts who have the substantive knowledge. I further said that we would
be happy to go to Birmingham to meet with the real experts at the site of their relevant
materials.

Reg said that he needed to talk with Suzie Lavett to find out how she wanted to handie
this and that he would get back to me.

I asked Reg if he knew where BellSouth stood on the delivery of promised material from
Frank Kolb to Wayne Ellison by today. He responded that he knew that Frank had been
in Atlanta earlier this week and that the material had been delivered to BellSouth’s
lawyers. Reg said he would check on the status and get back to us.

I asked Reg to leave Mike Guedel or me a voice maii today and told him that we wanted
to meet with the Avoidable Cost experts today or ASAP next week and wanted to meet
with the UNE experts as soon as we had received the promised data responses and had
time to review them.

Reg said he would get back to me as soon as possible.

Meeting with Suzie Lavett on Friday, 5/24/96, at 11:00 AM:
I was meeting with Suzy Lavett and others on other matters and took the opportunity to
tell her that Mike Guedel and I had spoken with Reg Stark. I shared the gist of the above

conversation with Suzie. I asked her to make expeditious contact with Reg and establish
direct contact for us with the real experts.

001923
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Room 12W4$
Cindy Clark Promenade 1
Local Services Negotiator 1200 Peachtree St,NE
Allanta, GA 30309
404-210-3119

May 23,1996

Suzie Lavett

BellSouth

Room E5G

3535 Colonnade Parkway

Birmingham, AT, 35243 Fax Delivery (404)420-0031

Suzie,

On May 22, you conveyed to the Core Team that in your opinion, the 5/22/96 meeting to discuss
ordeting and provisioning of Unbundled Network Elements was a waste of time because BellSouth
had to “train” AT&T participants on the Unbundled Network Elements. As I indicated during the
meeting, I do not agree with your assessment. In fact, I was surprised by that characterization of the
meeting because of the positive comments made by some BellSouth team members after the session.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the ordering of unbundled network elements. In fact the
agenda prepared by BellSouth says precisely that. Any confusion that may have resulted stemmed
from BellSouth’s insistence on discussing the functionality of the elements rather than the ordering
process. You are well aware that the functionality of the elements is being discussed by the subject
matter experts in another forum.

The templates I provided describe AT&T’s total proposal for ordering all unbundled elements under
negotiation. BellSouth was supposed to bring a similar proposal for the port and loop elements. Since
BellSouth did not bring a proposal to the table, continuing with the planned gap analysis discussion
would have been difficult. Additionally, it was clear that you were unaware that BST has committed
to move forward to implement EDI as the interface for ordering unbundled elements. Please refer to
Mr. Schaefer’s letter to Mr. Carroll dated April 30, 1996, for clarification.

After you left, our teams spent two hours discussing AT&T’s ordering format for a Loop and a Loop
and Switching combination. I do appreciate that the BellSouth team then became engaged in the
discussion. BellSouth’s diagram of your current loop and loop/switching combination architecture
helped to pictorially relate BellSouth’s architecture to AT&T’s ordering template. This type
information exchange, (which you described as training) is not only productive and a necessary part
of the negotiations process, it is time well spent.
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I hope I have addressed your concern about the use of our time and resources. Please let me reassure
you that AT&T shares your concern, and we are looking forward to continuing our work to reach
agreement. If you have other concerns, please feel free to call me.

M&m

Cindy Clark

oC

-
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Lo \ 1O
May 23, 1996

Preston Foster
Mason Fawzi
Greg Foliensbee
Sy__!yia Anderson
Réy Cfafton
Team,

Attached is the “EDI Project Timeiine Milestones.” Please call me or Jay if you have questions or
concems. i

Thanks,
Pam ' 5

Aftached

cc. Jay Bradbury (letter only)
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PROJECT TIMELINE MILESTONES
File: edi_time.doc 5/17/96

MILESTONE STARY END  RESP

1.0 PHASE 1 SERVICES
TOTAL SERVICES RESALE - 1FR, 1FB, PBX
INCLUDING EDI TRANSACTIONS 850, 855,
860, 864(7), 865, AND 997

TASKS
1.1 Define EDI process fiow from existing
(BellSouth Ordering Guidelines)
fax process ( compare EDI and OBF) §5/17/96 5/21/96 Craig
1.1.a document gaps, mismatches
(where EDI can't be mapped)

1.2. AT&T review existing process 5/17/38 5/21/96 E. Frohse
1.2.a. document changes
1.3 Define services to be included 5/17/96 5/21/96 Bradbury -
1.4 Include all service order request types 5/17196 5/21196 Craig
1.5 Exchange data 5/22/98 5/22/96 Team
1.5.a Joint conference call to discuss
gaps -8.30- 11:30 COT 5/23/96 5/23/98 Higdon/
Bradbury
1.8 Conference call regarding transaction set
850 issues. $/20/96 5/20/38 Wallace/
Britton
1.6.a Prepare Crs{change requests)  5/21/96 5/28/96 Watliace/
. Britton
1.6.0 Review, finalize and submit Crs 5/29/96 5/28/98 Wallace/
- Britton

2.0 DEFINE LANGUAGE USOC VS ENGLISH

- TASKS
2.1 Decision to be made regarding the
language to be used for receiving
requests from AT&T. 5/15/96 5/24/968  Wiicaw/Britton
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MILESTONE

3.0 FINALIZE THE DATA REQUIREMENTS
AND LOGICAL MAPPING FOR PHASE 1

STARY

TASKS
3.1 Define/document BST service order
data elements
3.2 Define/document AT&T reverse
feed requirermnents
3.3 AT&T to send revised document
(includes ail agreed upon ED!
transactions)
3.3.a Compiete review document
3.4 Joint data modeling/logical mapping
ED! SME to EDI SME-B'ham
3.4.2 BST to est logistics for meeting
3.5 Develop test plan

S/17/96
5/17/196

6/3/96
5/17/86
6/3/96
3.6 Sign-off on technical specifications 6/7/98
(this date estabiishes change control)

4.0 PHYSICAL MAPPING

TASKS -
4.1 EDI coding into translation software
(formatting, conversion, input/output
files) BST & ATAT
4.2 EDI internal testing (BST & AT&T)

 §/10/98
6/10/96

Note: The above functions are taking
Pl:.lce in each company, but not

jointly.
AT&T has two dependencies associated
with this milestone before AT&T can
establish dates.

1. Resource allocation

2. Hardware in-place

5/28/96
5/28/96
5/29/96
5/31/96

6/7/96
5/17/96

. B/7/98

6/7/96

6/28/96
6/28/96

Craig

Britton

Beechwood
€D Teamn

BST & ATAT
Wallace
BST/AT&T
ED! team
EDI teams &
Higdon/
Bradbury

EDI Team
ED! Team
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MILESTONE START  END

5.0 CODING FROM EDI! TRANSLATOR
TO INTERNAL OSSs

TASKS
5.1 Begin coding 7/1/96
(includes internal testing

6.0 PHYSICAL COMMUNICATIONS

TASKS
6.1 AT&T determine direct connect options  5/17/96
for event driven.
6.2 Order additional circuits by 6/14 (if approp)
6.3 Back-up link

7.0 JOINT TESTING

TASKS
- 7.1 Connectivity testing 7/01/96
(Dependency on Milestone € new circuits
not needed)

7.2 Develop test cases ' 7/08/96
7.3 Syntax testing (i.e., testing the

standards) 7115198

- 7.4 End to End testing 8/13/96

7.5 Sign-off on user acceptance testing 8/28/96

NOTE: Begin production tria) 9/03/98
AT&T site to be detemmined

8/12/96

S5/24/96

TH3/98

7/12/98

7/19/96
8/27/98
8/28/96

BST-IT/AT&T

Britton

Britton/Coe
Britton

- 001922




MILESTONE START
8.0 PRODUCTION

TASKS .
8.1 Trial site ( one site) . 9/03/96
8.2 Ramp up (remaining sites) or

additional volume 10/01/96
8.3 Full Entry 11/01/96

9.0 PLANNING MEETING FOR PHASE 2
END OF YEAR DELIVERY

TASKS
9.1 Meeting scheduled 7/8/96
9.1.a Logistics scheduled by BST 5/17/96
9.2 Services targeted for 12/96 1/8196
* Multi-Serv
*Private Line
*AIN
‘ISDN
9.3 Processes to be completed by 10/96 718196
*JIA
*Recovery
“Error Resolution
*Change Control

END

9/30/96

10/31/96
On-going

1/9/96
S/17/96
12/31/96

10/31/96

RESP

Wallace

NOTE: Weekly status calls will be scheduied for length of project. Beginning

6/3/98.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Telecommunications. Inc. 615 214-6520

Charles L. Howorth, Je,
Suite 2104 Fax 615 214-8858 Regtll'hry Vice Retzident
333 Commerce Sweet (=2 =
Nashville, Tennessee 37201-3300 "(.'3 C 3 4m
T = [
S. = =g
=< N = _
May 23, 1996 me W 2%
c 5
| et [ I
Z-.
04 33 2 cc,-_-,
m - =r
am @ ¥3
Mr.Eddie Roberson = LS
Executive Director
Tennessee Public Service Commission |
460 James Robertson Parkway

Nashville, TN 37201-3300

n =

Re:  Approval of the Interconnection Agreement Negotiated by BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth™) and NEXTLINK Tennessee LLC

(“NEXTLINK”) pursuaat to Sections 251 and 252 of the Telecommunications Act of
1996 '

Dear Mr. Roberson:

Pursuant to section 252(e) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, BellSouth and
NEXTLINK are submitting to the Tennessee Public Service Commission their negotiated
agreement for the interconnection of their networks, the unbundling of specific network
elements requested by NEXTLINK and the resale of BellSouth telecommunications services to

NEXTLINK. The agreement was negotiated pursuant to sections 251 and 252 of the Act and
contains the following items:

—-the agreement provides for interconnection of the facilities and equipment of the two
companies in accordance with sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(2) of the Act;

—the agreement provides for the provision of the unbundled network elements requested by

NEXTLINK in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1) of the
Act;

--the agreement provides for nondiscriminatory access to the poles, ducts, conduits, and

rights of way owned or controlled by BellSouth for NEXTLINK in accordance with section
224 of the Act;

--the agreement contains a commitment to continue to negotiate the rates, terms and
conditions regarding the provision of the local loop, local transport and local switching;
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—~the agreement provides for the provision by BellSouth of access to 911 and E911 services
for NEXTLINK;

--the agreement provides for the provision by BeliSouth of access to directory assistance
services for NEXTLINK as well as an agreement to further negotiate rates, terms and
conditions for the provision of operator call completion services on a branded or unbranded

basis via a live or automated operator system dependent on the nature of the transaction
provided;

~—the agreement provides for the offering of busy-line verification and emergency interrupt
services by each company to the other pursuant to tariff,

--the agreement authorizes inclusion of NEXTLINK customers’ listings in the BeliSouth
white pages directory;

—the agreement requires BellSouth to provide to NEXTLINK a sufficient quantity of

numbering resources for the period of time BellSouth is the North American Numbering Plan
administrator;

—the agreement provides for NEXTLINK access to BellSouth’s databases and associated
signaling necessary for call routing and completion including 800 database and Line
Information Database (“LIDB”) access, CLASS interoperability and use of BellSouth’s
signaling network with both A-link and B-link connectivity. Access to BellSouth’s LIDB will
be at terms and conditions to be negotiated between the parties;

--the agreement provides for reciprocal number portability through remote call forwarding;

—the agreement defines local interconnection to include local dialing parity in accordance
with section 251(b)(3) of the Act;

—the agreement pi'ovides for reciprocal compensation arrangements in accordance with the
requirements of section 252(d)(2); and

—the agreement authorizes NEXTLINK to purchase telecommunications services from
BeliSouth for purposes of resale at discounts that reflect the costs avoided by BellSouth
through wholesale arrangements. The parties will continue to negotiate the specific terms and
conditions of the resale arrangement.
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The parties have agreed that, to the extent items are included within the agreement negotiated
by the parties, BeliSouth has met the checklist requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B) of the Act.

Pursuant to section 252(e) of the Act, the Commission is charged with approving or rejecting
the negotiated agreemeat between BellSouth and NEXTLINK within 90 days of its
submission. BellSouth and NEXTLINK agree that this agreement or any portion of the
agreement does not discriminate against a telecommunications carrier not a party to the
agreement and that the implementation of the agreement or any portion of the agreement is
consistent with the public interest, convenience and necessity. Both parties urge the immediate
approval of this agreement.

Lastly, BeliSouth and NEXTLINK are anxious to begin implementation of this Agreement and
to hasten the benefits that Tennessee consumers will receive as a result of interconnection
between the parties. To that end, BellSouth and NEXTLINK have agreed to execute an
interim agreement that incorporates the terms and conditions of the interconnection agreement
submitted to the Commission. The interim agreement would allow NEXTLINK to begin
operations in Tennessee during the pendency of approval process before the Commission. The
parties therefore respectfully request the Commission’s expedited approval of this interim
agreement.

Very truly yours,

LPlense (I
Charles L.. Howorth, Jr.

Vice President, Regulatory
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

)
Dana Brown

Director, Regulatory & Governmental Affairs
NextLink Tennessee LLC, Ine.

acs
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INTERIM AGRS BETWEEN
BELI SOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND NEXT LINK,

no

i

3H1Aﬂ.
9¢ 6 WY €2 Al 86,

OEIHIO

THIS AGREEMENT is by and bhm BellSouﬂl
Telecommunications, Inc., (“BellSouth or Com , a Georgia €0 ora@
and NEX Tounessee LLC,

, a Limited
Company end shall be deemad effectivei a1 of t-a' I 1996

WHOJ 3213H3S
21178Nnd ‘i) 3.03Y

wrmsj#m

WHEREAS, BellSouth is a local qcht.nge telecommunications company
authorized to provide telocommunications services in the State of Tenncsses; and

WHEREAS, NEXTLINK is an dtqmauvc local exchange telecommunications

company sutherized to provide tclecommmcanons services in the State of Tennessee;
and

WHEREAS NEXTLINK and Bdl$outh have negotiated and executed xn

interconnection, unbundlmg and resale g‘sreemem pursuant to the Telecommunications
Act of 1996, (the “Act™); and |

— WHEREAS, WMMSMWWPMtomeMmd

ag;cement to the Tennessce Public Sm Commission (“Commission™) for approval:
an

WHEREAS, because of the need wﬁalnm: NEXTLINK 'z entry into the Jocal
telecommunications market and to further the benefits for consumers of intercommection
between the parties, NEXTLINK and BéliSouth desire to interconnect on an interim
basis while approval is pending before th: Commission;

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in cahndermon of the mutual premises and

conditions contained in the recitals above u\d provisions below, the parties agreed as
follows: .

1. The parties agree that pendu'[g the approval by the Commission of the
Agreement Regarding Intsrconnection, U ling and Resale (the “Agreement™)
execyuted on M\ / _, 195¢ , they shall interconnect, exchange traffic and
purchase services frém each other pursuant to the rates, terms and conditions set forth in

the Agresment. Said Agreemam s llw:had.herato as Exhibit I, and by this reference N
incorporated herein, _

.t

2. The partics agres that they s{pll both advocate to the Commission the
approvsl of the Agreament s guickly as possible and shall make al) reasonzble efforts to
- provide the Commissian with whatever :uﬁpenr. relevant information necessary to
expedite the Agreement’s approval,
1
3. Should the Commissicn denjr:‘,appm\ral of the Agreement, the parties agree
— to mutuslly determine the approptiatejudici_i![ or administrative efforts necessary ta gain

QCi9c9
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approval of s1id Agreemear. If it iz mutsally determined that the Agreement must be
renegotiated to gain approval by the Commiission, the parties sgree 2o do so cn an
expedited basis. Pending any judicial or adininistrative efforts, or any renegotiation
petiod, this Interim Agroament shall continge in full force and effect unless specifically
directed otherwise by the Commission. : .

4. Within 3 business days of the execution of this Intcrim Agreement, the
parties will begin immediate development of the mutually agresable schedule for
implementation of this Interim Agreement. 'The schedule will be attached as an addendum

- of this Interim Agreement and by this refergnce incorporated herein.

5. In the event an appropriate regulatory xgency or judicial body erders or
directs BeliSouth or NEXTLINK to provide any substantive portian of this Interim
Agreement in a way different than that provided for herein, the parties agree to implement
12id order 10 that the parties can incorporate the arder on the same day that the order
becomes effective. The parties sgree that sich action shall take place only after afl
administrative and judicial remedies have 5;11 exhausted.

In the event BellSouth executes an iiterconnection, unbundling end resale
sgreement with any other Jocal exchange calrier, the parties agree that NEXTLINK shall >
be eligible to supersede this Interin Agreedient with the identical rates, terms and
— conditions containad in the BellSouth sgreéinent with the other local exchange carrier, If
NEXTLINK chooscs ta adopt another agreément in its entirety, the parties agree that the
cfTective day shall be the date the agreement is approved by the Commission.

In the event BellSouth files and recejves approval for s teriff offering to provide
any substentive service of this Interim Agradment in & way differeat than that provided for
herein, the partics agree that NEXTLINK sHall be eligible for subscription to said service
at the rates, terms and canditions contained jn the tariff The parties agree that such
eligibility shall be as of the effective date of the tanff.

6. This Agreement shall cxpamqmd be of no further force and effact as of the
date of the spproval of the Interirn Agrumfi'n by the Commission.

|
IN WITNESS WHEREOF. this Agréement has been executed 25 of the [ *=

dayof_fMbuf 1996,bythe undegsigned representatives for the partics hereto.

NEXTLINK, Inc. : BellSouth Telecommunications, Tnc,
\ _

By: \\ : . 'By M L- [md‘r

| Authorized Representative _— ; Authorized Representative
g 1 : . R -—
\/:pe P/?J\ 'KG‘:MA—T—‘ Vies ?M—-\‘J"'T ﬂ.la“,{‘.h,\_,_]_ | st

\
Iy 50/(
=P 1336, 199¢ 001940
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ADDENDUM

SCHEDULE OF IMPLEMENTATION
5/27/96 Provide service capability from NEXTLINK to BellSouth Telecommunications
5/31/96 Provide service capability from BellSouth Telecommunications to NEXTLINK
6/10/96 Complete manual test calls from each BellSouth switch to NEXTLINK; begin

exchange of live traffic no later than this date

6/25/96 Complete all service routing and billing testing

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Addendum to the Interim Agreement Between BellSopth
Telecommunications, Inc. and NEXTLINK, L.L.C,, has been executed as the tlus2_7L day of May, 1996,
by the undersigned representatives for the parties hereto.

NEXTLINK, L.L.C. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

By: CUM/W

Vice President Regulatory, Tennessee
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Telecommunicstions, Inc.. ("BellSouth®), a Gaorg:u corporation and M Tenneates
LLC, ("NEXTLINK*),  Limited Liskility cm_-t-pmy.

The undersigned parties memmngmtpduseom;mhmve Agxeemmtpmnnttothe
sections 251 mnd 252 of the Telecommunicatiohs Act of 1996, (the “Act™, ta svoid the

uncertainty and expense of litigation, m:!uding'l‘eumm Public Service Commission dackets

Exchange Teleghons Companics and No, 94-00184, In Re: Progosed Rule for the Begulatian of
Local Telecommunications Providers lndforﬂlermzpom of facilitating the introduction of local
exchange competition on an cxpedited basis. lm the intention of the undersigned parties that
this comprebensive Agreement remaic {n effect Far tw years beginning April 15, 1996. The
undersigned parties understand that ag expcnmc;e is gained in the marketplace, it may become

apparcyt that prices, terms and conditions, clher'ﬂun those set forth in this agreement for
purpases of introducing competiticn, may be mqre eppropriats to suppert the cantinued
development of competition upon the a:pnmmef this agreement. The parties intend for this
Agreement 1 establish the interim prices, tr.mu condmons und mechanisms necessary to
facilitate the introduction af local exchange :om?etxtlon. as required by the Act. This Agreement
will dispase of &/l known cutstanding issucs in tl’ac eforementionied dockets as said issues related

to obligations of the undersigned partics.
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A, Local Intercoanection '

Afier extensive negotiations, the unddmzn:d partios have agreed to the following interim

prices, terms and condidons fer mtmnmqn and the exchange of traffic thraugh April 14,
1995. :

1. "Local interconnection” is defined is including the delivery of lacal traffic to be
mmmmhm@mygbqf_m:kudmm of eithar party have the
ability 1o reach customers of the oﬂ-é_q-pany. without the use of any access code or
substantial delay in the processing 'dtfthe call, the LEC unbundled network clements,
features, functions and capsbilities qoummd in Attachment D , and temperary
telephone number portability. Wh:te the partdes have endeavared in good faith to

o resolve the {ssues relating to local WOm ti:c parties recognize tharthgy are
unable to foresee and account fore@_é_:qiawatln!my arise as this Agreement is
implermented. mu.mmemu&memmmmmfmm
interconnection are not specifically cstnbhshnd berein, the additional prices, terms md
conditions ghall be establighed pumhnuo negotiation or set by the commission, upon
request of cither party. 1

2. The delivery of Jocal Mcbﬂmmm BellSouth shall be reciprocal

xnd compensation will be mwual, The partics wil pay each other BellSauth's
intrastate tarminagting switched mntcdmnineﬂ‘st. exclusive of the Residual
Interconnection Charge and CommagCarrier Line clements of the switched access

rate, on apcrminmofmebuilfwwlocd traffic on cach ather's netwark.
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Exmpluofd:ucm:demm-;@dpﬁmmidenﬁﬂedonAmAwﬂchis
mmmmhmmwﬂm.gi;fithmmuywm&emmmﬁwm
Mﬁﬁ&m:&ﬁ%ﬂﬁcmmmmwm«
m@mmmm@elmmmmm-ﬁmm.mmby
fmgoinzwmpmlﬁcnhthafor%ot’ushwouhequivdem.

3. Inmdatmmiﬁgamthepowuﬁda;%meinputoudﬂaﬂpaﬂythatmjghtm
Bew.l.lcnfmimbdmceoftuminiiﬁngloulhfﬁcm&cpuﬁﬂ,andbmﬂect
the fuct that terminating costs arc sssociated with peak period demand, neither party
mumquccwﬁ@?m&rmmupmmw&u
pczunt(los%)ofth:bhlnﬁmtéﬁnfmotﬂwpmﬁthﬁzclmaminumofuse :
in the same mooth. msuplhdléisplywthntou!locﬁlminanfusecdaddcdon
a company-wide basis in the Stats qf Tennocssee. For example, ifin ¢ given month
BeﬂSnu&hleMOmmofbé:&mﬁcmhahdmmm;hm
menmkmammkasooommdlou]mﬂicmum
BellSouth's local exchange mwk,hmxn.mx would be required to compensate
BellSouth for focal mtmmmecuongpthehms of 10, S00 terminating mintes
(10.000 mins. X 105 5= 10, 500 mins.) end BellSouth would compeasate

NEXTLINK for 10,000 terminating fhinutes. Scven additiona! examples are
contained on Attachment B which i.tf incorpont:d hexcin by reference. In arder to
determine :hc.nmoum of local ln‘.ﬁl:‘immmued on each party's network, BallSouth

end NEXTLINK will repart to cach ather provider the ameunt of local traffic
— ” Qcless
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terminated, 'Iheparticscgrccth:;%tﬂ:em will be technjoal, administrative, and
mp!cmmununummmn;ﬁlithh the acourate reporting of the amount of focal
tndﬁctsnnhuwﬁibyeach;urhrééthcuﬂuz;uuﬁ#un:hﬂmﬂ;‘Axanudutheguuﬁss
fhnbnragnu=tnvmad:ooapcnuhn§;tounudu;gualcfaceunnzrqponhmguﬁdﬁnﬁhur
months of the effective date of this Agresment. After the partics have attsined the
goal of accurate reparting, cither piirty must provide the other the ability and
uppqnnnnytocnmduct;n-nnualqédhtocnnntth;;kupcrhﬂﬁngcﬁinﬁﬁctnxumzn
the parties. Thcputiessgneﬁar&iinmeardsofﬂlldﬁailforlminimumcfnim
months from which the reported aipunt was ascertained. The gudit shall be
accomplished during normal‘busine'_éa hours ot an office designated by the party being
audited. Andk:tquensﬂmﬂlnctb&%ubnﬂﬁmdnuunﬁmqu:nﬂyth&ncme(l)ﬁnquz
~ calendar year. Audits shall be pe:fa.iéned by 2 mutually soceptable independent
guditor peid for by thcpartythucmag the audit, Racipracal commectivity shall be
cstabhshed at each and every bc!micd}y feasible point where the fucilities of
BellSouth and NEXTLINK petform uic phiysical function of delivering local taffic 1o
bchununm&d1ntheoﬂkzconuuuuﬂlgfﬁﬂod; Suchinhutonnzcﬁngfhdﬁﬁcsshan
conform, at the minimum, to the t:!ecéoi:nmuniutiom industry standard of D3 |
(Belicore Standard No, TRJ’WN‘-DNQQ) In order to engineer for optimal network
uuwmamm&pwmﬂﬂhmu@ﬁ@ﬂ&m&mu@ﬂ@umﬁﬁuam&mh
shall provide a reciprocal of cach trunkmlup eatahlished by NEXTLINK and vice
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versa. STP (sigpal transfer pomt) SS7 Signaling System 7) connectivity is aiso
The parties rocognize thuvmoulupects of the imercommection process, including
physical interconnection amgem:mu (ie., collocetion, midspan meet) !nchmca.l
requiremsnts, trouble reporting and resolution, billing processes, resolution of
operating issues, provisioning, ordcnng. deedlines, performance standards, recording
of traffic, including stnnanqu:hms, reporting and payment, dispute resolutions,
m\gnding measurements, ﬁ'nlncial"éenalﬁes for late payments, and the provision of
inter-carrier clentinghouse funcuom are 0ot resolved in this Agreement. The parties
agree to coaperatively work hwuréi;resoltﬂicn of thesc issucs and int accordance with
existing industry standerds. Tho piities agree that resolution of these issues will
ultimnately result in additional wnm opcarstional documents with which the partics
will comply. |

4. BeliSouth shall casure mmmw 1 sufficient quantity of numbering
resources so that BcuSouﬂlcmtdlkidhet!m' a ¢all from a BellSouth customer to
NEXTLINK's customer is lacal or ta';L Whenever BeliSouth delivers traffic to
NEXTLINK for terminstion on NEXITLINK's network, if BellSouth canaot determine
wwu&cmﬁcwmhelmdmmnbmeofwminw&the .
NEXTLINK uses NXX cades, Ba!lS'qu&: will not compensate NEXTLINK for local
{ntercopnection but will, instead, :hnrge NEXTLINK ariginating intrastate netwaork
2ccess service charges unless NEX'H.!NK can provide BellScuth with sufficient
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Mwﬂeadﬂaﬁuﬂmuhw&a&a traffic is local ar toll. To the
extent BellSouth controls mbahgmmif&nmm not ensure
NEXTLINK accessto a mfﬁderftiqumﬁty of numbering resources so that BellSouth
can tell if the call is local or toll, thnntheallshnllbcconndaredlocal If during the
term of this AgmunmxBeuSouﬂiismlongarﬂ:c NoﬂhA.mmmNumbetmgle

~ Administrator, BellSouth agrecs I.d camply with the guidelines, plan or rules adopted
pursusmt to 47 U.S.C. §251(c). 1t the evem: that NEXTLINK cannot dctermine
whether traffic delivered to BeuSattb i local or toll then the seme provision shall
apply. The paruuagmathatthmmubewchmul. sdministrative, and
implementation issucs sssocjated w.ith echieving the intent of this provision. Ag such,
. the partics further agree to work c;;palﬁvalytnwudchiwingthcintmt of this
provision within six months of the e{ﬁ'ecﬁVe date of this Agrecment.

S, Either BellSouth or NEXTLINK will provide intermediary tandem switching and
transport to coanect the end maro!'ééithcrpanytoth: end user of ancther ALEC, a
LEC other than BellSouth, ansther tilccommunications company (... pay telcphone
provider, operster services providcdior s wireless telecommanications service
provider far the purpose of making a‘local call. The party performing this
intermedisry ﬁm:um,mllhﬂltoﬂmoﬂ:e:pmywdmAmns.OOZpa
minute charge over and above ite appk-opdtte local interconnection raxe elemants as
shown on Attachment A. Notiing m_hus scction is imtended to determine or is

intended to imply the rates or chargu'. either party will charge another AT EC, 2 LEC
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other thap BellSouth, another telcei:mmumcuuom company (£.g- pay telephone
provider, operator services p:u\ndct) or a Wireless telocommunications service
provider for interconsictian toitsIocel exchangs nfwark,

6. When BellSouth or NEXTLINK p;mdu intermediary functions for netwark access,
i.e., between an IXC and NEXTLlﬁK. NEXTLINK =nd BellSouth will eack provide
their own network access service elt:nents on a meet-poiat basis. Each carrier wil}
bill its own network sccess serviceiate elements to the IXC. BellSouth ar
NEXTLINK may bill the residual ititerconnsction charge ("RIC™) to the IXC when
cither provides the imtermediary tasdem function. Nothing in this eection is intendad
mdctuminccrisimcndedmimpljéﬂxruuwchngeadthupmyﬁncbugc .
interexchange carriers for access h&s local exchangs network.

7. The delivery of intrastate toll traffid betwcm NEXTLINK ard BellSouth shall also be
reciprocal and compeasation will bé muual. NEXTLINK and BellSouth shall pay
cach other idsntical rates for tc:nnmlh.ng the same type of traffic on each other's
network. The peartics will pay cach htber BellSouth's intrastate switched network
access servioe rate elements on apei'mntc of use basis for ariginating and
terminating intrastate woll traffic as Wm For example, when NEXTLINK
mmphmnmﬂanmaadméu&cwmmmxm as the wll
carrier, BellSouth will charge NEXTLINK terminating network access charges, the
price of which will vary depcadmg liﬁon Whetha the call goes through a BellSouth
tandern o1 is directly routed to the BehSouth end office. IENEXTLINK is geTving as

LR
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madmomhmm:pmuua;vi}amc. ox the BeliSouth customer uses
m«.:mm%mmmmm
Wmm‘mmm« Likewise, if BellSouth is serving as
mcmamﬁmQuMWunuswsm
mnlom(buis.mwﬁlbmmsm&mpﬁnaudﬁmﬁng
network access charges. Enmplucf!h:unﬂvmkmrmdemtsmdm
mid:nﬁﬁedanAmchmmabigﬁiﬁncupcﬂudhacinbym
g ShouldﬂuCummimondmywofﬂmAgmemenLdmpuuulgmeto
mutually determine the appropriste _wd.mnlarldnﬂn!:nﬂve efforts necessary to gain
approval of said Agreement. Ifit uxlfnmulllydztcnumedthatﬂ:cAgmunant must be
mg.oﬁabdtngainappmvdhyﬂwi%(knmissimmepuﬁulgmemdommgn
expedited basis. .
Becm:th:u_ndﬁ:imedparﬁnlukluaicimdmudﬂxmspactto the volames of local
terminating traffic being delivered to cach cth:i'gd:: prices, terms end conditions of local
mtarcannacnonagrecdmhemnmdecmedtdulumdmuhm The parties deem them
nr.upuhleoﬂyummtmmnmgmmtfertﬂoymmordntoﬁnhnﬂmpwpoauutfoﬂh
by the parties in this Agreement.
mmmﬁesmm@hmmmnmmc
mgmmdhh&nmml&ﬂm&cmsﬁnhmmﬁm
with the new provisions becoming effective aﬁ:ﬁtiﬂo years. Accordingly, by no later than
Scptember 1, 1997, the undersigned parties shall commence negotiations with regard to the

aci029
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mmhmaﬁmmdmw&nmmmmhmuwhm April 15,
1998, If the pa:ﬁummbletosgﬁsﬁmﬂ:gitugoﬁm new interconnection termus, conditions
andpziu'u. nnypaﬂymypeﬁﬁm&omni}ihhnbmbﬁshmpﬁnamm:cﬁm
arrangemicnts pursuant to the Act, mmuwmm&-ummmmmium
expeditiously. In the event the commixsians éémmimium ptior to April 15, 1998, or if
the parties cantinue io Acgotiate the interconnkirion armngements beyond April 15, 1998, the
parties stipulate and agree that the termas, euadhm:udpneesu!ﬂmnclycrdcmdbythe
cnmmxmom,ormgouuedbythapunu,wulheﬁwdvemmnmApnl 15, 1998. Unril
the revised mtcrconnecdon agangements buo&zneﬁ'ecﬁv:.theputxes shall continue to
exchange mﬁic o1 a reciprocal basis pmnan:tothefzrmsnfthu Stipulation and Agrecment.
~ Inthcweutmappropnmregmmxyagmcywpxhudbodymdmardxmadlsm
oermwdewwmmothmAMmamydﬁm
than that provided forhmin,thcpaxﬁulgluahplementnidordcwthutb:puﬁsm
incorpaorate the ardcronﬂ;cnmcdaytharﬂ:ecrdq-beoomucﬂ'ecuw. The parties agree that
m:hunonshﬂlnkcphoeonlyaﬁﬂmdmmmvemﬂmdxcmlmad:uhwbeeu

In the event BcHSumhexecmumintﬁiaanecﬁon. unbundiing and resale agrecment
with any amxuumm.mwﬁ%mmmmsmueugmem
fuperseds this Agreement with the idextical i, terms and conditions contained fa the
BellSouth agreement with the ather local exdnnge carrier, If NEXTLINK chooses to edopt

Q01250
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» mth:rag:m:ntiniuemintr.ﬁepuﬁes;guMﬁaeﬁecﬁvcduyshnubcthcdmthe

agrecment is sppraved by the Cammission.

| In&wmmmmamw%lmd{w:uﬁﬁmwmmy
mmﬁnmofmuwmmémmmmmmmmewﬁu
wmmmuﬁﬁmfm@iﬁpﬁmpmmﬁaummu.mm
conditions contained in the tarifl. Thepuﬁui:i:.gmethltmchd!gibﬂityshﬂlbeuofthc
effective dats of the tariff.. =
B Network Elcments »

The undersigned parties have agreed tohh-termi. conditions and prices of the natwork
clements requested bY Nmmalctfot@in Attschment D, which is incorporated herein by
reference. ltisund:rsmo&byﬁtcpuﬁﬁthntﬁpliﬂoanclmmilwtuhlmﬁwmd
the parties i 0 coopezate in the negatistion of edditionsl satwork eloments us the partics
future pecds require. W’Mlhniﬁagtheﬁrdéoin;&sprﬁumeeiymﬁmto
u:gnﬁncthcmcs.tamsmdcondiﬁmfmth;;omlloop;mbm&edlo:nlmspoﬂfrumthr.-
oy side of BellSouth's switch ard unbundling local witching.

C. Telcphone Numbar l‘uftnhﬂity |,

The undersigned partics qreedmtu:ntbomy service provider numbser portability
m&nmbcimplmentdinmoltLé_iCemmlnfﬁcesst:hcpumtﬁmeiskcmom
Call Forwarding. With Remote Call menrding.ncallteﬂ\ecld telepbone number is first sent
o the switch of the formex local service provides, and then forsiasded (poried) 10 the switch of

the new local service provider. This is atﬂ!ﬂpﬂl’iﬂ’ micchanism that can be implemented using

(1]
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existing switch and network technalogy. Whﬂd}emmeulliorh‘lrdinsism:nwm
mhﬁmmﬂwhmofpmmmiéﬁimthcpuﬁawd:ahmhenndua
wmparery number portability mechanizm. ,
MplrﬁﬁﬂuufmagueMBdISuu%éMoﬁunmmCaﬂFmﬁngb
NEXTLINK as » tempotary muniber portabilicy thechaniam, affectivo April 15, 1996. Likewisc,
MMuawMMMcﬁR%mwlmeBewul
temporary nmnb«peruhiﬁtymochlnilmeﬂ'witéwenﬂndnetheybeginmpmﬁd:hul
exdnngetclcph:_mc service. Aﬂpdﬁcsag:utﬁétthcpmidonofnﬁnblemdmmsm
emsrgency services such as 91 1 /B81 1 unmsnryto protect the public health. safcty and
welfars, mmntumadmmmmmmnmmcmsm
S does not provide technical impediments to the avhlah:htymdxdhhle transfer of relevant
information to 911 /E91 1 systems. Bothpmagishall wotk together and with the 91 |
woMmmMmehm@émmMmﬁonmmwsﬁng
911/E911 systems. 3
Mthmgudmﬂmcpﬁumbepddform;oteunfcmrdhghawmﬂwpuﬁa,wmch
is the temparary telaphone number portability lo’luﬁon to be implemented April 15, 1996, the
pnmuamcmp;yamgchuzeufoum $1.25 per line per month per residential
cum:ncrforon:puhand&l.sopuhummmthquusmcaautomfnronem For
sdditional paths, the undecrsigned puﬁesamatﬂ; ?ayS.SO per mouth per additional path per
residentinl customer and $.50 pex month per addi:t%onulpath per business customer, with no

sdditional non-recurring charge if the additional path is ordered et the same time as the first path.

0cLas2
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Thzundmigmdpardufmﬁwugmetopayiim-recmingthgeafno tnoze than $25.00 per
adafmmmuplermldeaﬂdwbuﬂmlmphmdmﬁcmmdu'mnshgleﬁw

Thctanpom-ynumbcrporubihtychnguhstedabovcahaﬂdw spply whenevera
BellSouth customsr switches wNEX‘II.medchangeshu orhalouﬂonmﬂ:mtheme
BellSouth central office. m@mwwummmMamm
BellSou.ﬁl and changes his or her lauuonwrthi‘n the same NEXTLINK central office.

mumummmmuuMmﬁhmmaénmﬂﬁmwa¢m@mumuxmukmmﬂ
tandem switching, BellSouth will bill the IXC ﬁndcm switching, the residual interconnection
cherge and a portion of the transpart, mdNEﬁ'ijLNKﬁﬂbﬂlﬂwD(ClonhﬁMﬁe
carrier commot line and a portion of the tmnpért. If BellSouth is unable to provide the
necsasary mmmmmnuaxnm{m bill the IXCs directly for terminating access to
ported numbers, then the parties agree to work ;ipapa'lﬁvely to develop n surrogate method to
spproximate the sccess minutes, and u:t:lemuitptocss with BellSouth to recover those access
rwmucsdueituam-proﬁd«ofmessaavigéstolx& During the interim, while the
surrogate is being developed, BeliSouth will bﬂfthe IXC full terminating switched access
charges, keep the residual interconnection charze tandem switching and a portion of transport,
and remit the local switching, a portion oflnn.sponund CCL revenues to NEXTLINK. Ifa
BellSouth intraL ATA call is delivered to NEXTLINK, BellSouth will pay NEXTLINK
terminating eccess rates. ' .

In the event that NEXTLINK and the IXCs have direct connections (i.c., no BellSouth

tandem is involved) for all aaffic except for t::m‘x.!nndng wraffic ﬂuoiagh remote call forwarding

eCL1os3
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(necessitaring the inclusion of a BellSouth ttm'i:m). then all sccess revenuies associated with
these calls will be due to NEXTLINK. Mc%pww:cdlonapmhdmbaagrm
meﬁﬂWMhﬂ:&Mmmm&Mﬂ&muﬂs
wthcaompmytowhichd:cmmbuhpm.‘ﬁﬁﬂn:luduinhd.ATAmnmﬁoma
BellSouth customet to apmmllsm@ammmm

Thcpuﬁesﬁnthaaputhnﬂm’blcgi:mhwdnwjngbmmwtmpmﬁy
pumber partability mechanism. With ﬂaﬁblei%&hedMDiﬂing,thcnmnbcr is routed to the
switch of the former local service provider, whichmslntes it to look like a direct inward dialed
call terminsting in the switch of the new local exchange provider. The partics recognize that
Flexibl¢ Direct Inward Dialing invelves ecmni é:.:mm a6d administrative issues that have not
yet boen fully addressed. Thaputiuugtuthai;:pellSouth wil! continue to negotiaz with
Nmmxlho;lld it desire to utitize Flexible Dh‘wt Inward Didling as & method of providing
temporary number portability to resolve nnytechmul end administrative isxes and 10 establish
tbepnccs.tm'mmdemdlhmuponwh:chlebchmInwuanhngwﬂlheoﬁ'emd. In
the event the parties are unable to satisfactorily negonn: the price, terms and conditions, cither
party may petition the Tennessee Commxmmtgddmmcwhcﬂ:aﬂexibk Diroct luward
Dialing is technically and economically fm’hlc:;bd.ifso.samudhainﬁmquu,mmd
conditions for Flexible Direct Inward Dialing. mmeeamdmtudnﬂnotbobalowm

1€ during the term of this Agreement, the.!-‘adenl Communications Commission igsues
-regulauom pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 251 toreqxgr:bnumbcr portability different than that

provided pursuant to this subsection, thc parties dgree to fully comply with those regulations.
13
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D. Telecommunications Services Available For Resale

BellSouth has set forth in Tennessee Public Service Commission Docket No. 96-00067 as
the appropriate cost avoided discounts 9% off the retail rate for business services and 11% off the
retail rate for residence services. These discounts will be available to NEXTLINK as of the
effective date of this Agreement. Should BellSouth be required, pursuant to a fully adjudicated
order, to offer its telecommunications services for resale at discounts different from those
advocated by BellSouth, those discounts will be available to NEXTLINK in lieu of the discounts
set forth above.
E. Liability and Indemnification

1. With respect to any claim or suit by either party, a customer of cither party or by
any other person or entity, for damages assoc:iatcd with any of the services provided by either
party pursuant to this Agreement, including but not limited to the installation, provisior,
preemption, termination, maintenance, repair or restoration of service, the providing party's
liability shall not exceed an amount equal to the proportionate charge for the service provided
pursuant to this Agreement for the period during which the service was affected.

2. Neither party shall be liabie to the other for any act or omission of any other
telecommunications company providing a portion of the services provided under this Agreement.

3. Neither party shall be liable for damages to the other’s terminal location, POI or
other party's customers' premises resulting from the furnishing of a service, including i:ut not
limited to the installation and removal of equipment or associated wiring, except 1o the extent

caused by such party's gross negligence or willful misconduct.
14
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4. Notwithstanding subncnauA.’, each party shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmlcss the other party, its aﬁlittumdpméntmm,agﬁnﬁmycwm.louudmge
arising from its sciions, duties, or ohliguﬁnus"inising out of this Interim Agrecment and
periaining to (1) claims for libel, slander, mvuzon of privacy or capyright infringement arising
from the content of the cammuniuﬂnns wer*thepany‘:nemmk (2) claims for patent
infringement arising fram the party’s acts oami)h:ing, usiag of reliance on the o'merparty‘s
gervices, actions, duties or obligations msmg.qut of this Intetim Agrecment; (3) sny claim, loss
or damage claimed by the othcrpmflcuﬂumbr arising from the perty’s use or reliance on the

" other party's scrvices, actions, dutics, or cbhgtbons ariging out of this Interim Agreement
s. Nenhupemmmmyluhzmyfmﬂmmmsyoftbedatapmwdcdtonby
~ thcoﬂlcrmdmhputytgreestomd:mmfylnﬂhnldhnmlmthcothcrformydum.uﬁm,
cause of action, damage, injury wi!ntsoever, &m may rescht from the supply of data from one
party to the other in copjunction with the pmmun of any service provided pursaant to this
Agreement. : :

6. No license under patents (other t!’:un the limited license to use) is granted by
BeilSouth or shall be implied or arise by estapp‘tl. with respect to any scrvice offcred pursuant to
this Agreement. BellSouth will defend NEX'!'LNK against claims of patent infringement
arising solcly from the use by umm.mx of mﬂm offersd pursuant to this Agreement and

. will indemmify NEXTLINK for any dsmeges u#ardedbued solely on such claims.

ts
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7. BellSouth’s failure to pmwdﬁormunum services offered pursuant to this
Agreement shall be excused by labor d:ﬁﬁculﬂu, governmental arders, civil commotion, criming]
actions taken against BeliSouth, acts of God ahd othet circumstanees beyond BellSouth’s
ressonoble control. i

i 8 Treatment of Proprictary and Cauﬁbenﬂll Information

1. Bod:puhﬂn;methﬂﬁmybpmaryhpmﬂdnu:huﬂmtdmztbem
of this Agreement with certain confidential mfarmnnnn. including trade secret information,
including but got |imited to, technical and hun:hcss plans, techaical information, proposals,
specifications, drawings, procedures, customer ga:count dats, call detail records and like
information (hercinafier coflectively referred td as “Information™). Both parties agree that all ’

~~  Information shall be in writing or other tangiblé form and clearly marked with a confidential,
private or proprictary legend and that the Infméti:aﬁon will be retmed to the owner within a
reasonabie time. Both parties agroe that the Iﬂ;t'omuﬂon sball not be copicd or reproduced in
any form. Both parties agree to receive such I;:i;ifotmaﬂcn and not disclase such Information.
Both partics agree to protect the Information reiqicived from distribution, disclosure or
dissemination to anyone except employees ofthb partics with & nced to know such Information
and which employees agree to be boynd by the ‘thrms of this Section. Both partics will use the
s&me standard of care to pmtectlnformtﬁonrecdved s they woald use to protect their own
confiderial and proprietary Infarmation. :

2. Notwithstanding the foregoing, both partics agree that there will be no obligation

ta pratect &ay partion of the Information that is ﬂther 1) made publicly availgble by the owner

1-1
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of the Infonmation or lawfully disclosed by ahonpmy to this Agrecment; 2) lawfully obtainad
from any source othuthmthemuof&eﬂfnmaﬁon.or”gnﬁounymw&
receiving party without an abligation to hep,;t confidential.

i'.

G, Ruoluﬂan of Disputes i

Iheundmlsmdpuﬁuqruthniﬁ.éydinputeu!lmubtheimwouofny
provision of this Agraemmwubdnwopé&iimplmmuﬁmofmyefﬁemwmin
this Amcmmcpmiuvdnpcﬁﬁanmcmimm&mmisdonfwamlﬁmofme
dispute. How?m. cach undersigned party ruetvel any rights it may have to scek judicial review
of any ruling made by the commissions eonocuumg this Agreement.

H. Rapresentstions

Each person signing this Ammcmnprescnts that bs or she has the requisite authority to
bind the pc:tyunwhoscbcha.!fthepmonuugning By signing this Agreement, esch
mdungnndpanyrcmmthnntwmﬁphofme agreements sct forth herein. In the
event there are parties to thnafmmcnﬁcnddg;k:uthndonot sign this Agreement, the
camprehensive resolution of the issues set fcnhu: this Agroement shall, nonetheless, be binding
.npon the undersigned parties. Each Imd:'ug,nad party commits to use its best cfforts to persuade
the cammissions, prior to and during the hen-i.ugs scheduled in the aforementioned dockets, to
accept the stipulstions agreed to byﬁlemdm;nedparucs. The undersigued parties further
agree that, in the event the commissions does not adopt this Agreement in its entirety, the
Agreement shall not be binding upon the puﬁes

ag12rg
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L.  Limitation of Use _
The undersigned parties understand s34 agres that this Agreement was extered into to
resolve issues mdmumtbnueuniqmmiamteof‘rm because of regulatory
p:mdcut.and legisiative requirements. The undmxgncd paztics therefore sgree that none of the
another jurisdiction as evidence of any ocncu&i_aiunonsnwaiverofmyposiﬁunukcnby
another undersigned party in that ju:isdictiun'ér for any other purpose.
The parties agroe that whatever publwity or press rcleases, if any, are prepared as a result
of the cxcoution of this Agreement shall be :nﬁnnﬂy agreed upon as to form and substence.
J. Watvers :
Any failure by any undersigned party to ingist upan the strict performance by any other
entity of any ofrh:pmvisionsofthls Agraem:ntshall not be decmed & waiver of any of the
ptmnonsofthu Agreem.ent.mdu:hu.uderslpedpw notwithstanding such failure, shall
have the right thereafier to insist upon the sponﬁa: pecformance of any and all of the provisions
of this Agreement.
K Governing Law .
This Agreement shall be governed by, diid construed and enforced in accordance with, the
laws of the State of Georgia, without regerd to r(s conflict of lawe principles. - ‘
The undersigned partios acknowiedge thd.t this Agreement is being entered into for the

purposes of fulfilling the obligationa of the Aotl@fasi]iuﬁn.g the introduction of local exchange

QCc12I9
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competition; and facilitating resolution of lhe‘.mxnars at {ssue in TN Docket Nos. 96-00067 and
94-00184. Nd&uﬁsmmmya:téﬁonhkmm reach, cffectuate or further this
Agrccment may be canstrued as, or may benél;eduan admission by or against any party.
Entering into umﬁngautﬁisw:cirmynﬂgodtﬁnm oy proceedingy related thereto,
lhanmtinmywentbcmmd&crdecécdmbeuﬁdmceoﬂm admission of concession
by any of the undersigned parties, or to be ;\;r;i\rer of uny applicable claim or defense, otherwise
available. !
M. Arm's Length Negotistions :

This Agreemont was executed aftey m.d's length negotiations between the undersigned
partics and reflects the conclusion of the mde.fhguadthnthis Agrecment is in the best interests

— of all the undersigned parties. -

N, Joint Drafting :

The undersigned partics participated jo:i;inﬂy in the drafting of this Agrcement, and
thercfare the terms of this Agreement are pot iug::nded to be construed sgainst any undersigned
party by virtue of draftsmanship.

19
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©O. Single lnstramaent :
Thnwmmammaybeueansdmkvaﬂeommm&whichmm
" shall censtitute an original, end all of which dlall constitute but one and the same instrument.
.nqYNTTPHESS’WGIERIuaFLﬂﬁIlugtééum&hnlheuneuﬂmnadasufiht / if'dqycm'
f&# , 1996, by the undamsigned r:p}mmuuva for the parties hereto,
NEXTLINK, Inc. ' 1 BcllSouth Telecommunications, Ine.
By: C‘ /ffr/réfL(ZsM i By, Chede | HnetihdY.
TAuthorzed Represcatative ™ - Authorized Represcatative
J o * a — [rrtntaa
ViCe (O/P_r.’ész/f” : Vil Prseidint fgmidny .
/,lf,,;( 26 199t
r\,.
20 E.
— ;

aeiocy

aqrs2Rh/06 THI 1€.«a P T R



c BY:DWT Seait!
ST B =S o

e - 25th Fl.: 4-26-96 :10° IOAM : DavisWrightiTremaine~

206 519 8910:£25/33

NO.363  pensom2

04/256/44

THIT 1K=

LR o L o

acioc

17:45  'BST LEGRL ~» 286 628 7§59
Anibm A
BELLSOUTH SWITCHED ACCESS RATE ELEMENTS AND RATE LEVELS
AS OF JANUARY 1,. 1996 FOR TENNESSEE
Trmpo:t'
DS] Local Channel - Entrance 3$0.00082
Facility
Switched Common Transport $0.00004
per minute of use per mile s ’
Fecilitics Termination per MOU o $0.00036
Access Tandem Switching % $0.00074
Locel Switching? : 30.01750*
Total 5 $0.01927
| Assumptions: ¥
o - Tandem Connaction with Common Tm.qpod
- No Collocation
- DS { local channe] @ 9000 minutes per mon“h and 24 vaice grade equivalents
*A reviscd rete of .01008 is scheduled to becotqa effective shontly
— k
|
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EXAMPLE|OF “5% CAP~
CISE l- -3

BellSouth termuinates 10,000 min. ¢ ALEC X', ALEC X bills BeflSouth for 10,000 min

ALEC X terminates 15,000 min_to BellSouth;; BeliSouth bills ALEC X for 10,500 min.
: (10,000 + S%)

*

Case 2;

"y

BellSouth terminates 15,000 min. to ALEC X | ALEC X bills BellSouth for 10,500 min.
(10,000 + S%)

ALEC X terminates 10,000 min. tnBeuSomhi; BeliSouth bills ALEC X for 10,000 min.

BellSouth teqminates zero min o ALECX | ALEC X bifls BellSouth zero .
ALEC X terminates 10,000 min to BellSouth ;| BellSeuth bills ALEC X zero

BellSowth terminates 10,000 min. to ALECX ;| ALEC X bills BeliSouth z=ro

ALEC X turminates zero min. to BellSouth BellSouth bills ALEC X zero

BellSouth terminates 10,000 min. t ALEC X ALEC X bills BellSouth far 10,000 min.

ALEC X terminates 10,200 min. t BellSouth _: BellSouth bills ALEC X for 10,200 min.
' 1 (difference is less than cap)

BellSouth terminates 10.200 min, to ALBC x ALBC X bilis BellSouth for 10,200 min.
(chﬁ'ermcc is less than cap)

ALEC X terminates 10,000 min. to BellSouth BellScuth bills ALEC X fer 10.000 min.

Casc 7: -
BellSouth and ALEC X both terminate 10,000 | ALEC X and BeliSouth both bill cach other

min. to each other ' .1 10,000 rmin.

gciac
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ATTAUEMENT ©
{
BELLSOUTH INTRASTATE
SWITCHED ACCRSS
i
" J‘_": ‘_'g:r—‘u‘ !—;-ti.f ;u {g | L.:._t;.w xH nzl :L::.‘:.’r_';a-_";i';%zf:‘?—'s--_'_ p
Carrier Commeon Line
Originating . $0.01456
Terminating = $0.02830
DS1 Local Channel - Entrance X
Facility . $0.00062
Revidusl Iaterconnection K 50.00532 .
Switched Common Transport :
per minuts of use par mile ; 3$0.00004
— Fecilitics Termination per MOU . £0,00036
Access Tandem Switching £ $0.00074
Loca! Switching2 i |s0017s0°
! Assumptions:
-  Taodesn Cannection with Common Truuﬁon
= No Collocation
- DS ! local channel (3@ 9000 ruinutes per month uid 24 voice grade equivalents
“A revised rate of .01008 is scheduled to beemefr'gaive shortly
~—
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UNBUNDLED NETWORK mmnns. FUNCTIONS AND CAPABILITIES

The partics to the Agreement have neg@pned ths following additional termns, conditions
and prices relsting to unbundled network festutte, functions and capsbilitics:

(1)  Acceas to 911/E911 Emrg-ae?} Network.
For basic 911 tetVicc,BellSomI?E!urﬂlptuvid:a list consisung of each
municipality in Tennessoe that s;ihsaibes to Basic 911 sarvice. The list will alsa
provide the E911 conversion dst: and for petwork routing purposes a ten-digit
directory munber representing dua lppmptiatz emergency KNFwering position for .
each municipality subscribing to 91 1 servico. NEXTLINK will arrange to accept
911 calls from its customers mmtmw:paliﬂcs tlm subscribe to Basic 911 servica
and transiate the 911 cdltotheigzlpropxiatc 10-digit directory number as stated an
the list provided by BellSouth lﬂé route that cafl to BellSouth et the appropriate
tendem or end ofice. When s m\éuiqpaﬁty coaverts to E911 service,
NEXTLINK shall discontizue tl:r.-E Besic 911 procedures and begin the E911
procedures. For ES1] mmmmﬂmmzct the nscessaty frunks to
the appropriate E911 tandem. lfl mumnpd:ty has canverted to E911 service,
NEXTLINK will forward 911 u!lstothc appropriate 3911 tandemt, along with
ANI, based uponthccunentESH end office to tandem homing arzangement as

pravided by BellSouth. Eth:nm;:m truaks are not available, NEXTLINK will

aglocs

Me ror e n IIET A - n . —— e e -




|:I"l pYUNL Sedille — LOLp ri.: 4-Z0” DO JAUSLZANM § LaviIswrignliremaipe”
‘2425736 1? 46 BST LEGAL -» 206 628 ?GES

LUN Cid QIS L g

NO.36S  Peg gy

dm:ﬂvalymthcunbtm%daw 7-digit local mumber residing in the
appropriate PSAP. Such a call v:hl.l be transported ovex BellSouth’s interoffice
mrkmawm”mum ofthcamngpcty In order to ensure the
meammdmmmmmmm
mﬂm&dﬂymbﬁ;mll data-base. BellSouth will work
cooperatively with NE(TLINK& define record Jayouts, media requirements, and
procedures for this process. In :ome instances, BellSouth is responsible for
maintenance of the E911 dntabup and is compensated for performing these
functions by either the mapﬂllty ot NEXTLINK for maintaining NEXTLINK's
infermation. In no event, howw:r. shall BeliSouth be entitled to compensatioa
fram both parties for the same f&oﬁan.

(2) Dircctory Listings. ' ,

BeliSouth will inclode ALECS' cuﬂomu-s";mmny listings in the white page (residence and
business listings) directori:a,uweﬂn&wd&ui:s?‘nry assistance dsta-basc, as long ax
NEXTLINK provides information to BdlScnnhm a manner compatible with BellSouth's
operationsi systems. BellSouth will not charge NEXTLINK to (s) print their customiers’ primary
listings in the white pages directorics; and (d) md'inta.in the Directory Assistance dats-base,
BeliSouth will work cooperatively vﬂthm ot issues conicerning lead time, timeliness,
formet, and content of listing information.

(3) IntraLATA $00 Traffic. :
.

04/25,868 THU 13:36
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mmmhﬁummméﬁmxf«me origination of 800 traffic terminmed
to BellSouth pursuant to NEX’!‘ED‘IK s originating switched sccess charges,
including the data-base query. Nmmmwmmacmadlsmm:
uppummemnrdsnmuyfndndlsomhtoﬁuhsamnmm The records will
be provided mamdudASR/ENﬂlfamforafuofS0.0ISpummd. At such
tme uNEXTLNKdme:iOOmca.mwﬂ teciprocate
mnmm@mmn%mmmmﬁ#umemuqmmammuunwo
services priar to the expiration ofﬂns Stipulation and Agreernent, BellSouth will be
responasible for compensating NEXTLINK for the crigination of such traffic as well
ontheumet:nnsmdcondrﬂomisdum’bcd-bm .
P (¢) Number Resource Aduunhh:t;?n.
BeliSouth agrees to spomrmmk which makes a request and assist |
- NEXTLINK in obtaining RAQ cddes, and any other billing and accounting codes
_naceasary for the provision of local :exephom vumbers within BellSouth jurisdiction.
{5) Operator Sevvicas. .
BeliSouth and NEXTLINK shall mutually provide each other busy line verificaticn and
cmergency intetrupt services pmil to tariff.
BellSouth will also nﬁﬁ'NBXﬂ-ETiNK. pursuant W published cariff as the tariffs are

amended from time to time ducing thelum of this Agreement, Diroctory Assistance
Access Service, Directory Assistance Eall Completion Accoss Service and Number

Services [ntercept Access Services,

ocLec?
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BellSouth will offerhmwmuu completion services on & branded of
. unbranded basis umum[lyagaﬂlbetucnlhp'mes. These scrvicss may be provided
via s hv-ormhm-udopuutauyt&n dependent oa the nature of the transcaction
provided. The rates for these wvmsm subjoct 1o further negotistions.

BellSouth will cﬁammcmsmmmdthst Sent Paid Report
Systerm mmmttuthcmudcq@dlmm set forth in Attachment E, incosporated herein
by this reference. ‘

BellSouth will enter NEXTI..INi&iuu information into s Line Infarmation Database
(“LIDB™) pursuant to the terms mdcandiﬁm centained in Attachment F, incorporated
kereia by this referenice, .. |
) Netwoarl Desipn and Multgulut.

BellSauth and NEXTLINK will wor! coaperetively to install and maintain mlnble

interconnectsd talecommtmications uet\vorkl A cooperative offort will include, byt not be

limited to, the exchangs of a.ppropnu;a information concerning notwark changes that

impact services to the local scxvice ér.gwidlr. mamtspance contact numbers and oscalation
procedures. The interconnection of ail networks will be based upon acceptad

industry/national guidelines for trandnission etandards and trafTic blocking criteria.

BellSouth and NEXTLINK will wrkboopemly to apply sound network management

principlos by invoking sppropriste naitimrk menagement controls, i.c., call gapping, to

alleviste or prevéut network oonguﬂq‘n It is BeliSouth's intention net to charge .
mnﬁgemmn roconfigurstioa, dxm;neat. or other nan-recurring feos associatad with the

initial reconfiguration of each arna(q interconnection arrangements. Howeves,

~ 0019£3
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NEXTLINK's intercongection M!ﬁgnrtﬁmn will have to be considerad individuatly
to the application of a charge,

| i
(7) CLASS Interopersbility.

BellSouth and NEXTLINK wn.ll]:}r:mde LEC-te-LEC Common Channal Signaling
{CCS) to onc ancther, where n:'iiab!e. in cagjunstion with all traffic in order to
aﬂhﬁmMmqmwqucéms&mmumﬁmﬁn;Awmxﬁpmm
parameters will be provided mduqmg sutamatic number identification (ANT),
originating lin information (OLI) calling parcy catogory, charge mumber, ete. ALl
privacy indicators will be honomd‘, and BellSouth and NEXTLINK will cooperete
on the exchange of Tmaacuoall Cap-bmhes Application Part (TCAP) messages )
facilitate full imer-operability of QCS-baud fastures between their regpective
networks. :

(8) Netwark Expansion. :
For network expansion, BellSout!é p.nd NEXTLINK will review engineering
requiremients on a quarterly basis and establish forecasts for trunk wtilization, New
trunk groups wili be anplmtndu dictsted by engincering requircments for both
BellSouth and NEXTLINK. BallSouth and NEXTLINK are required to Provide
each other the proper call mfom:;yn (Le., originated call party pumber and
destination call party number, CIC,OZZ. ete,) to cusble each cormpany to bill

accordingly.

Qe1223
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() Sigualing. $ _
In sddition wo CLASS inm;:ti'bﬂtty. as discussed above, BellSouth will offer uge
of its signaling nctwork on mmhmd!ed busic at tariffad eates. Signaling
functionalicy will be available with both A-link xnd B-liak comectivity. BelSouty
sgrees 1 negotiate with NEXTUINK regarding the provision of unbundled local
teansport service and unbundled léed switching service.
(10  Access to Poles, Ducts, Ccudiis_p snd Rights of Way
BilSouth sg::cs to provide to NERTLINK. pursusnt to 47 U.S.C. §224, as .
smended by the Talacummunbhs Act of 1996, nendiscriminatory scesss to n.ny
pole, duct, conduit, or nght-of-w:y pwmd ar cantralied by RellSouth.

.
1
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FL, GA, NC, TN, LA, AL, KY,SC & MS
UNBUNDLED NEFTWORK ELEMENTS

Service/Network Operations and Interconnection

001971

[ Needs

AT&T Position

BellSouth Position

Status

Action Items

1) AT&T must have the ability to
purchase individual or in any
combination, unbundled network
elements (UNEs) from BellSouth
{BS5T) in order 10 provide local

AT&T may also have the need to
order unbundled network etements in
a contiguous manner until such time
that AT&T can deploy its own
facilities in order to provide local
service.

Unbundted Network Llements:
Contiguous Loop, ATET must have
the ability to order a contiguous loop
until such time that it can deploy its
own loop assets and purchase only
those sub-loop elements that it does
not self provision.

telephone service to AT&T customers.

Section 251 {c)}3)A}) of the Act
requires ILECs (BellSouth) 1o
provide “to any requesting
telecommunications carrier
(AT&T) for the provision of a
lelecommunicalions service,
nondiscriminatory access W
network elements on an unbundled
basis at any technically feasible
point...in a manner that allows the
requesting carriers (AT&T) to
combine such elements in order 1o
provide such telecommunications
service.” Because il is
cconomically inefficient for AT&T
to replicate all of BellScutl’s
infrastructure, AT&T must have
the ability to purchase individual
UNIs, ot combinations of UNLs
in order to provide the most cost
effective and efficient manner by
which to serve its customers.

AT&T must have the ability to
purchase a loop to provide local
service to all potential customers.
AT&T cannot be limited to serving
only those customers that are
served via metallic facilities or
non-integrated digital loop carriers.
Since unbundiing is technicalty

Section 251 (c) (3) requires
BeliSouth to provide to any
requesting telecommunications
carrier for the provision of a
telecommunications service, non
discriminatory access 1o network
elements on an unbundled basis at
any technical feasible point. The
following BellSouth positions are
in compliance with that
requirement.

BellSouth offers unbundled
metallic and non-integrated digital
loop.

Partial Apreement
BellSouth's loop offering consists

of a contigeous loop (NID, loop
distribution,
multiplexer/concentrator, and
feeder). ellSouth dees not offer
the loop as an unbundled network
clement when integrated Digitat

With respect 1o loops on integrated DLCs,
BellSouth should provide AT&T a
response lo the following alternatives:

BST response: BellSouth proposes tud the
compunics work closely tu develop plans 1o
meet AT T s needs based o AT& Ty end

uﬂﬂ specific denand forecast,

Linbundled0523.4loc
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FL, GA, NC, TN, LA, AL, KY,SC & MS
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

Service/Network Operations and Interconnection

| Needs

AT&T Paosition

BellSouth Position

Status

Action llems

feasible, the act requires
unbundling. Other RLECs (Bell
Atlantic) are offering a full range
of allernatives for IDLCs.

Loop Carriers are wilized (approx
18% of BST loops are integraled).
AT&T must be able to purchase
leops as needed and offers
sotutions that will allow BST to
provision loops with integrated
DLCs. On 6/1196 BST to

responded to Action Items at right.

a) Provide AT&T with copper facilities
BST response:  BellSouth agrees this
is feasible whwre sufficient copper

pair facilities are available.

b

—

For integrated VRT configurations,
ST to provide a TR303 interfuce
which is certified as being compatibic
with S5ESS.

BST response: BellSouth advised
VRT is technically feusible where
"“Next Generation Digital Loop
Carrier " systems are available.

¢} Allow AT&T o purchase entire DLC

systeny. BST to accept AT&T s test
resulls to perfonm mainlenance.

BST response: BellSowth s position is
that this is not technicatly feasible
becanse BST operations systems
cannot assign and maiiain this ype
of urrangement.

d)y Convert integrated sysicms to

universal (non-integrated) system.

BSTresponse: BellSouth's fong
range plans do net support movement
fo un older, less technically

Unbundled0523.doc
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| Needs AT&T Position BellSouth Position Stalus Action ltems
AT&T’s position is that it is
Nelwork Interface Device: AT&T technically feasible to unbundle BeliSouth's position is that Disagreement

needs the NID to gain access to
cuslomers inside wiring in those cases
where AT&T deploys its own loop
assets.

the NID. AT&T has offered
solutions that will remedy
BellSouth’s concerns (see action
items). AT&T recommends option
b.

unbundling of the Network
Interface Device {NID) is not
techaically feasible in either
residence or business applications.
Reasons include the requirement
for loop distribution plan 10 be
grounded and bonded via the NID
for residentiat service. The NID
also provides a standard test across
point for the BellSouth loop. If the
NID is located outside a business
customer’s premises, BeliSouth
would utitize a NID that is similar
1o that used for residence outdoor
NID applications. 1fthe NID» is
located inside the customer’s
premises, several different types of
devices are used depending on the
number of lines tenminated and the
type of NID requested by the
customer.

AT&T and BS'T disagree on he
technical feasibility of the NI as
an unbundied nelwork element (see
BellSouth and AT&T positions).

BellSouth agrees that system
enhancements will make it
technically feasible to unbundle the
NID and leop distribution as one
element (6/4/96).

BellSouth agrees to provide AT&T
an additional NID at “'time and
material” (6/4/96).

UnbundieddS23.duc
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Loop Distributien: Allows AT&T 10
efficiently connect to kocal exchanpe
customers when AT& 1 has its own
loop. ATT needs the flexibility 10 be
able to selectively purchase unbundled
network elements in conjunclion with
AT&T's asset deployment plans.

is technically feasible. Such
enhancements or workarounds are
not relevant o the Act’s
requirements. However, system
enhancements or manual work
arounds would be required because
current BST systems
{TIRKS,FACS) are designed 1o
service the entire loop and not sub-
loop elements.

BeliSouth’s position is that
unbundling of Loep Distribution
facilities is not technically feasible
until such time as operations
systems enhancements are
accomplished that would eliminate
the requirement for costly, manual
‘workarounds’ in existing
mechanized loop assignment and
inventory systems. These
‘workarounds” are extensive,
manual interventions into the
mechanized processes lo avercome
antomated assipnment and
inventory methods and thus allow
the assignment and inveniory of
sub-loop elements.

AT&T and BeltSouth disagree on
the technical teasibility of Loop
Distribution as an unbundled
network element.  As of 6/5/96,
BST cannol commit 1o a date to
respond to AT&T’s request {0
enlance current systems,

AT&T delivered a verbal service
request to BST at the 6/20/96
executive negoliations meeting.
BellSouth agreed 10 furnish a Time
and Cosl quote by mid August.

[ Needs AT&T Position BellSouth Position Status Action ltems
AT&T believes that this clement Under Study

tUnbundledds2d.doc
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| Needs

AT&T Position

BellSouth Position

Status

Action ltems

Loop Multiplexer/Concentrator: In
order to efficiently serve local
customers, AT&T may need to utilize
multiplexing and concentrator
functions. ATl needs the fexibilily to
be able to purchase individual
unbundled network elements in
conjunction with AT&T's asset
deployment plans.

AT&T believes that it is
techmically feasible to unbundle
the inulliplexer/concentrator when
provisioned as part of a non-
integrated Digital Loop Carrier

( system enhancements or work-
arounds may be required), AT&RT
requests that BST make the
appropriate system enhancements
{see action items). In those cases
where the multiplexer/concentrator
is part of an inlegrated system, the
multiplexer/conceatrator should be
provisioned over a non-integrated
system. The need for
enhancements or workarounds is
nol relevant to the Act’s
requirements.

BellSouth’s position is that
unbund!ling of Loop
Multiplexer/Concentrator is nol
technically feasible until such time
as operations systems
enhancements are accomplished
that would eliminate the
requirement for costly, manual
‘workarounds' in existing
mechanized loop assignment and
inventory systems. These
‘workarounds’ are extensive,
manual interventions into the
mechanized processes to overcome
automated assignment and
inventory methods and thus allow
the assignment and inventorying of
sub-loop elements. Further, even
after operations systems
enhancements are accomplished,
this element is technically feasible
only in extremely limited instances
where non-Integrated Digital Loop
Carrier (DLC) equipment is

Under Study
AT&T and BST disagree that this
element is technically feasible.

AT&T delivered a verbal service
request to BST at the 6/20/96
execulive negatiations meeting.
BellSouth agreed o furnish a Time
and Cost guole by mid Augusl.

Habundled052).dec
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| Needs

AT&T Position

BellSouth Position

Status

Action ltems

Loop Feeder: Allows AT&T to serve
local customers by self providing loop
distribution and purchasing loop
feeder from BST.

Local Switching: AT&T must have
the ability to purchase Jocal switching
on an unbundied basis separale from
all other unbundled network elements.
Swilching, and all associated features,
must be purchased if it is
cconomically inefficient for ATET 10
self provide local swilching.

AT&T must have the abitity to ronle
calls to AT& T provided assels

*Note, AT&T’s definilion of Local
Switching does not include functions
such as inter-office transport (as does
BellSouth's definition of focal
transport)

AT&T's position is that
unbundling of this element is
techaically feasible,

AT&TT’s position is that Local
Switching is an unbundled network
clement and is independent of all
other unbundled netwaork elements
(imer-office transport, operator
systems, directory service).
Furthermsore, AT&T belicves that
salutions exist 10 solve rowting
issues associated with Local
Switching BST.

ATET belicves that a two phased
solution will remedy polential
routing issues.

Phase |: BST agrees to work with
AT&T on a rouling resource
conservation program.

phase 2: BST is to develop and
implement a capacity expansion
program.

deployed. Even afier operations
systems enhancements are
accomplished, unbundling of this
elerent is not technically feasible
in those instances where integrated
DLC equipment is deployed.

It appears that AT&T’s Loop
Feeder needs can be mel by
existing special access offerings.

BeliSouth's Local Switching (Port)
offering includes access 1o its
Operator Services, Directory
Assistance, Repair Service, and
Inter-office Transport.

Agree
BST ageeed on 5/28 that this

element is technically Feasible.

Disagree
ATET and BST disagree on the

iechnical feasibility of Local
Switching as an unbundted
nelwork clement. BellSouth is
investigating the wechnical
feasibility of routing calls 10
AT&T platlorms. Response was
due lo AT&T 6/7/96. BellSouth
provided AT&T a response on
6/14 indicating that it is not
lechnicaily feasible to use LCC and
switching system translations to
ensurc proper routing of calls lo
AT&T platforms. AT&T disagrees
with BST’s assumplions and seeks
to explore options to remedy any
potential rouling issues.

BellSouth and AT&'F are
participating on jeint conference

Unhundled0$23.doc
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| Needs

AT&T Position

BeliSouth Pasition

Status

Action ltems

Operator Systems: AT&T will offer
Operator Services 1o serve local
custorners. AT&T tequires the option
to be able o setf provide Operator
Services, or to purchase Operator
Sesvices from BST.

ATE&T believes that Operator
Systems is a technically feasible
unbundled network element that is
separate and distinct fron: other
unbundled network elements.
Uinbundling of this element is a
necessary reguirement for effective
competition.

AT&T believes that Directory
Syslems is a technically feasible

BellSouth offers unbundled
Operator Systems for use by
facifities based carriers who do not
purchase swilching from
BeliSouth. See “Local Switching™
for routing issues.

calls 1o develop a solulion for the
rouling issue.

Disagree

It is technically feasible for BST 10
provide Operator Services as an
unbundled network element only
when calls are routed lo BST from
a non-BST switch.

AT&T and BS'Y disagree on the
technical feasibilily of Operator
Services when calls are swilched
rom a BST switch 10 BST
Operator Services. BST has stated
that it cannot idemtify AT&T calls.
Potential LLCC exhaust prohibits
the identification of AT&T calls,
AT&T disagrees with BST’s
assumptions and seeks to explore
oplions to remedy any potential
routing issues,

BellSouth and AT&T are
participating on joint conference
calls to develop a solution for the
routing issue.

BST has advised AT&T that
Operator Services is not an

unbundled network element.

Disapgree

Unbundled523.doe
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[ Needs

AT&T Position

BeHSouth Po

Status

Action ltems

Directory Systems: Allows AT&T 10
provide DA 1o ils customers in the
event that AT&T does not self’
provide.

Common Transport: AT&T needs
the ability to purchase inter-office
LEC transport when it is nol feasible

unbundled network element that
must be offered separate and
distinct from other elemenits under
the Act.

Unbundling of this element is
techmically feasible. 1L must be a
separate unbundled elemem.
AT&T needs flexibility to obtain
the element as needed, and in

BellSouth offers unbundled
Directory Services for use by
facilities based carriers who do not
purchase swilching from
BellSouth. See “Local Swilching™
for routing issucs.

BellSouth’s unbundled exchange
pon offering provides switched
connections to BeliSouth’s

It is techunically feasible for BST 10
provide Directory Services as an
unbitndled network element when
calls are routed 10 BS'T from a non-
BST switch.

AT&T and BST disagree on the
technical feasibilily of Directory
Services when calls are switched
from a BST swilch to BST
Directory Services. BST has staled
that it cannot identify AT&T calls.
Potential LCC exhausl prohibils
the identification of AT&T calls.
AT&T disagrees with BST's
assumplions and seeks to explore
aptions to remedy any potential
routing issues.

BellSouth and AT&T are
participating on joint conference
calls 1o develop a solution for the
routing issve.

BST has advised AT&T that
Directory Servives is not an
unbundled network element.

Disagree

ATET and BST disagree on the
technical feasibility of this
clement as an vabundled neiwork

"3
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| Needs

AT&T Position

BellSouth Position

Stutus

Action [tems

73

0e1

build its own.

Dedicated Transport: AT&T
requires dedicated transport to connect
to AT& T designated locations. May
be more economical to purchase
dedicated transpont from LEC than to
build

combination with ather unbundled
clements.

Unbundling of this element is
technically feasible. It must be a
separate unbundled element.
AT&T needs Mexibitity Lo obtain
the clement as needed, and in
combination with other unbundled
elements.

1t is not appropriate for AT&T to
purchase dedicated transport from
special access tariffs.

AT&T's position is thal this

network. |t provides conneclivity
to the switching features associated
with tetephone tine and telephone
numbers; the line switching
functionality; the line to trunk
switching function; and inter-focal
switch connectivity. Cemnnon
transport as defined by AT& T is
available as part of BellSouth’s
port offering. Transpert is also
available to AT&T on an
unbundied basis.

BellSouth offers transport that
meets AT&T's requirements via ils
Special Access tariffs. This
fransport may not be used with a
BellSouth *Port” for intraLATA,
Interoffice transport. See “Local
Switching” for routing issues.

element. Same routing issue as
L.ocal Switching. Additionally,
current BST pricing bundles
switching and transport.

BST has advised AT&T that
Common Transport is not an
unbundled network element.,

Partially Agree
BST agrees that this clement is

technically feasible when non-B57T
swilched calls are routed o BST
Direct transport

BSTF and AT&T disagree that this
clement is technically feasible
when utilized in conjunction with
BST switching. Same routing
issues as local switching,

element is technically feasible. Apree
Digital Cross Connect Systems: BST agrecd that this clemem is
AT&T needs DCS for reat time sel technically feasible. Additional
provisioning/reconfiguration and investment by BST will be
diagnostics. required to meet customer Network

Management requirements.
AT&E's position is that # is
technically fieasible 1o unbundie nsT agrees that this is a Agree

Unbundled(523.doe

071396
Vervion &
9




DRAFT

FL, GA, NC, TN, LA, AL, KY, SC & MS
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

Service/Network Operations and Interconnection

QCizZED

Necds

AT&T Position

BeliSouth Position

Status Action ltems

Dala Switching: AT& needs the
ability to purchase data swilching
capabilities if it is unecenomical to
provide own

8§87 Message Transfer & Control:
Provides AT&T with the ability to
provide services requiring 587
Signaling without building its own
signaling network

Signaling Link Transport: Provides
AT&T the ability to order signaling
transport in order to connect to $TPs.

SCPsiDatabases: AT&T needs to
access databases 10 provide local
exchange service

Tandem Switching: Provides AT&T

an economically effective method to
provide switching and trunking
without building its own

this element.

AT&T's position is thal it is
technically feasible to unbundle
this element.

AT&T’s position is that it is
technically feasible Lo unbundle
this element.

AT&T"s position is that it is
technicaily feasible 1o unbundle
this element.

AT&T's position is that it is
technically feasible to unbundic
Lhis efement.

AT&T’s position is that it is

techoically feasible UNE. BST
agrees 1o all of AT&T’s
requirements with the exception of
real-time access 16 performance
monitoring and test equipiment.
Requires additional BST
invesiment to meet al)
requirements.

BST agrees that this UNE is
lechnically feasible.

=

BST agrees that this UNE
technically feasible,

BST agrees that this UNL: is
technically feasible with the
exception of providing detailed
tracking of usage

HBST agrees that this UNE is
technically feasible,

Agree

Apree

>m..ﬂa
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[ Needs

AT&T Position

BeliSouth Position

Status

Action ltems

AIN Provides AT&T the abitity to
quickly create custom services at a
parity level with BS'T,

2) AT&T reguires the abitity 1o
connect to BS1"s network and
facilities in order 10 provide local
telephone service.

techaically feasible 10 unbundle
this element.

AT&'T’s position is that il is
technically feasible 1o unbundle
this element. AT&T must be able
to provide AIN at a parity level
with BST. Accessio BS1's AIN
via a gateway (mediation) will not
allow AT&T to provide AIN ata
parity level with BST.

AT&T believes that al} forms and
phases of AIN are unbundted
under the Act.

Physical Collocation

Section 251 ( ¢ }{6) of the Aci
requires that BST 1o provide “for
physical collocation of equipment
necessary for inlerconnection or
access 1o unbundled network at
the premises of the local exchange
carrier (BST)Y" unless B5T can
prove that it is impractical due to
space limitations or technical
reasons. In order to efficiently
connect to the BST network,
ATE&T needs dedicated space at
BST"s LSOs and other locations so
thut AT&T can instail its
equipment. AT&T local service

Pursuant to BellSouth’s filings
associated with FCC Docket No.
91-346, BellSouth believes that
open access 10 its AIN in three
phasces is technicalty feasible.
Phase [ allows third parties access
to BellSouth’s service creation
platform. Phase il provides
interconuection of third party
providers service piatforms to
BeliSouth’s network via a
“gateway”. Phase [1] provides for
direct ISDN connection of third
party providers’ service nodes 10
BellSouth AIN.

BellSouth will provide, pursuant 1o
seclion 251 (¢)(3), physical
cotlocation on a first come , first
serve basis, based on space
availability. For offices which do
not have adequale space for
physical collocation, BST will
offer virtual collocation.
BellSouth does not restrict vendor
selection for equipment to be
placed in the physical collocation
space, though equipment must
meet industry standards. AT&T
will have unrestricled 24x7 access
10 their dedicated space in manned

Disagree

Negotiations on detailed
requirements began on 6/10/96.
BST to provide written response to
AT&T requirements on 6/19,;
conference call scheduled for 6/22.

Apreement

BSF hits agreed 1o physical
coliocation basis with no
limitations with respect to types of
equipment which may be installed,
Open issues such as environmental
atarms are being worked at the

SMI level.
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Needs

AT&T Position

BellSouth Position

Status

Action ltems

custormers wilk benefit from
quicker deptoyment of
technological advancements.

Interconneciion

Section 251 (c) (3) requires BST
“to provide, for the facilities and
equipment of any requesting
telecommunications carrier
{AT&T) interconnection with the
lecal exchange camier’s {BST)
network.” AT&T must be able 10
connect 1o the BST netwerk so that
AT&T cuslomers can send and
receive catls from BST customers,
utilize BST data bases and
signaling systems.

Rights of Way
Section 251 (b) (4} states that BST

has the duty to “afford access to
poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-
of-way”. Since it is economically
inefficient for AT&T to replicate
all of BST's infrastructure AT&T
must have access to BS1's
conduits, pole attachments,
pathways, entrance facilities,
telcphene closets. so that AT&'T

offices and provisions for 24x7
access to their space in unmanned
oftices. BellScuth will aliow
QOLEC to OLEC cross connection,

BellSouth witl provide
interconnection pursvant to Section
251(¢) of the Act and expects
AT&T to interconnect with
BellSouth pussuant {o section25]
(a) of the Act. AT&T may order
one way or lwo way Lrunk groups
for interconnection. BellSouth
expects 1o be provided the same
option and intends to order one
way trunk groups. Interconnection
via mid-span meetl may not be
technically feasible. BellSouth is
willing 10 engage in joint testing of
this inderconnection option.

BeliSouth will provide access o s
poles, ducts, conduits and rights of
way pursuant 1o the requirements
of section 224 as amended by
section 703 of the Act, AT&T's
requests go above and beyond such
requirements, Negotiations to
further qualify areas of
disagreement continue.

Agreement
BST agrees to provide transiting

tralfic to and from other carriers
(1XCs, CLECs, etc.) BST will
provide signaling platform
requested by AT&T. AT&T may
order tandem: or direct end oftice
trunk groups. Negotiations
continue.

Partial Agreement

Initial conference call 1ok place
on 5/21. BST agreed to meel some
of AT&T’s reguirements. BST
does not agree lo: provide AT&T
with existing copies of pole and
conduit prints, atlow AT& T 10
“break out of” BST conduil, allow
ATET the use of inner duct or
condwit space that BST plans 1w

UnbuniledUSE3.doe
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Friday, 5/24/96, 2:02 PM: Voice mail message from Neil Brown to Frank Kolb:

I told Frank: After talking with Reg Stark and Suzy Lavett earlier today, Suzy told me
that we should contact you directly. Mike Guedel and I are planning to come to
Birmingham on’ Wednesday and Thursday, 5/29-30, to meet with you and anyone you
designate to discuss your Avoidable Cost studies. [ asked Frank to please call to confirm
that this is okay because we are making the trave] arrangements.

Friday, 5/24/96, 3:30 PM: Voice mail message from Neil Brown to Suzie Lavett:

“Suzie, | know you are on the way home now but I wanted to let you know that I left a
voice mail message with Frank Kolb about an hour and a half ago. I told Frank that Mike
Guedel and I plan to come to Birmingham on Wednesday and Thursday, 5/29-30, to
discuss the BellSouth Avoidable Cost studies. We may bring one other person. Please
make sure that BellSouth is ready for that visit and let me know the address and
telephone number at Colonnade or elsewhere where Frank’s office is. We would like to
start at about 1:00 PM on Wednesday and 8:00 AM on Thursday. You may leave me a
voice mail at 404-810-7269. Have a great holiday week-end. Goodbye.”

01983

File: call5-24.doc
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TO: Pam Neison FROM: Suzie Lavett
BeliSouth
Telecommunications
!
Phone 404 §10-3100
Fax Phone 404 810-3131 Phone 404 529-7496

Fax Phone 404 420-0031

CC:

REMARKS: (J Urgent [0 Foryourreview [ Reply ASAP [0 Flease Comment

Pam,
More input:

TSR ltem 3
Add as first item in BST Position column just above Electric Interface:

BellSouth is prepared to provide AT&T with a level of service and quality of service that
is comparable to the service and quality provided to BellSouth's end users. As such,
BST proposals regarding pre-service ordering, ordering and provigioning are designed to
meet that commitment.

Add to the Service Ordering processing and Provisioning: “Status”

BeliSouth’s original propased EDI availability date of August 1, 1996, was amended to
September 1, 1986, to accomodate AT&T's schedule.

Callect, third number, etc., calis - Change BST Position to read

Pursuant to Section 251(c)(4)(A) of the Act, BeliSouth has a duty to offer for rasale its
retail telecommunications services. The operator services at issue here are soid at retail
— as a part of residential or business services. Therefore, it is appropriate for BeliSouth to
bilt intralATA charges to its end users, including collect, etc., calls at its rates. It is also
appropriate far BellSouth to bill intralLATA applicable charges to AT&T's end users to the
AT&T resale account at the discount rate where appropriate.

0C1oEy
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IXC PIC Change - BST Position
Add to the first buliett which ends with “via BST"s mechanized CARE interface.":

BST considers this to be a reasonable condition or limitation of its offer of services
available for resale.

0C1SE3



R AP /I

- i~
@ BELLSOUTH
May 28, 1596
Sue Ray : Re:—;pcm 1o slalgy
AT&T Local Service Negotiator TR, XSl
Room 12N04 oo~ Ceovvao |\ .
Promenszde I1 ‘)

1200 Peachtree St. NE
Atlanta, GA 30309

Dear Sue:

In response to your concems with AT&T incurring charges for the Diskette Analyzer Bill
(DAB) software, that charge is a standard fee for the service and is applicable to all DAB
users. Magnetic Tape Billing is also available but would require programming on AT&T’s
part to pull the data as needed. There is no charge for the magnetic tape if no other billing
media (paper) is required.

With respect to AT&T’s possible need for additional information on the CLUB Summary '
bill, BellSouth bas no plans to incorporate DAB-like reports in its CLUB Summary
process.

Sincerely,

Loy Sl
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May 28, 1996

TO: ValSapp -
FROM: Dottie Lee
RE: E911

Following are some items from our May 16th conference call that [ would like to review
in more detail:

1. For Total Service Resale (TSR), how will BellSouth handle updates/new
customer input to the ALI/DMS database.

2. The Network specifications for Telephone Number Portability, particularly
Service Provider Number Portability using Remote Call Forwarding (SPNP-RCF)
and Service Provider Number Portability using Flexible Direct Inward Dialing
(SPNP-Flex DID).

3. Process for providing Master Street Address Guide (MSAG) data initially and
on-going.

4. Who are the Public Safety Answering Point contacts for ES11.

As discussed via voice mail, [ have time scheduled Thursday, May 30 or Friday, May 31
to go over these itemns. Please confirm your availability as soon as possible. [ can be
reached at (404) 810-3124.
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Pamela A. Neison Room 12W54
District Manager Promenade i
Access Supplier Management 1200 Peachtree St.. NE
Atlanta. GA 30309
May 29, 1996 404 810-3100
Suzie Lavett HAND DELIVERED
BeilSouth
Room E5G 3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, Alabama 35243
Dear Suzie:

Re: RSAG-P/SIMS Agreement

Attached are oursugg&ttedmvisionstothisagreemcnt Please understand AT&T intends this agreement is to
be effective only during our negotiations phase for purposes of joint development and operational testing.
Accordingly, AT&T has largely accepted the terms and conditions proposed by BellSouth for this mtmm
period. Our executing this agreement should not be construed as “buy-in” for purposes of negotiating our
ultimate interconnection agreement which will inctude appropriate terms and conditions.for accessing RSAG
and P/SIMS information.

Finally please give me your assurance that BellSouth is treating AT&T on the same basis as it treats itself and

the other local exchange carriers for purposes of accessing RSAG and P/SIMS information. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

N

QCLict



Revisions to Agreement for Preordering Information

1. At4.01, change last sentence to read — The Local Exchange Company may contest on their own, ot
may have BST contest with the imposing jurisdiction, at the Local Exchange Company’s expense, any
such taxes that the Local Exchange Company deems are improperly levied.

2. AtV. TERM OF AGREEMENT - substitute — This Agreement shall continue in effect until itis
replaced by provisions incorporated in an Interconnection Agreement now being negotiated by the parties
under the Telecommunications Act of 1996. During the pendency of the negotiations, this Agreement
may be terminated by the Local Exchange Company upon at least thirty (30) days prior written notice to
BST. All obligations of the parties incurred prior to the termination date shall survive termination of this
Agrecment.

3. At VII. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY - append the following - provided, however, that such
indemnification and save harmless obligation shall apply only to direct damages which are proven and
shall not apply to circomstances resuiting from any negligence of BST, its Agents, Servants, Employees or
others; and, provided, further, that such indemnification and save harmless obligation is expressty
conditioned on the following (i) that AT&T shall be notified in writing promptly of any such claim or
demand, (ii) that AT&T shall have sole control of the defense of any action or such claim or demand and
of all negotiations for its settiement or compromise; and that (iii) BST shall cooperate with AT&T in a
reasonable way to facilitate the settlement or defense of such claim or demand.

4. At3.03, append the following — which approval shall not be unreasonably delayed or withheld.
5. At 8.04, substitute “and” for ‘which”.

6. At 8.05, append the following—and the parties agree to immediately negotiate replacement language
for the invalid or unenforceable provisions.

7. At 8.08, following “withheld”, add “or delayed” and substitute the following —provided, however, that
either party may, without the other’s consent, assign this Agreement to an entity owned in whole or in
part by that party, or by ons or more of its direct or indirect subsidiaries, and may subcontract the
performance of any of its obligations hereunder.
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AGREEMENT FOR PREOCRDERING INFORMATION

This Agreement, effective as of . 1998, is antered into
by and between BellSouth Telecommunications, Ine. (‘BST"), a Georgia
corporation, and ("Local Exchange Company”).

Whereas, in consideration of the mutual covenants, agreements and
obligations set forth beiow, the parties hersby agree as foilows.:

I SCOPE

This Agreament sets forth the tarms and conditions under which Local
Exchange Company will access and use certain preordering information stored
in BST's Regional Street Address Guide (RSAG) data base and in files extracted
from the Products/Services Information Management System (P/SIMS) dats
base. '

n. DEFINITIONS

2.01. RSAG information - RSAG Information is information obtained from the ~
Regional Street Address Guide (RSAG). For purposes of this Agreement RSAG
Information is limited to individual customer location/address data and
associated serving central office switches. Data from RSAG can be associated
with P/SIMS file data to determine feature and service availability and to identify
provisioning carriers. Information in RSAQ is accessed using a combination of
the following indicators: a valid street address, previous teiephone number,
previous customer name, descriptive address (e.g., John Hancock Center), or a
valid community name and state.

2.02. P/SIMS Inforrmation - P/SIMS Information is information obtained from the
Products/Services information Management System (P/SIMS). For purposes of
this Agreement P/SIMS Information is limited to service/feature availability (by
central cffice) and a listing of carriers providing interLATA and (where applicable)
intraLATA services.

2.03. NPA - Numbering Pian Area is an area code. The NPA is the primary
code which identifies the central office switch providing local exchange service to
a specific end usar address. '

2.04 NXX - NXX is a secondary central office code. in combination with the
NPA it provides an identifier for each BST central office awitm._

(H. RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTIES
octoT
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3.01. BST will provide Local Exchange Company with access on a real time
basis to RSAG Information. Local Exchange Company may use RSAG
Inforrnation to obtain the primary NPA/NXX of the associated central office.
RSAG is a 24x7 application; however, batch processing will necessitate periods
of system unavailability during the morming hours. BST shall endeavor to
maintain a satisfactory response time. Depending on the accuracy and level of
detail of input data, some transactions will compiete in fifteen (15) seconds per
query or legs. BST shall have no liability to Local Exchange Company for a
response time exceeding this parameter.

3.02. BST will provide Local Exchange Company with access to data files
containing P/SIMS Information. A separate data file will be prepared for each
state contained in BST's nine-state sarvice territory. Access to P/SIMS
information will be provided through a dats tranamission line. The data
transmission line may be obtained from BST pursuant to the provisions of tariffs
filed in each state jurisdiction served by BST. Using the data transmission line,
Local Exchange Company will have the capability of downloading P/SIMS
Information into computer facilities over which Local Exchange Comparny
exercises dominion and control. P/SIMS information available to Locat ;
Exchange Company through this arrangement includes, but is not limited to, a
listing of sarvices and features available by central office and a listing of
interLATA carriers and (where applicable) intralLATA carriers serving each
central office. BST will update P/SIMS Information a minium of one time per
week; however, Local Exchange Company may perform downloading of P/SIMS
information at whatever frequency it deems appropriate.

3.03. Local Exchange Company will obtain from 8ST a security card featuring a

unique password identification which will be changed periodically by BST. A

nonrecurring charge of One Hundred ($100.00) Dollars will be applied to each

security card provided, including duplicates furnished to additional users or
furnished as a replacement of last or stoien cards.

3.04. Local Exchange Company acknowledges that RSAG Information and
P/SIMS Information obtained pursuant to this Agreement s provided for the
limited purposes of faciitating the establishment of new customer accounts and
identifying servicas and features available in specific BST cantral offices. Local
Exchange Company agrees that it will not seil or gtherwise transfer RSAG
Information and/or P/SIMS Information to any third party for any purpose
whatsoever without the prior written consent of BST.

V. FEES FOR SERVICE AND TAXES

4.01. BST will provide the services contemplated by this Agreement without
charge to Local Exchange Company. Sales, use and all other taxes {excluding
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taxes an BST's income} determined by BST or any taxing authority to be due to
any federal, state or local taxing jurisdiction with respect to the provision of the
services set forth herein will be paid by the Local Exchange Company. The @
Local Exchange Company shalt have the right to have BST contast with the
imposing jurisdiction, at the Local Exchange Company's expense, any such
taxes that the Local Exchange Company deems are improperly levied.

4.02. Local Exchange Company hereby acknowiedges that future market
conditions may increase BST's provisioning costs and necessitate a charge or

- charges for the services provided pursuant {0 this Agreement. Should BST in its
sole judgment determine to assess a charge or charges for the services
described herein, BST will provide Local Exchange Company with a minimum of
ninety (90) days' prior written notice of this determination, said notice to include a
statement of the exact charge or charges to be applied by BST.

V. TERM OF AGREEMENT

@- This Agreement shail continua in effect until terminated by either party
upon at least thirty (30) days' prior written notice to the other party. All
obligations of the parties incurred prior to the termination date shall survive
tarmination of this Agreement.

Vi. DISCLAIMER OF WARRANTIES

8.01. BST does not warrant that services provided uncer this Agreement will be
uninterrupted or error free. |n the svent of interruptions, delays, errors or other
failure of the services, BST's obligation shall be limited to using reasonable
efforts under the circumstances to restore the services. BST shall have no
obligation to retrieve or reconstruct any messages or data which may be iost or
damaged. Local Exchange Company is responsibie for providing back-up for
data deemed by Local Exchange Company to be necsasary to its operations.

8.02. THE SERVICES ARE PROVIDED “AS 18.” BST MAKES NO
WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, WITH RESPECT TO THE SERVICES,
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO ANY WARRANTY OF
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE, WHICH
WARRANTIES ARE HEREBY EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED.

Vil. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

| In no event will BST ba liable to Local Exchange Company or any third |
party for indirect, incidental, special or cansequantial damages arising out of or in
connection with the services provided under this Agresment, including but not

limited to losses or damages for any lost profits, efrors or omissions in data, lost
data or lost or delayed messages, whether caused by BST's negligence or other
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legal fauit, even if BST has been advised of tha possibility of such damages.

BST shall be indemnified and saved harmiess by Local Exchange Company from
all such claims assaerted by third partias which arise, directly or indirectly, from
BST's provision of services to Local Exchange Company under this Agraement
or from any act or omission of Local Exchange Company in connection with the
services provided under this Agreement. @5

Vill. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

8.01. Itis understood and agreed by the parties that BST may provide similar
servicas to other companies,

8.02. All terms, conditions and operations under this Agreement shail be
performed in accordance with, and subject to, all applicable local, state or federal
legal and regulatory tariffs, rulings, and other requirements of the federal courts,
the U.S. Department of Justice and state and federal regulatory agencies.
Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to cause either party to violate any
such legal or reguiatory requirement and either party’s obligation to perform shail
be subject to ail such requirements.

8.03. Local Exchange Company agrees to submit to BST all advertising, sales
promotion, prass releases, and other publicity matters relating to this Agreement
wherein BST's corporate or frade names, i0gos, trademarks or service marks or
those of BST's affiliated companies are mentioned or language from which the
connection of said names or trademarks therewith may be inferrad or implied;
and Local Exchange Company further agrees not to publish or use such
advertising, sales promotions, prass releases, or publicity matters without BST's
prior written approval. @

8.04. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between Local
Exchange Company and BST which supersedes all prior agreements or
contracts, oral or written rsprasenhtlom. statements, negotiations,
understandings, proposals and undertakings with respect to the subject matter
hereof.

8.05. Except as expressly provided in this Agreement, if any part of this
Agresement is held or construed to be invalid or unenforceable, the validity of any
other section of this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect to the extent
permissibie or appropriate in furtherance of the intent of this Agreement. @

8.06. Neither party shatl be held liable for any delay or failure in performance of
any part of this Agreement for any cause beyond its control and without its fault
or negligence, such as acts of God, acts of civil or military authority, government
regulations, embargoes, epidemics, war, terrorist acts, riots, insurrections, fires,
explosions, earthquakes, nuciear accidents, floods, strikes, power biackouts,
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volcanic action, other major environmental disturbances, unusuaily severs
weather conditions, inability to secure products or services of other persons or
transportation facilities, or acts or omissions of transportation common carriers.

8.07. This Agreement shall be deemed to be a contract made under the laws of
the State of Georgia, and the construction, interpretation and performance of this
Agreement and all transactions hereunder shall be governed by the domestic: law
of such State. @

8.08. The rights and obligations of eithet pa y not be assigned or :
otherwise transferred without the prior writtep’consent of the other party, which
consent shall not be unreasonably withheid? provided, however, that BST may,
without Local Exchange Company’s consent, assign this Agreement to an entity
owned in whoie or in part by 8ST or by one or more of its direct or indirect
subsidiaries, and may subcontract the performance of any of its oblsgatnons
hereunder.

8.09. The section headings used herein are for convenience only, and shall not
be deemed to constitute integral provisions of this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement by .
their duly authorized representatives in duplicate counterparts, each of which is-

deemed an original.

Local Exchange Company: BST:
By: By:
Name: ' _ Name:
Title: Title:

L el &2
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To: Andre Mule, Pam Nelson, Jay Bradbury, Gwen Davenporte
Message from Keith Miiner, May 28, 1996, 4:03pm

Hi Pam, good afternoon, this is Keith Milner with BellSouth, it's a few minutes before 4 on
Wednesday afternoon; and | did get your message earlier today about our technical meetings.
Apparently there’s been some change in direction, I'm not sure that | understand all the details. |
understand that there will be a discussion at the 5:00 meeting this afternoon and [ presume that
you'll be on that call with Scott Schaeffer and Jim Carroll and I'm gonna presume Ron Shurter.
Anyway, the direction I've been given for now is that my team that had been looking at what | call
unbundled routing is to suspend its work that it had only begun so | guess what I'm gonna do right
now since I'm not sure of all the details is to at least postpone the meeting that we had talked
about for tomorrow afternoon, that is Thursday, until 1 get direction from Scott or the outcome of
that meeting this afterncon, whichever. | know this is a little vague but I'm telling you as much as

- know right now. Scott gave Suzie a message to deliver to me and my team earlier today to that
effect so I'm not quite sure what all the implications are. And if it's not made clear in the meeting
or during the conference call then | will call you after that and we’ll talk about that tomorrow. Pam,
| apologize for any confusion that this may have caused or any disruption to the work that we
thought was going to go forward. If you'd like to call me 'm on 529-5489. Thank you.

oc:
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Mule, Andre J

From: NEBROWN[SMTP:poscotchINEBROWN@rondo]

Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 1996 3:36 PM

To: poscotch!CUMMINGS; poscotch!GUEDEL; poscotchlJAKING; poscotchILEHNERTZ;
, poscotciMHARPER,; poscotch!WAKING: poscotchtwkendall

Ce: poscotch!DRIPLEY; poscotch!NEBROWN; poscotchlPANELSON; pochariot!bzachary;

pochariotirasul; attmaillcrafton; attmaillgregan; attmailllerma; attmailllgamgw!ajmule;

attmail!lgamgw!follensb; attmailllgamgwlkmcneely; attmailllgamgwilcecil; attmailllgamgw!rbriney;

attmailligamgw!sanderso; attmaillrhshurter; attmailltye; cs?:ﬂ‘l laugier; csgatiiibjenkins;
csgatii!dberger; csgatl1!jcarroll; csgatl1!mfawzi; csgati1!pfoster; csgat!!rcavalio;
law1200a!gcoker; law1200alwinegard; igamgwliwellison

Subject: Hatfield Model: Cost Basic Network
& )
METHOD.PPT METHOD2.PPT TSLRICBS.XLS
Team:

I have built off of Brend Kahn's "Method" slides and edited them to suit my
use. You may do the same.

Jeff and Karen, | would like to fill in the numbers for Slide 2 and create
alternate slides for Sprint/United and GTE (at least for our Region, and
preferably, for the country).

In addition, i would like to populate the TSLRIC BellSouth spreadsheet as
soon as possibie and let Jim share it with Scott Schaefer. Following that,

! would like to populate TSLRIC for GTE, then Sprint/United to help support
Rasul Damiji and Bette Zachary.

Thanks.

Neil Brown

001925
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Network Elements

m Loop m Transport

1. Distribution 6. Dedicated

2. Concentration 7. Common

3. Feeder 8. Tandem Switching
B Switching M Signaling
m Operator Systems 9. Link

10. Signal Transfer Point
11. Service Control Point
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TSLRIC Model Methodology

B Model Estimates TSLRIC of eleven unbundled network
functions

m Key assumptions:
» Optimal network - forward looking
> “scorched node” approach .
> estimates loop costs separately for six population density zones
» standard Bellcore engineering practices to construct forward-looking network
» where possible publicly available data is available

» Sizes plant for full range of LEC services
- Business and Residence
- Local, toll and IXC access

m Adjusted to incorporate some assumptions made in Benchmark
Cost Model (BCM)
» Developed jointly by LECs and IXCs - US West, NYNEX, MCI and Sprint
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TSLRIC Model Methodology -
Data Sources

B 1994 Statistics of Common Carriers

» Switched Traffic for all services
= Switched and Special Access Lines

B 1990 Census Data

» Population Density by Census Tract
» Census Tract Land Area

B Benchmark Cost Model

> loop plant placement and materials costs

M Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG)

)
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TSLRIC Model Methodology -

Assumptions
BCM - Based
B Loop
> Feeder is fiber and analog copper, digital loop carrier also
used

> Distribution 100% copper
B End Office Switching
> 100% digital switching,
> switch size varies by density range

Hatfield Extension

B Transport
> 100% fiber
= all traffic is tandem-routed



TSLRIC Model Methodology -
Expenses

B Levelized Capital Costs
> 10.5% overall return
> state and federal taxes
> depreciation lives by plant category

B Operating Expenses

> plant-specific operating expense based on relationship
between SOCC expenses and investment

= 6% factor applied to represent variable corporate operations
expense
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The Cost of Basic Network
Elements: |
Theory, Modeling and Policy
Implications

Neil E. Brown
(404) 810-7269
June, 1996



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

ter of lmplemcntauon o608
g; ttl;: zl::acl Competition Provisions y  CC Docket No
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

AFFIDAVIT OF LEE L. SELWYN AND PATRICIA D. KRAVTIN

1. Our names are Lee L. Selwyn and Patricia D. Kravtin, President and Vice
President—Senior Economist, respectively, at Economics and Technology, Inc. (ETI). Our
Statements of Qualifications appear as Attachments A and B to this affidavit We submit this
affidavit in reply to the Comments presented in response to the Commission’s April 19, 1996

Norice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in CC Docket 96-98, Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "Act™).

2. This affidavit addresses in particular the claims made by Incumbent Local Exchange
Companies (ILECs) regarding their entitlement to recovery of historical embedded costs in the
rates charged competitors for interconnection and unbundled network elements. A number of
ILECs describe (but do not quantify) differences between historical ersbedded "revenue
requirement” costs and the forward-looking Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost
(TSLRIC) of the services and facilities that the ILECs will be providing pursuant to Section

251 of the Act, and assert that the failure to recover historical embedded costs will have
deleteriotis effects upon the [LECs.'

L0} 0754050061

1. See, e.g., SBC Communications Comments at 89; Bell Atlantic Comments at 36;

BellSouth Comments at 57; Ameritech Comments at 68-70; see also Affidavit of Prof Jerry
A. Hausman, attached to USTA Comments, para. 3-13.



Affidavit of Lee L. Seiwvn and Patricia D. Kravtin
CC Docket 96-98
Page 2

Findings of the ETI Study

3. In response to these arguments from the ILECs and USTA expert Hausman, we
present specific empirical evidence from an ETI Study entitled Analysis of Incumbent LEC
Embedded Investment: An Empirical Perspective on the "Gap" Between Historic Costs and
Forward-looking TSLRIC ("ETI Study"), which appears as Attachment C to this affidavit. In
particular, the ETI Study examines critically the notion, implicit in the arguments raised by
the [LECs, that their books reflect a relatively large base of old, obsolete plant, acquired
under pre-competitive conditions at a high cost relative to current prices, which the ILECs

assert explains the divergence between ILEC accounting books and TSLRIC.

4. Although ETI's empirical analysis was necessarily constrained by the limited
availability of ILEC data, we nevertheless find that, as a general proposition and contrary to
ILEC claims and other "conventional wisdom,” the existence of a "gap" between historical
embedded costs and TSLRIC results cannot be ascribed to the obsolescence or (relative to
current prices) high cost of plant put in place to satisfy basic service demand as part of any
explicit or implicit pre~competition regulatory bargain imposed upon the ILECs. Rather, a
primary driver of [LEC piant additions and retirements over the past few years was related to
and motivated by the ILECs’ pursuit of other strategic business goals and positioning for
entry into new lines of business.

5. As described further below, the analyses preseated in the ETI Study provide specific
empirical evidence demonstrating that:

*  The majority of plant carried on the ILECs’ books is relatively new, having been
acquired during the 1990s — a time period in which fundamental regulatory changes,
.competitive inroads, and corresponding strategic responses were clearly being
contemplatéd and addressed by the ILECs;
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Affidavit of Lee L. Selwvn and Paticia D. Kravun
CC Docket 96-98

Page 3

[n the aggregate, newer vintage piant is replacing the older vintages at the steady
pace of approximately 5%-10% per year, such that in the next several years, during
the transition to a more competiive local exchangs market environment, the ILECs
will have replaced or retired virtwally all categories of their pre-1990 embedded base

of plant that has become economically and/or technologically obsolete;

Of the plant acquired since January 1, 1990 that now consttutes the majority of the
ILECs’ net rate base, only a relatively small fraction of the gross additions in digital
switching and outside plant distribution facilities can be shown to have been required

to support growth in basic service demand over this period;

A large portion of the older (i.e., pre-1990) vintage plant remaining on the ILECs’
books consists of physical assets whose economic values may have actually
appreciated, in that similar plant is still being acquired at reproduction costs (such as
those reflected in TSLRIC studies) that in many cases are likely to be grearer than

the original (historic) acquisition cost.

6. In addition, the ETI Study also examines several case studies and other anecdotal

evidence that further supports and expounds upon the conclusions of the quantitative

empirical analyses. These include:

[LEC involvement in the market for advanced Centrex-type services which, unlike
POTS services, required the use of digital (as distinct from analog) central office
switches, may have motivated the unnecessarily early replacement of analog central

office switching plant and the massive overconstruction of outside plant;

ILEC efforts to expand the market for additional residential lines and other
discretionary services, required the ILECs to desigh and construct far more extensive
feeder and distribution infrastructures (and expend far greater aggregate capital

investments) than otherwise would have been required to provision basic local

ae2oe




Affidavit of Lae L. Selwvn and Patricia D. Kraviin
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exchange service, and appears to overwhelm simple growth in basic local exchange

line cemand as a principal capital investment driver; and

o ILEC suategic positioning in the market for advanced and broadband digital services,
has resulted in the ILECs significandy increasing feeder facilities relative to those
actually required to meet demand for basic local exchange lines and other POTS
services, and provides a far better explanation for capacity expansion than simple
POTS demand growth.

The foregoing statements are true and correct to the best of our knowiedge, information

and belief. Executed on May z:.i, 1996. ﬂ( g E

LEE L. SELWYN

%@ejﬁ;z:

PATRICIA D. KRAVTIN




Statement of Qualifications

DR. LEE L. SELWYN

-

Dr. Lee L. Selwyn has been actively involved in the telecommunications field for more
than twenty-five vears, and is an intemationally recognized authority on telecommunications
regulation, economics and public policy. Dr. Selwyn founded the firm of Economics and
Technology, Inc. in 1972, and has served as its President since that date. He received his Ph.D.
degree from the Alfred P. Sloan School of Management at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology. He also holds a Master of Science degree in Industrial Management from MIT and a
Bachelor of Arts degree with honors in Economics from Queens College of the City University
of New York.

Dr. Selwyn has testified as dn expert on rate design, service cost analysis, form of
regulation, and other telecommunications policy issues in telecommunications reguiatory
proceedings before some forty state commissions, the Federal Communications Commission and
the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission, among others. He has
appeared as a witness on behaif of commercial organizations, non-profit institutions, as well as

local, state and federai government authorities responsible for telecommunications regulation and
consumer advocacy.

He has served or is now serving as a consultant to numerous state utilities commissions
including those in Arizona, Minnesota, Kansas, Kentucky, the District of Columbia, Connecticut,
California, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, New Mexico, Wisconsin
and Washington State, the Office of Telecommunications Policy (Executive Office of the
President), the National Telecommunications and Information Administration, the Federal
Communications Commission, the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications
Commission, the United Kingdom Office of Telecommunications, and the Secretaria de
Comunicaciones y Transportes of the Republic of Mexico. He has aiso served as an advisor on
telecommaunications reguiatory matters to the Intemauonal Communications Association and the
Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee, as well as to a number of major corporate
telecommunications users, information services providers, paging and cellular carriers, and
specialized access services carriers.

Dr. Seiwyn has preseated testimony as an invited witness before the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives Subcommitiee on Telecommunications, Consumer Protection and Finance and before
the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee, on subjects dealing with restructuring and deregulation of
portions of the telecommunications industry.

In 1970, he was awarded a Post-Doctoral Research Grant in Public Utility Economics
under a program sponsored by the American Telephone and Telegraph Company, to conduct
research on the economic effects of telephone rate structures upon the computer time sharing
industry. This work was conducted at Harvard University's Program on Technology and Society,
where he was appointed as a Research Associate. Dr. Selwyn was also a member of the faculty
at the College of Business Administration at Boston University from 1968 until 1973, where he
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Dr. Lee L. Selwyn Statement of Qualifications

taught courses in economics. finance and management information systems.

Dr. Selwyn has published numerous papers and articles in professional and trade joumnals

on the subject of telecommunications service regulation, cost methodology, rate design and
pricing policy. These have included:

"Taxes, Corporate Financial Policy and Return to Investors”
Nationa! Tax Journal, Vol. XX, No.4, December 1967.

“Pricing Telephone Terminal Equipment Under Competition”
Public Utilities Formightly, December 8, 1977.

"Deregulation, Competition, and Regulatory Responsibility in the
Telecommunications Industry”

Presented at the 1979 Rate Symposium on Problems of Regulated Industries -
Sponsored by: The American University, Foster Associates, Inc., Missouri
Public Service Commission, University of Missouri-Columbia, Kansas City,
MO, February 11 - 14, 1979.

"Sifting Out the Economic Costs of Terminal Equipment Services"
Telephone Engineer and Management, QOctober 15, 1979.

"Usage-Sensitive Pricing” (with G. F. Borton)
(a three part series)
Telephony, January 7, 28, February 11, 1980.

"Perspectives on Usage-Sensitive Pricing”
Public Utilities Formightly, May 7, 1981,

"Diversification, Deregulation, and Increased Uncertainty in the Public Utility
Industries”

Comments Presented at the Thirteenth Annual Conference of the Institute of
Public Utilities, Williamsburg, VA - December 14 - 16, 1981.

"Local Telephone Pricing: Is There a Better Way?, The Costs of LMS Exceed
its Benefits: a Report on Recent U.S. Experience.”

Proceedings of a conference held at Montreal, Quebec - Sponsored by
Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission and The
Centre for the Study of Regulated Industries, McGill University, May 2 - 4,
1984,

"Long-Run Regulation of AT&T: A Key Element of A Competitive
Telecommunications Policy”
Telematics, August 1984.

aerein

[ ]
’-'U'-' ECONOMICS AN
E i TECHNOLOGY.




Dr. Lze L. Seiwyn Statement of Qualificatons

"Is Equal Access an Adequate Justification for Removing Restrictions on BOC
Diversification?” _

Presented at the Institute of Public Utilities Eighteenth Annual Conference,
Williamsburg, VA - December 8 - 10, 1986.

"Market Power and Competition Under an Equal Access Environment”
Presented at the Sixteenth Annual Conference, "Impact of Deregulation and
Market Forces on Public Utilities: The Future Role of Regulation”
Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State Universiry, Williamsburg, VA -
December 3 - 3, 1987.

"Contestable Markets: Theory vs. Fact”

Presented at the Conference on Current Issues in Telephone Regulations:
Dominance and Cost Allocation in Interexchange Markets - Center for Legal
and Regulatory Studies Department of Management Science and Informarion

Systems - Graduate School of Business, University of Texas at Austin, October
3, 1987.

"The Sources and Exercise of Market Power in the Market for Interexchange
Telecommunications Services”

Presented at the Nineteenth Annual Conference - "Alternatives to Traditional
Regularion: Options for Reform" - Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State
University, Williamsburg, VA, December, 1987.

" Assessing Market Power and Competition in The Telecommunications
Industry: Toward an Empirical Foundation for Regulatory Reform”
Federal Communications Law Journal, Vol. 40 Num. 2, April 1988.

"A Perspective on Price Caps as a Substitute for Traditional Revenue
Requirements Regulation”

Presented at the Twentieth Annual Conference - "New Regulatory Concepts,
Issues and Controversies” - Institute of Public Utilities, Michigan State
University, Williamsburg, VA, December, 1988.

"The Sustainability of Competition in Light of New Technologies™ (with D. N.
Townsend and P. D. Kravtin)
Presented at the Twentieth Annual Conference - Institute of Public Utilities

- Michigan State University, Williamsburg, VA, December, 1988.

"Adapting Telecom Regulation to Industry Change: Promoting Development
Without Compromising Ratepayer Protection” (with S. C. Lundquist)
IEEE Communications Magazine, January, 1989.
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Dr. Les L. Seiwsn Statement of Qua_[i[‘lcauons

"The Role of Cost Based Pricing of Telecommunications Services in the Age
of Technology and Competition”

Presented at National Regulatory Research Institute Conference, Seatle, July
20, 1990.

"A Public Good/Private Good Framework for Identifying POTS Objectives for
the Public Switched Network" (with Patricia D. Kravtin and Paul S. Keller)
Columbus, Ohio: National Regulatory Research Institute, September 1991,

"Telecommunications Regulation and Infrastructure Development: Alternative
Models for the Public/Private Partnership”

Prepared for the Economic Symposium of the International Telecommunications
Union Europe Telecom '92 Conference, Budapest, Hungary, October 15, 1992,

"Efficient Infrastructure Development and the Local Telephone Company’s
Role in Competitive Industry Environment" Presented at the Twenry-Fourth
Annual Conference, Institute of Public Utilities, Graduate School of Business,
Michigan State University, "Shifting Boundaries between Regulation and
Competition in Telecormmunicarions and Energy”, Williamsburg, VA, December
1992.

"Measurement of Telecommunications Productivity: Methods, Applications and
Limitations” (with Frangoise M. Clottes)

Presented at Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development,
Working Party on Telecommunication and Information Services Policies, ‘93
Conference "Defining Performance Indicators for Competitive
Telecommunications Markets”, Paris, France, February 8-9, 1993,

"Market Failure in "Open" Telecommunications Networks: Defining the New
"Natural Monopoly"

Presented at the Tenth Michigan Conference on Public Utility Economics,
Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan, March 26, 1993.

"Telecommunications Investment and Economic Development: Achieving
efficiency and balance among competing public policy and stakehoider
interests”

Presented at the 105th Annual Convention and Regulatory Symposium,
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, New York,
November 18, 1993.
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Dr. Lze L. Seiwvn Statement of Qualificauens

“The Potential for Competition in the Market for Local Telephone Services"
(with David N. Townsend and Pauj S. Keller)

Presented at the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
Workshop on Telecommunication [nfrastructure Competition, December 6-7,
1993.

"Market Failure in Open Telecommunications Networks: Defining the new
natural monopoly,” Utilities Policy, Vol. 4, No. 1, January 1994,

“The Enduring Local Borleneck: Monaopoly Power and the Local Exchange
Carriers,” (with Susan M. Gately, et al) a report prepared by ETI and Hatfield
Associates, Inc. for AT&T, MCI and CompTel, February 1994.”

"Commercially Feasible Resale of Local Telecommunications Services: An
Essential Step in the Transition to Effective Local Competition,” {Susan M.
Gately, et al) a report prepared by ETI for AT&T, July 1995.

“Efficient Public Investment in Telecommunications Infrastructure”
Land Economics, Vol 71, No.3, August 1995.

“"Market Failure in Open Telecommunications Networks: Defining the new
natural monopoly,” in Networks, Infrastructure, and the New Task for
Regularion, by Wemer Sichel and Donal L. Alexander, eds., University of
Michigan Press, 1996.

Dr. Selwyn has been an invited speaker at numerous seminars and conferences on
telecommunications regulation and policy, including meetings and workshops sponsored by the
National Telecommunications and Information Admirnistration, the National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners, the U.S. General Services Administration, the Institute of
Public Utilities at Michigan State University, the National Regulatory Research Institute at Ohio
State University, the Harvard University Program on Information Resources Policy, the Columbia
University Institute for Tele-Information, the International Communications Association, the Tele-
Communications Association, the Western Conference of Public Service Commissioners, at the
New England, Mid-America, Southern and Western regional PUC/PSC conferences, as well as
at numerous conferences and workshops sponsored by individual regulatory agencies.
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ATTACEENT 3

Statement of Qualifications

PATRICIA D. KRAVTIN

-

Patricia D. Kravun is Vice President and Senior Economist at ETI. Ms. Kravtin did grad-
uate study in the Ph.D. program in Economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
where she was a National Science Foundation Fellow. Her fields of study have included In-
dustrial Organization, Government Regulation of Industry, and Urban and Regional Economics.
While at M.L.T., Ms. Kravtin performed research for the Sloan School of Management and the
Joint Center for Urban Studies of M.L.T. and Harvard. Her own empirical work has centered on
multiproduct industries and has inciuded econometric estimation of multiproduct cost functions
and measurernent of product-specific economies of scale and economies of joint production.

While in Washington, D.C., Ms. Kravtin gained valuable insight into the regulatory pro-
cess performing research and policy analysis at the United States Department of Commerce, the
Securities and Exchange Commission, and the Private Radio Bureau of the Federal Com-
munications Commission.

Since joining ETY in 1982, Ms. Kravtin has been actively involved in telecommunications
regulatory proceedings in state jurisdictions throughout the country and has frequently testified
as an expert witness before regulatory commissions. Ms. Kravtin has testified before the Rhode
Island Public Utilities Commission, the Maine Public Utilities Commission, the Florida Public
Service Commission, the New York Public Service Commission, the Louisiana Public Service
Commission, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, the Mississippi Public Service Com- .
mission, the Arizona Corporation Commission, the Kentucky Public Service Commission, the
Delaware Public Service Commission, the Georgia Public Service Commission, the Tennessee
Public Service Commission, the New Hampshire Public Utility Commission, the New Jersey
Board of Regulatory Commissioners, the Arkansas Public Service Commission, the Kansas
Corporation Commission, and the California Public Utlittes Commission. Ms. Kravtin has also
testified as an expert witness in anti-trust litigation before the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Tennessee at Greeneville,

Ms. Kravtin’s assignments have involved the analysis of both rate design and revenue
requirements issues. She has performed analyses of various cost methodologies used by telephone
companies to determine costs and set rates, and econometic demand models used to develop
estimates of repression and stimulation of demand as a result of price changes. She has conducted
numerous analyses of the costs and benefits of local measured service.

Ms. Kravtin has also been involved in the analysis of issues relating to telephone company
modernization expenditures and plant utilization. Ms. Kravtin has presented testimony on the
subject of infrastructure/plant modernization before the Ohio General Assembly senate select
Committee on telecommunications Infrastructure and Technology and the New Jersey Senate

Transportation and Public Utility Committee.
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More recently, Ms. Kravtin has gained extensive expertise in the area of video and mulu-
media information service markets. Ms. Kravtin has submitted numerous filings before the FCC
concemning the economics of video dialtone investment and/or VDT tariffs proposed by New
Jersey Bell, Pacific Bell, Ameritech, Southern New England Telephone, US West, GTE, Bell
Atlantic, BellSouth, NYNEX, Puerto Rico Telephone Company and Carolina Telephone in over
25 Section 214 Application proceedings.

Ms. Kravtin has authored and co-authored numerous papers and reports pertaining to these
issues. These include the following:

"The Economic Viability of Stentor’s ‘Beacon Initiative,” Exploring the extent of its
financial dependency upon revenues from services in the Utility Segment,” prepared for
Unitel, submitted as evidence befors the Canadian Radio-television and
Telecommunications Commission, March 1995,

"A Public Good/Private Good Framework for Identifying Pots Objectives for the Public

Switched Network” prepared for the National Regulatory Research Institute, October
1991;

"The U S Telecommunications Infrastructure and Economic Development,” presented at
the 18th Annual Telecommunications Policy Resea.rch Conference, Airlie, Virginia,
October 1990;

"An Analysis of Outside Plant Provisioning and Utilization Practices of US West
Commuaications in the State of Washington," prepared for the Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission, March 1990; and

“Telecommunications Modemization: Who Pays?,” prepared for the National Regulatory
Research Institute, September 1988,

Ms. Kravtin has also been actively involved in the analysis of issues relating specifically
to industry structure, BOC market power and MFJ restrictions, regulatory reform, price caps
regulation, access charges, and local and long-distance competition in the telecommunications
industry at both the state and federal level. Ms. Kravtin has served as an expert witness in
antitrust cases involving BOC monopolization. She has co-authored numerous papers and reports
pertaining to these issues. These include the following:

"Reply to X-Factor Proposals for the FCC Long-Term LEC Price Cap Plan,” prepared for
the Ad Hoc Telecommunications User Committee, submitted in FCC CC Docket 94-1,
March 1, 1996.

"Establishing the X-Factor for the FCC Long-Terms LEC Price Cap Plan,” prepared for

the Ad Hoc Telecommunications User Committee, submitted in FCC CC Docket 94-1,
Dccember, 19985, Oc:'gn,ﬂ -
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"Fostering a Competitive Local Exchange Market in New Jersey: Blueprint for

Development of a Fair Playing Field." prepared for the New Jersey Cable Television
Association, January 1995.

“The Enduring Local Bottleneck: Monopoly Power and the Local Exchange Carriers,”
February 1994.

"A Note on Facilitating Local Exchange Competition,” prepared for E.P.G., November
1991;

"Testing for Effective Competition in the Local Exchange,” prepared for the EP.G.,
October 1991;

"Report on the Statys of Telecommunications Regulation, Legislation, and modernization
in the states of Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma and Texas," prepared
for the Mid-America Cable-TV Association, December 13, 1990;

"Sustainability of Competition in Light of New Technologies,” presented at the Twentieth
Annual Williamsburg Conference of the Institute of Public Utilities, Williamsburg, Virgin-
ia, December 1988;

"Industry Structure and Competition in Telecommunications Markets: An Empirical
Analysis,” presented at the Seventh International Conference of the Internationai Telecom-
munications Society at MIT, July 1988;

“Market Structure and Competition in the Michigan Telecommunications Industry,”
prepared for the Michigan Divestiture Research Fund Board, April 1988;

“Impact of Interstate Switched Access Charges on Information Service Providers -
Analysis of Initial Comments," submitted in FCC CC Docket No. 87-21§, October 26,
1987;

"An Economic Analysis of the Impact of Interstate Switched Access Charge Treatment
on Information Service Providers," submitted in FCC CC Docket No. 87-215, September
24, 1987,

"Regulation and Technological Change: Assessment of the Nature and Extent of Compe-
tition From A Natural Industry Structure Perspective and Implications for Regulatory
Policy Options,” prepared for the State of New York in collaboration with the City of
New York, February 1987;

"Long-Run Regulation of AT&T: A Key Element of 2 Competitive Telecommunications
Policy,” Telematics, August 1984,
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"BOC Market Power and MFJ Restrictions: A Critical Analysis of the 'Competitive
Market” Assumption,” submitied to the Department of Justice, July 1986; and

"Economic and Policy Considerations Supporting Continued Regulation of AT&T.”
submitted in FCC CC Docket Nof 83-1147, June 1984,

Ms. Kravtin anended George Washington University on an Honor Scholarship where she
received a B.A. with Distinction in Economics. She was elected to Phi Beta Kappa and Omicron
Deita Epsilon in recognition of high scholastic achievement in the field of Economics. Ms.
Kravtin is a member of the American Economic Association.
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Preface | ANALYSIS OF INCUMBENT LEC
EMBEDDED INVESTMENT

In its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) adopted April 19, 1996 in CC Docket
No. 96-98, the FCC’s proceeding on implementation of the local competition provisioas in
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act), the Commission sought comment, inter alia,
on the empirical magnitude of the differences between historical costs incurred by incum-
bent LECs (ILECs) and the forward-looking long-run incremental costs (LRIC) of the
services and facilities they will be providing pursuant to Section 251 of the Act.! The
matter of such a differential was raised by the Commission in the context of rates that
[LECs would set for interconnection, collocation, and unbundled network elements? In
comments submitted to the Commission, a number of [LECs (and/or their experts) assert
that there is a significant “gap™ between historical embedded “revenue requirement” costs
and the forward-tooking Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost (TSLRIC) of the services
and facilities that the ILECs will be providing pursuant to Section 251, and that the failure
to recover historic costs will have deleterious effects on the ILECs.

Economics and Technology, Inc. (ETI) was asked by AT&T to undertake an empirical
analysis of the embedded investment of major ILECs 0 examine critically the notion being-
advanced by the ILECs that they carry on their books a large base of old, obsolete plant,
acquired at a high cost reiative to current prices. Furthermore, the ILECs claim that it is
this old, obsolete plant that is responsible for creating a divergence between their embedded
costs and TSLRIC. This report summarizes the results of ET1's analysis of ILEC embedded
investment and the conclusions to be drawn therefrom  This project was conducted under
the overall direction of Dr. Lee L. Selwyn and Patricia D. Kravtin, President and Vice
President—Senior Economist, respectively, at ETI. Research and anaiytical support for this
project was provided by Sonia N. Jorge, Michael J. DeWinter, Paul S. Keller, and Irena V.
Tunkel, of ETL.

1. NPRM, para |44,
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Analysis of LEC Embedded [nvesmment

The time frame of the Commission’s proceeding has necessarily limited the scope of
the analysis we could reasonably perform in response to issues and questions as complex as
those raised in the NPRM and in the Commeats of the parties concerning the nature of
[LEC investments and the “gap” between historical embedded costs and TSLRIC. Accor-
dingly, we have concentrated our atiention, at least initially, on the ILECs owned by the
seven Regional Bell Holding Companies. Where data was available, we expanded the
analysis to include larger independent telephone companies, such as Southern New England
Telephone Company (SNET). In addition, as a result of recent wark in several proceedings
before the California Public Utilities Commission, we have benefitted from the availability
of certain additional data and information regarding Pacific Bell's investment, plant
replacement and depreciation practices, and have incorporated this knowledge, which we
believe to be representative of ILECs in general, into these results. Although ETT's
empirical analysis was necessarily constrained by the limited availability of ILEC data, we
believe that the resuits we have obtained are representative across Tier 1 ILECs.

Economics and Technology, Inc.
Boston, Massachuseus

May 30, 1996
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INTRODUCTION
1 AND SUMMARY

Purpose of this Study

In the FCC's Norice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in CC Docket No. 96-98
regarding the I/mplementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996, adopted April 19, 1996, the Commission seeks comment, inrer alia, on
the empirical magnitude of the differences between the historical costs incurred by
incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) (or historical revenue streams) and the forward-
looking long-run incremental cost (LRIC)' of the services and facilities they will be
providing pursuant to Section 251. The Comumission further asks to what extent incumbent
local exchange carriers can “reasonably claim an entitlement to recover a portion of such
cost differences” in the rates set for interconnection, collocation, and unbundled network
elements.?

In comments submitted to the Commission, the ILECs (and/or their experts) describe
(but do not quantify) differences between historical embedded “revenue requirement” costs
and the forward-looking Total Service Long Run Incrementatl Cost (TSLRIC) of the services
and facilities that the ILECs will be providing pursuant to Section 251, and assert that the

l. The Commission uses the term Long Run Incremental Com (LRIC) 1o refer generically o all types of
forward-looking incrementa] costing methods. NPRM. para. 123. However, the Commission recognizes that some
parties refer specifically to a “total service long-run incremental cost” approach. /d., parss. [24-126. In this Report,
we will hereinafter use the term TSLRIC, as the preferable type of long-run costing process that should be relied
upon in the setting of interconnection and unbundled network element rates,

2. NPRM. para 144.
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Introduction and Summary

failure 1o recover historic costs wiil have deleterious effects on the ILECs.> USTA presents
the affidavit of Prof. Jerry A. Hausman. who argues that the recovery of ILEC historical
embedded costs is required on the basis of “{pjroductve efficiency,” i.e., to incent [LECs 1o
continue to make efficient investments in their networks,* According to Prof. Hausman,
TSLRIC does not permit the recovery of fixed and common costs. including “historical
costs due to past network investments” in an “economicaily efficient manner.™

This Study responds to the points raised by the ILECS by examining both empirical
and anecdotal evidence concerning the “gap” between historical embedded “revenue require-
ment” costs and bottoms-up aggregate TSLRIC results. In particular, this Study examines
critically the notion, implicit in the arguments raised by the ILECs, that carried on their
books is a relatively large base of old, obsolete, and relatively costly plant, responsible for
creating a divergence from TSLRIC results that the ILECs are entitied to recover.

3.  For exampie. SBC Communications (SBC) argues that “incremental costs fail to account for certain ILEC
costs historically incurred...” SBC Comments, p.89. Beil Atlantic asserts that “basing rates on incremental costs
would deny LECs the ability to recoup any unrecovered historical invesunest” Bell Atlantic Comments, p. 36.
BellSouth argues in its Comments that embedded costs “properly incurred pursuant to regulatory oversight™ shouid
be included in the measure of toral costs that [LECs be permitted to recover in charges for interconnection and
unbundled clements. BellSouth Comments, p. S7. Ameritech similarly argues that so.called “residual”™ costs,
including.costs associated with the “legacy of regulatory decisions” and with spare capacity, remain oa the ILECS®
books and cannot be ignored. According to Ameritech, these costs pertain to investments made 1o satisfy service
obligations and which “encompass multiple generations of technology” such that “the resulting network will not be
identica [i.e. will cost more relative] to the one that could be built today.” Ameritech Commenss, p. 68-70.

4, Affidavit of Jerry A. Hausman submined with USTA Comments, para. 3.

5. M
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Introduction and S ummary

Summary -

On the basis of ETI's empirical analysis, we find that, as a general proposition, any
“gap” between historical embedded costs and TSLRIC cannor be ascribed to either
oid/cbsolete, or high cost plant, or to plant put in place to satisfy basic service demand as
part of any explicit or implicit pre-competition regulatory condition imposed upon the
[LECs. '

In particular, what we see is that the majority of plant carried on the ILECs' books is
relatively new, representing investments made by the ILECs during the 1990s ~ a time
period in which fundamental regulatory changes, competitive inroads, and corresponding
strategic responses, were clearly being contemplated and addressed by these companies.
Moreover, of the plant acquired since January 1, 1990 that now constitutes the majority of
most [LECs’ net rate base, oniy a small fraction of the gross additions in digital switching
and outside plant distribution facilities can be shown to have been required to support
growth in basic service demand over this period. Furthermore, a large portion of the older
(ie., pre-1990) vintage plant remaining on the ILECs’ books is associated with physical
assets whose economic values may have acwally appreciated, in that similar plant is still
being acquired at reproduction costs (such as reflected in TSLRIC studies) that in many
cases are likely to be greater than the original (historic) acquisition cost. Thus, rather than
placing RBOCs at a competitive disadvantage relative to new entrants, the composition of
the older plant remaining on the companies’ books suggest that this oider plant may actuatly
represent “hidden” valuable assets for the ILECs.

The overall approach employed in this Study has as its foundation the following three
basic premises:

»  First, the potential eatry of competition in the local exchange market has not {or
should not have) taken the ILECs by surprise, but rather has been (or certainly
should have been) contemplated by the ILECs in ongoing investment and construc-
tion planning over the past several years. Accordingly, for purposes of evaluating
ILEC claims of entitlement to recover revenues based upon historic embedded
COsts, it is appropriate to distinguish between “historic” embedded costs incurred
by the ILECs in recent years from the historic embedded costs associated with the
earlier pre-local exchange competition era;

* Second, the only embedded costs for which the ILECs should be even remotely
< justified in making a claim for any sort of entitiement to recovery are those
associated with the provision of basic telephony services that relate to a specific
regulatory mandate under the traditional rate-of-return reguiatory regime.
Embedded costs associated with strategic [LEC investments in modemized facil-
ities designed either to provide new non-basic services (e.g., advanced or
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Introduction and Summary

broadband digital) or to acquire excess capacity over and above that explained by
demand growth for basic service are not relevant in the context of carrier-to-carrier
interconnection rates; and

e Third, embedded costs associated with certain rypes of plant (e.g., copper cable,
buildings) may actually represent “hidden” assets for the ILECs to the extent that
the current reproduction costs of such plant (as would be reflected in TSLRIC
studies) exceed the historic costs carried on the ILECs’ books. That the ILECs in
the current market environment prefer to deploy fiber cable to replace copper
distribution cable, and digital switches to replace analog switches (creating an
excess of building space, among other things) is similarly not germane, since those
deployment choices can, as a general proposition, be linked to strategic positioning
on the part of the ILEC to pmV1de non-basic — and often comperitive — services.

For these reasons, any auempt by ILECs to claim an entitlement to additional
investment recovery over and beyond that supported by proper TSLRIC studies based upon
the existence of a “gap” that can be auributed to newer, underutilized plant is not
supportable on economic efficiency or-public policy grounds. Indeed, the only purpose that
would be served by granting ILECs additional revenue recovery based upon claims

concerning any such “gap” would be to impose a significant competitive disadvantage upon
new local exchange entrants.

To empirically test whether the conditions identified above regarding the vintage,
composition, and utilization of plant are extant for the ILECs, several related empirical
analyses were performed to examine trends in ILEC investment, depreciation, plant acqui-
sition, retirement, and utilization, among other factors, for the period beginning January 1,
1990 to the present. As described in this Study, our empirical analyses demonstrate, with
respect to the vintage, composition, and utilization of ILEC piant, that:

Vintage

*  The overwhelming majority of ILEC plant is not particularly old or obsolete;

e For the RBOCs, 60% of net Total Plant in Service (TPIS) as of the end of
1995 was acquired on or after January 1, 1990;

< o In the aggregate, newer vintage plant is replacing the older vintages at the
steady pace of approximately 5%-10% per year (as a result of additions,
retirements, and ongoing depreciation charges taken against existing plant),
such that in the next several years, during the transition to a2 more competitive
local exchange environment, the LECs will have replaced or retired virtuaily
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all categories of their pre-1990 embedded base of plant that has become
economucally and/or technologically obsolete:

o As early as the end of 1997, for example, for most RBOCs, only about 30% of
net TPIS will be associated with older vintage plant.

Composition

The composition of plant accounts — in terms of the proportion of surviving plant
associated with older vs. newer vintages — varies with the type of plant and has
significant implications with respect to the relative economic value of older versus
newer vintage plant;

o In particular, for plant accounts such as metailic (i.e., copper) cable, buildings,
poles and conduit, for which current reproduction costs are higher than historic
costs, there is a greater proportion (in the range of 70%) of pre-1990 vintage
plant surviving in net TPIS;

s In sharp contrast, for plant accounts such as non-metallic (i.e., fiber) cable, for
which current costs are lower than historic, 2 markedly lower proportion of the
plant (roughly half of that existing for metallic) is associated with older (i.e.,
pre-1990) vintages;

* For a large portion of pre-1990 plant investment remaining on the RBOCs’
books, historic embedded costs may be [ower relative to current reproduction
cost results.

Utilization

ILEC additions to central office (CO) digital switching and outside piant facilities
over the period January 1, 1990 through December 31, 1995 cannot be explained
by basic service demand growth;

o For the RBOCs, only between 12% to 37% of digitai CO switching capacity
that was added over the period January 1, 1990 through the end of 1995 can

be characterized as demand driven, i.e., explained by growth in the demand for
basic services;
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»  While there is a broader range of results across RBOCs, for some companies,
the percentage of cwtside plant distribution facilities added between January I,
1990 and the end of 1995 that can be expiained by growth in demand for basic
service ranges as low as —15.8% to 9%, where the “negative” utilization result
indicates additional outside plant facilities were deployed despite experiencing
an overall decline (i.e., negative growth) in basic service demand over the
period:

e Even for companies at the “high” end, demand-driven outside plant utilization
figures in the range of 66% to 82% suggest a substantial amount of historic
invesument that cannot be attributed to meeting basic service demand. For
example, for BellSouth, an estimated loop plant utilization factor of 71% in
conjunction with an” estimated digital CO plant utilization factor of 34%,
results in an estimated $2.9-billion in excess net plant rejative to that required
to satisfy growth in basic service demand over the 1990 to 1995 period;

e Of all the RBOCs, SBC Communications exhibits the highest (82%) outside
plant utilization relative to that required to meet basic service demand growth,
consistent with the generaily unfavorable competitive climate for new entrants
in its region, and its aggressive investments in celluiar and other acquisitions.
Conversely, companies exhibiting the lowest outside plant utilizarion,
(Ameritech, NYNEX, and Bell Atlantic) operate in areas where regulatory and
market conditions are relatively conducive to local competition;

» For RBOCs nationwide, we estimate in the order of magnitude of as much as
$25-billion of historic net TPIS (as of the end of the 1995) that cannot be
explained by basic service demand growth over the 1990 to 1995 period.

The time frame of the NPRM preciudes the compietion of a large number of data-
intensive empirical analyses. However, this Study also examines several specific examples
and other anecdotal evidence that further supports and expounds upon the conciusions of the
quantitative empirical anajyses. These inciude:

« ILEC involvement in the market for advanced Centrex-type services, which unlike
POTS services, required the use of digital (as distinct from analog) central office
switches, may have motivated the early replacement of analog central office
switching plant, as well as the deployment of excess outside plant facilities;
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Introduciion and Summary

ILEC efforts to expand the market for additional residential lines and other
discretionary services, required the ILEC to design and construct far more
extensive feeder and distriburion infrastructures (and expend far greater aggregate
capital investments) than otherwise required to provision basic local exchange
service, and appears to overwhelm simple growth in basic local exchange line
demand as a principal capital investment driver; and

ILEC suategic positioning in the market for advanced and broadband digital
services has resulted in the ILECs significantly increasing feeder facilities relative
to those actually required to meet demand for basic local exchange lines and other
POTS services, and provides a far better explanation for capacity expansion than
simple POTS demand growth.

-

QCCCD

ECONOMICS ANO
TECHNGLOGY, incC.




-

STUDY APPROACH AND
:2 METHODOLOGY

General Study Approach .

The overall approach utilized in this Study for purposes of evaluating ILEC claims of
entitlemnent based upon historic embedded costs has as its foundation three basic premises:

(1) That the potential entry of competition in the local exchange market has not taken
the ILECs by surprise, but rather has been (or certainly should have been)
contempliated by the ILECs in ongoing investment and construction planning over
these past severa} years;

(2) That the costs at issue are those incident to the provision of basic telephony
services, and not those attributable to modernized facilities designed to suppon the
offering of new non-basic and competitive services or to build in excess capacity
over and above that required to serve basic service demand in anticipation of an
expansion of business; and

(3) That embedded costs associated with cemain types plant (e.g.. copper cable,
buildings) may actually represent “hidden™ assets 10 the extent that the current
reproduction costs of such plant (as would be reflected in TSLRIC studies) exceed
the historic costs carried on the ILECs’ books.

On this basis, the general approach adopted in this Study is to examine trends in ILEC
investment, depreciation, plant acquisition, retirement and utilization, among other factors,
based upon a distinction between “historic™ embedded costs incurred by the ILECs in more
recent years from the historic embedded costs associated with the pre-local exchange
competition era.

For purposes of this Study, we have selected January 1, 1990 as the cutover point
between “historic” and “current” ILEC operating environments. While there cannot be a
bright line separating these two “eras,” January, 1990 is a reasonable break-point for several
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reasons. During the period 1990 to the present (if not before), the ILECs have argued for
price cap regulation for interstate services and in a majority of intrastate jurisdictions largely
on the premise that they needed increased pricing flexibility and eamnings growth in order to
respond successfully to increasing competition in all aspects of their business. The ILECs
have been successful in their efforts during this period to get out from under rate of return
regulation with its emphasis on historical embedded costs and to enjoy the increased
freedom under price cap regulation to make market-driven decisions. During this period,
local competition and related issues have been addressed extensively in the federal juris-
diction and in a large number of state jurisdictions.

To empirically test whether the conditions identified above regarding the vintage,
composition, and utlization of plam are extant for the ILECs, several related empirical
analyses were performed to examine trends in ILEC investment, depreciation, plant
acquisition, retirement, and utilization, among other factors, for the period beginning
January 1, 1990 to the present. We rely upon the latest data available from ARMIS,
supplemented with data from various state commission and FCC decisions, depreciation
studies, and monitoring reports, as supported by our general industry knowledge.

Vintage Analysis

The ultimate goal of the vintage analysis is to demonstrate how much of the net
investment was acquired by the ILECs during the period beginning on and after January 1,
1990. Accordingly, we develop a methodology that allows for the attribution or breakdown
of each of these categories as between the pre-January 1, 1990 and post-January 1, 1990
periods: In other words, for each year, starting in 1990, we distinguish how much of the
TPIS can be characterized as pre-1990 vis-a-vis post- 1990 plant.

The vintage analysis tracks several specific categories of data with respect to Total
Plant In Service (TPIS) for each RBOC starting with the year 1990:

¢ Beginning TPIS balance;
* Annual changes (additions, retirements, other adjustments);
¢ Ending TPIS balance;

s < Beginning accumulated depreciation, accruals, ending accumulated depreciation;

6. 0ver70%ofcumntn.ﬁcmmueswumsmugulnedonmebmof“pmepncecaps reguiation.
Mermiil Lynch Report. “Telecom Services - Local,” 23 April 1996.
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e Composite depreciation rate; and

e« Net TPIS.

The data used in the analysis was compiled or derived from various public sources:
ARMIS Reports 4302 (Tables Bl and BS) were the source for all TPIS data including
values for annual additons, retirements, other adjustments and accruals; various relevant
state commissions and FCC decisions were the sources for depreciation rates; and
generation arrangement tables provided by the ILECs to the FCC as part of their triennial
depreciation filings were the source for survivorship percentages by plant vintage.

The methodology utilized in the vintage analysis can be summarized as follows: net
pre-1990 TPIS consists of: all plant acquired before 1990, the portion of retirements related
to pre-1990 plant vintages. depreciation accruals related to pre-199Q plant, other adjusuments
rejated to pre-1990 plant, and accumulated depreciation related to pre-1990 plant — derived
on the basis of year-to-year tracking for each vintage plant. Correspondingly, net post-1990
TPIS conmsists of all plant acquired during and after 1990, offset by that portion of total
retirements related to post-1990 plant vintages, depreciation accruals related to pos:-1990
plant, other adjustments related to post-1990Q plant, and accumulated depreciation related to
post-1990 plant. The pre-1990 TPIS amounts are typically derived as a residual, by sub-
tracting the derived post-1990 amounts from the total TPIS amounts reported in ARMIS.
Detailed spreadsheets following this methodology are presented in Appendix A to the Study.

The specific methodology used to assign categories to the pre- and post-1990 penods is
described as follows:

Additions

The analysis assigns plant additions entirely to the post-1990 period, since assets added
in each of the years beginning with 1990 through to the present are, by definition, post-
1990 plant.

Retirements

Retirements apply to plant acquired before 1990 as well as to plant acquired after 1990,
and actordingly, are attributed to both the pre-1990 and post-1990 periods. It is possible to
estimate the portion of the total retirements charge attributable to each vintage of plant
additions based upon generation arrangements data provided for each category of plant. In
our analysis, retirements are attributed between the two periods based upon a weighted
average survival curve derived from the survivorship data identified in the generation

oy
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arrangement tables described above. The weighted average curve considers the survival
factors assigned to each plant account, property weighted by each account’s share of total
investment. For simplification purposes, we selected seventeen TPIS categories of accounts
10 be included in our analysis.” These categories collectively account for over 90% of
1995 TPIS. The analysis resulted in a weighted average survival curve (yearly survival
factors), which was then used to estimate the portion of retirements that relates to each
vintage during the post-1990 period. For each year's retirement charge, we estimated the
portion relating to the post-1990 period (using the survival curve to calculate each vintage's
retirement expense) and subtracted that amount from the total retirement charge reported in
ARMIS to derive the amount related to pre-1990 plant.

Accruals

The allocation of depreciation accruals to the pre- and post-1990 perieds followed a
similar method as that used for retirements. We derive a composite depreciation rate for
each year in the post-1990 period using state- and FCC-prescribed rates. For exampie, for
Pacific Bell, the California Public Utilities Commuission (CPUC) allows depreciation rates to
be adjusted on an annual basis, so the composite depreciation rates were generated for each
year based upon annual CPUC-prescribed depreciation rates. In contrast, the Bell Atlantic
companies only file depreciation rates on a triennial basis, with the state commissions
generally adopting the depreciation rates approved by the FCC. For all companies, the
composite rate was derived using a weighted average of the rates prescribed for each TPIS
account, weighted according to the level of investment in each account. Composite depre-
ciation rates were then estimated at the RBOC level for each year in the post-1990 period,
by weighting the relevant state-level composite depreciation rates according to relative
access line counts. For each RBOC, we utilized data that was readily available, and in all
cases incorporated data for the largest state operations. The composite RBOC depreciation
rate was then applied to the annual additions and to the net TPIS balance corresponding to
the post-1990 period. The difference between the post-1990 accrual expense and the
ARMIS reported depreciation expense determined the pre-1990 plant accrual expense. As
with the retirement calculations, all balances were camned to the next year and considered in
the following year's expense calculation.

7. These categories include Buildings, Generai Purpose Computers, Analog Electonic Switches, Digital
Electronic Switches, Digital Electronic Switches, Digital Circuit, Anajog Circuit, Poles, Aetial Cable Meallic
Exchange. Aerial Cable Meuallic Interoffice, Aerial Cable Non-metallic Exchange, Underground Cable Metailic
Exchange, Underground Cable Metllic Interoffice, Underground Cable Non-metallic Interoffice, Buried Cable
Metilic Exchange, Buried Cable Metallic Interoffice, and Buried Cable Noa-metallic Interoffice, and Conduit.

(izeiel
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Other Adjustments

The category “Other Adjustments” in the Depreciation section (ARMIS Form 43-02,
Table B-5) includes Salvage, Other Credits, Cost of Removal, Other Charges and any
discrepancy in Retirements. These amounts generally related to retirements and accordingly
were allocated as between pre-1990 and post-1990 periods in proportion to retirements.
Similarly, where there existed non-zero entries in the “Transfers/Adjustments™ column in the
calculation of the ending TPIS balance (ARMIS Form 43-02 Table B-1), that amount was
also allocated in proportion to retirements.

The vintage analysis worksheets are reproduced in Appendix A to this Study.

Composition Analysis

While the vintage analysis described above examines ILEC embedded investment at the
aggregate TPIS level, the composition analysis uses the plant-specific data provided in the
generation arrangement tables (submitted by the ILECs to the FCC as part of their
depreciation filings") in order to answer the question of how the composition of piant
accounts — in terms of the proportion of surviving plant associated with older vs. newer
vintages — varies with the type of plant, and to examine the implications of any observed
variation in terms of its impact upon the “gap” between historic embedded costs and
TSLRIC resuits.

To the extent it can be shown that for copper plant accounts there is a greater
proportion of older vintage plant surviving vis-a-vis the results for net TPIS, this effectively
rebuts the notion that older vintage ILEC plant is comprised of more costly plant relative to
that which would be costed out under TSLRIC. As another exampie, building space freed
up by the lower space requirements of digital switching equipment vis-a-vis the analog
equipment it replaces has significant revenue generating potential for the ILECs, particularly
in the context of the demand for collocation. Thus, similar to the case of copper plant,
building plant accounts would provide another prime example of valuable older vintage
assets.

For this study, we have examined generation arrangement data for the principal piant
accounts for one representative state operating area (the largest based upon number of
access lines) per RBOC. Based upon our examination of the generation arrangement data,

8. As noted above. the data provided in the generation arangements information was also used in the vintage
analysis as the source of plant survivorship curves from which pre- and post- 1990 retirements were esumated.
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we observe a consistent trend across [LECs with respect to survivorship percentages for
various plant categories.

The composition analysis is performed directly from the information provided by LEC
generation arrangement tables. The generation arrangement table identifies for each plant
account the proportion of plant surviving for each year, as well as the total amount
surviving for that particular plant account. [n general terms, we estimate the amouat of
post-1990 plant surviving on the ILEC's books by simply adding together the respective
amounts of surviving plant identified in the generaton arrangement table for each of the
years 1990 through 1995. An estimate of the pre-1990 plant is derived by subtracting the
post-1990 estimate from the total amount surviving. The analysis is performed on plant
account categories that together comprise generaily over 90% of RBOC TPIS.}

Before doing these calculations, however, two intermediate steps are required. In order
o minimize data requirements, we first combine the various disaggregated plant account
categories into a single composite category. For exampie, the various cable (e.g., aerial,
buried, and underground) accounts are combined into a2 composite cable category. Second,
for most companies, the latest data available is for the year 1994. To estimate the post-
1990 surviving plant through the end of 1995, consistent with the study period covered by
our analysis, we estimate surviving amounts for 1995 (and in the case of Pacific Bell for

1994 as well) by applying the average annual growth rate for the most recent three year
period.

The composition analysis worksheets are reproduced in Appendix B to this Study.

Utilization Analysis

The purpose of the utilization analysis is to further examine the post-1990 investment in
order to determine what portion of aggregate RBOC investrnent could ‘actually be attributed
to meeting growth in demand for basic service. To the extent that a large portion of
investments in central office and/or outside plant can be shown to be underutilized relative
to that required to meet POTS (for Plain Old Telephone Service) access line growth
demand, it would suggest that such investments may have been motvated by strategic
considerations rather than growth-driven requirements associated with the provision of basic
services (and hence not appropriately recovered in the rates for carrier-to-carrier inter-
connection and unbundled elements).

9. These categories are the same ones used in the development of survival curves in the vintage analysis and are
identified in footnote 7. supra.
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The utilization analysis i ,on a combination of data from ARMIS
and from deployment and uti_ pmined to the ECC and to state PUCs.
The analysis consists of three

«  First, we derive estimy, g of digital CO and loop plant addiaons,
respectively, that can i demand growth

+  Second, the “utilizalioy; mated in the preceding step are applied t0
annual plant additions ng retirernents) for the post-1990 P‘_’md 0
derive an estimate of thy; additions in the 1990 to 1995 period that
are “demand-driven,” . explained bY demand growth for basic
service; and

*  Third, those revised pld retirements are run through th; vi-magc
model to produce a revisylt as of the end of 1595, the objecuve of
which is to more close_ EC net TPIS would have been had ILEC

plant acquisition been dpasic service demand growth.

Determination of utilization tal CO and loop plant

We first determine the percel CO capacity and loop plant that can be
explained by demand growth for iData available from ARMIS Form 43-07 on
“Total Number of Access Lines agjusted to remove all but the PBX trunk-
equivalent measure of non-basic !' is used as the measure of basic dep:and
growth relating to digital CO caporking Channels” data, similarly adjusted
to remove non-basic Centrex linese measure of basic demand growth relanng

10. A’mi“mmm-Toza!NumbcrafAccmm:lnScwiﬂ-iiﬂ““
10 the sum of rows 140 E/M Lines Served (thes served by Electro-Mechanicai switches), 160 ASPC
Linu&nud(ﬁznmbeofﬁnamdbnmmCmmu&swiﬂhﬁLM 180 DSPC Lints
Served (the cumber of lines served by Diogram Controlled switches). ronnded to the nearsst
thousand. Twmmmwummmofiwuwmm”““
hnmdm.mmwﬁm.mmmcmmmmmawﬂw
and WATS access. mmw.mmﬁmﬁmmwmmlm'

{1. Data on Centrex extensions was taken Repon 4308 (Operatiog Dama) for 8 V20 1991-1994.
Data on Centrex lines for 1990 was not availipiied the average growth rit= foc the period 1991-1994
10 the 1991 amount 10 derive an estimate of th An average wunk equivalency rakio of 8:1 was applied
o the number of Centrex extensions to arrivequivalent aumber of Ceatrex lines.
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to loop plant capacity.” Centrex lines in excess of their PBX wunk equivalents are
appropriately removed from the analysis because they represent competitive {non-basic)
service lines that are used for intercommunication purposes that would not exist under the
(basic service) PBX trunk alternative.

In estimating available capacity for the RBQCs, “DSPC Lines Served”" and “Total
Equipped Channels™'* were selected as the measures of digital CO switching and loop
plant capacity, respectively. These estimates of digital CO and loop capacity taken from
ARMIS, however, are not true measures of capacity, but rather reflect lines (or channels)
ready to serve. Dark fiber and excess digital switch processor capacity,'® for example,
would not be included in such measures. Accordingly, in order to approximate a more
accurate (and realistic) measure of capacity for digital CO plant and loop plant, we develop
a separate capacity adjustment factor for each plant group 10 apply to the raw line and
channel counts taken from ARMIS. A conservative adjustment for digital CO capacity was
developed based upon the most recent actual reported capacity data provided by Pacific Bell
to the California Public Utilities Commission."® A similarly conservative adjustment for
outside plant was developed based upon information available from the latest FCC Fiber

12. As described in ARMIS Report Definitions, Row 370 - Total Working Channeis - are counted on a 4 kHz
bandwidth (single voice channel) basis. Working channels originating from a remete switch are treated the same as
if the channels originated in the host central office. “Total Working Channels™ are equal to the sum of rows 380
Total Copper (the number of copper working channels), 390 Fiber Digizal CXR (the number of fiber digitai CXR
{carrier] working channels. converted to voice frequency equivalents) and 410 Orker (other working channels).
Whereas the “Total Number of Access Lines in Service™ measure includes only switched lines. the “Tomi Working
Channel” counts include non-switched loop plant in addition w switched. FCC ARMIS Infrastructure Report 43-
07. Report Definitions, Row [nsmuctions, August 1993,

13. As described in ARMIS Report Definitions, Row 180 DSPC Lines Served is defined as the number of lines
served by Digital Stored Program Controlled switches, rounded 1o the nearest thousand. /d

14. As described in ARMIS Report Definitions, Row 420 - Total Equipped Channels - are counted on a 4 kHz
bandwidth (singie voice channei) basis. Equipped channeis originaring from s remote switch are eated the same
as if the channeis originated in the host central office. “Total Equipped Channeis™ are equal 1o the sum of rows
430 Copper (the number of copper equipped channels), 440 Fiber Digital CXR (the number of fiber digital CXR
equipped channels) and 460 Other (other equipped channels). /d

15. A digital CO switch cenmal processor may have a capacity. of up to 100,000 lines, but the machine may oaly
be “equipped™ for a far smaller number, for exampie. 40.000 lines. ARMIS capacity daz will reflect oaly the
smaller (i.e.. most limiting) of these two capacities.

16. Pacific Bell Monitoring Report, P.E—01-—00 for digical CO capacity. We applied 2 capacity adjustment
factor of 7.5 percent, i.e., we grossed up DPSC Lines in Service dara from ARMIS by 7.5%. Note that the Pacific
Bell report is aiso based upon “most limiting capacity”™ and hence does not report excess capacity in other switch
components, such as the central processor.
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Deployment Update and from general industry knowiedge.'” Applying these adjustment
factors yields 2 second set of digital CO growth and loop growth figures that are more
appropriately analyzed in reianonshlp to the corresponding growth in access lines and
working channels.

The respective growth levels for each of these measures is calculated by subtracting the
1990 reported figures from the comesponding 1994 data. Once the growth levels are
obtained, we develop plant addition udlization factors (i.e., the percentages of digital CO
capacity and loop growth, respectively, that can be explained by growth in demand) by
dividing access line growth by the growth in DSPC lines served (to derive the percentage of
added digital CO capacity that is demand driven), and by dividing working channel growth
by the growth in equipped channcls (to derive the percentage of loop growth that is demand
driven).

Application of utilization data to investment figures

The utilization percentages estimated in the preceding step are now applied to the actual
1990-1994 plant additions to derive the amount of plant additions that appear to have been
driven by growth in basic service demand. Invesunent data is taken from ARMIS Form
43-02 reports for Account 2212 Digital Electronic Switch (for digital CO plant) and
Account 2410 Cable & Wire (for loop plant). Estimates of demand-driven plant additions
are calculated by multiplying the dollar amounts of the plant additions by the percentage of
capacity that is driven by demand, as determined in the preceding step. Since revisions to
plant additions will aiso impact the leveis of retirement of plant, we also calculate revised
retirement amounts that correspond to the revised new plant additions. The method
employed maintains the same proportion of retiremeats to additions in any given year.

In a few instances, utilization percentages esumated for outside plant facilities were
negative, indicating that additional outside plant facilities were depioyed despite the fact
that the RBOC experienced an overall decline (i.c.. negative growth) in basic service
demand over the period. In such cases, to be conservative and because some portion of the
additions our methodology would treat as excess capacity may be necassary to support basic
service demand even in an overall negative growth environment (e.g., plant replacements
caused by normal wear and tear of piant used to serve basic demand, and/or the non-
fungibility of plant due to geographic shifts in demand), we set a floor below which we do
not reduce additions. Specifically, in no case do we reduce plant. additions by more than

17. See, Kraushaar, Jonathan M.. Fiber Depioyment Update: End of Year 1994, Indusxy Anaiysis Division.
Common Carrier Bureay, F.C.C., July 1995. For Loop growth, we used a capacity adjustment factor of 25%. i.e.
we grossed up the Total Equipped Channel data available from ARMIS by 25%.
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90%. i.e.. we assume ILECs could jusufy a base level of additions of 10% of their actua

leveis as being required to support the existing base of basic service demand even under
zero- or negative-growth conditions.

Calculation of revised net TPIS results for the post-1990 period

The revised additions and revisions data are then input into our vintage analysis model,
which is then used to calculate revised net TPIS amounts for the 1990 to 1995 period.
Based upon these revised net TPIS amounts, we can then estimate the amount by which
TPIS for any given ILEC is overstated as a resuit of investments made for purposes other
than the satisfaction of basic demang growth.

The utilization analysis worksheets are reproduced in Appendix C to this Study.
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EMPIRICAL

3 RESULTS OF THE
ANALYSIS

Vintage Analysis

The vintage analysis determinés the relative age of ILEC net book investment in order
to test the validity of ILEC claims that large amounts of obsolete plant — acquired at a
high cost relative to today’s prices — remain in the [LECs’ embedded rate base.

As shown in Table | on the following page, the results of the vintage analysis confirm
that the majority of current ILEC net plant in service is relatively new, representing invest-
ments that were made by the ILECs during the post-1990 period. As of the end of 1995, in
a pattemn quite consistent across the RBOCs as well as SNET, 60% of the net TPIS can be
atributed to plant vintages of 1990 or later. This finding specifically refutes the notion
implicit in arguments advanced by the ILECs that a large embedded base of old and
obsolete plant is responsible for creating a divergence from TSLRIC resuits.

As Table 1 demonstrates, the amount of net TPIS falling in the category of posi-1990
vintage plant is substantial. As of the end of 1995. of total RBOC net TPIS of $119.5-
billion, approximately $71.4-billion relates to plant deployed in 1990 or later, while only
3$48.1-billion relates to plant deployed prior to January |, 1990. At the beginning of 1990,
net TPIS for the RBOCs stood at $117.4-billion," such that by the end of 1995, the
amount of older (i.e., pre-January 1, 1990) net plant remaining on the RBOCs' books had
fallen by some $69.3-biilion — roughly equivalent to the amount RBOCs had added to net
plant in the post-1990 period.

18. Derived in ETI Vintage Analysis (Appendix A), using FCC ARMIS (USOA) Report 43-02. Table BI.
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Results of the Empirical Analysis

Table |

The majority of current ILEC
net plant in service is relatively new.

Net TPIS Auributed

to Pre 1-1-90 Vintages

Net TPIS

Yea.r-‘E.nd
RBOCs 1995 (5000)
Ameritech 514,874,907
Bell Atlantic $18.126.694
BellSouth $22.990.452
Nynex $16.800.636
Pacific Telesis 514,629,943
SBC Communications 515.116.818
US West 516,935,629
TOTAL RBOC $119.475.079
SNET $2.146,681
Source:

(S000)

Percent

Investment and Percentage of Net TPIS Auributed to Pre- and Post-
January 1, 1990 Periods, as of the end of 1995

Net TPIS Attributed
to Post 1-1-90 Vintages

36,694,965
57,503,364
58,437,811
56,296,223
$6,235.511
$6.763,120
36.173,582
548,104,576

3872912

45.0%
41.4%
36.7%
375%
42.6%
44.7%
36.5%
403%

40.7%

{3000}

Percent

58,179,942
510,623,330
$14,552.641
$10.504.,413

58,467,997

$8.353.698
510,762,047
371,444,068

51,273,769

ETI Vintage Analysis, Appendix A; Data from ARMIS Report 43-02.

55.0%
58.6%
633 %
62.5%
57.9%
553%
63.5%
59.8%

593%

Moreover, as shown in Table 2 on the following page, the results of the vintage
analysis further demonstrate that in the aggregate, newer vintage plant is repiacing the older
vintages at the steady pace of approximately 5%-10% per year. Thus, in the next several
years, during the transition to a more competitive local exchange environment, the ILECs
will have replaced or retired a substantial portion of their older vintage plant. Projecting
out only a few more years, the percentage of pre-1990 plant is likely to fall in the range of
only 25% to 30%. Further, as discussed below in the context of the composition analysis
we performed, those categories of older vintage plant remaining on the companies’ books
consist disproportionately of plant that is neither economically nor technologically obsolete.
While the specific percentages vary, the results across companies are quite similar.
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Table 2

Over the next few yeass, the ILECs will have replaced most of their embedded base consisting of older vintapge plant.

Yearly Change in Percentage of TPIS Adtributed 1o Pre- and Post-Fanuary 1, 1990°

Amerltech Bcll Attantic BeliSouth NYNEX Pacific
YearEnd  ProfPoy PeciPoy Prc/Post PrciPost Prefbot
1949 HI0®I0% FLLA M) (LY 84 100%4H0% [TLID YA
1990 B8.0%/11 4% 6. 7%/11.3% $6O 4N 2% 81 1% 2.9% YU 1
199) 17.8%/22.2% 75.6%124.4% 75.0%725.0% 76 5%/21.5% T8.4%/21.6%
1992 68.6%/31 4% 66.6%/13 4% 65.3%/34.7% 65 9%/34.1% 69.0%/ 1 0%
1993 59.9%/40.1% 58.0%/42.0% 55.2%/44.8% 56.19%/43.9% 60.0%/40.5%
1994 52.5%/47.5% 49.9%/50.1% 45.7%/54.3% 46.4%/51.6% 51.5%/49.0%
1995 45.0%/55.0% 4} 4%/58.6% 36.7%/63.3% 37.5%/62.5% 42.6%/57 9%
1996 esi. 19 4%/60.6% 35.1%/64.13% I AB/68.9% IL9%/68.1% 37.0%:/61.5%
1997 esl. 34.5%/65.5% WIREINR - 26 3R7DT% 21.1%12.9% 32 1%/68.4%

* Net TPIS values for Pacific Telesis in years 1993- 1997 slightly exceed 100% due (o data discrepancy in ARMIS.
Source; ETI Vintage Analysis, Appendix A

snc

Pic/Post

HO%0%

92.0%/8 (%
B].ﬁ;ﬂﬁ,d%
14.4%/25.6%
65.9%/34.1%
51.7%M42.3%

49 6%/50.4%

44 1%/55.9%

39.3%/60.7%

US West

Prie/Post

HRA

LG TN

16.2%21 8%

64.5%/35.5%

54 8%/45 2%

45 5%/54.5%

36 5%/63.5%

I09%/69 1%

261 %/13.9%

SNET

Prefi‘osl

LRYZS0
4 3% 1‘.‘-%
13 5%/26. 5%
63 194363
55 1%/44. 3%
48 2%/51 B
40 1%/59 3%

35 0%/65 0%

30 2%/69 8%

s1s&jpuy Joatndwg ay; fo sinsay



Results of the Empirical Analysis

The vintage analysis thus provides clear empirical evidence that, contrary to ILEC
claims and other “conventional wisdom,” the existence of a “gap” between historical
embedded costs and LRIC results cannor be ascribed to the obsolescence of piant put in
place to satisfy growth in basic service demand. Rather what we see is that the majority of
plant carried on the ILECs books was deployed during the 1990s — a time period in which
fundamental regulatory changes, competitive inroads, and corresponding strategic responses,
were clearly being contemplated and addressed by the ILECs.

Composition Analysis

From the composition analysis,
which exarnines data at the plant
account level, we glean important
information concerning the

Tabie 3

A much greater proportion of older vintage plant is

composition of the [LEC installed
base as between older and newer
vintage plant. Specifically, we look
for patterns with respect to the
relative economic value of older

surviving for plant categories for which current costs
may be higher than historical embedded costs.

Range across RBOCs of Percentage of Plant Surviving
(as of the end of 1995) for Largest State Operating Area

versus newer vintage plant, and in

Pre 1-1-90 Post 1-1-90
particular, for the types of oiderplant | |\ Vo cicmensa  19.5%.355%
surviving on the ILECs’ books, o
acquired today, and if so, how Conduit 69.8%-83.2% 16.8%-30.2%
current reproduction costs (such as Poles 70.1%-83.5% 16.5%-29.9%
reflected in TSLRIC results) compare Total RBOC
to original historic acquisition costs. Net TPIS from

Tabie 1 40.3% 59.8%
The results of the composition . G . c i
. ources: eneration angements of Ameritec c
analy ¢ or
alysis confirm that for plant | o T PA. BellSouth FL. NYNEX-NY. Pacifi
accounts such- as metallic (i.e.

Bell-CA, Southwestern Bell-TX, and US West—CO.
copper) cable, building, conduit, and

poles, for which, as discussed further
below, current reproduction costs may be higher than historical cmbedded costs, there is a

markedly greater proportion (in most cases, roughly double) of older vintage plant surviving
as compared with the aggregate vintage resuits.

As shown in Table 3, the percent of pre-1990 plant surviving for metallic cable and
building plant accounts ranges from 60% up to 80%. Similarly, for poles and conduit, a
relatively large proportion of plant surviving, in the range of 70% to 80%. is associated
with older vintage plant. For RBOC net TPIS overall, the comparable proportion of older
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Results of the Empirical Analysis

vintage plant surviving is only 40% (as
found in ETT's vintage analysis).

Table 4
As shown in Table 4, the four types Four types of plant for which current costs
of plant highlighted in Table 3 represent may exceed historical embedded costs are a
roughly half of total RBOC net TPIS as of sigoificant component of net TPIS.

the end of 1995. However, because they
consist disproportionately of older vintage
plant, these plant categories will dominate
the pre-1990 investment derived in the

Net Investment of Plant in Service
(as of the end of 1995}

vintage analysis and shown in Table 1. Cable-Metallic el 12

] Buildings $13,295,385

Thus, while the resuits of the vintage Conduit Systems $9.675,255

analysis demonstrate that the majority of Poles $1.464.195

the plant carried on the books of the Subtotal $59.001.563
ILECs is not in fact old, the composition

analysis tells us that the types of plant Total REOC Net TPIS $119.475.079

comprising the older piant vintages have ) _
relatively high value to the ILECS, either | >°% £o= S0 Brpon 400 B
because to acquire such plant may cost

more today as compared with the time
they were added, or because of their revenue-generating potential (as is the case with excess
building space). It is well established that for certain technology-impacted ILEC capital
inputs, such as digital switching systems and fiber optic cable, prices have been declining
over time. However, for other inputs, such as copper cable, buildings, poles, and conduit,
this is not the case. Current prices for these accounts generally exceed historic costs due to
increases in both labor and material inputs.'®

19. In the Commission’'s Price Cap Review proceeding, CC Docket 94-1. severai pamies including USTA.
AT&T. and Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee, relied upon various price indices to deflate capital asser
categonies of ILEC investment from annual current dollar expenditures into constant dollars. USTA originailly
relied upon Telephone Plant Indices (TPIs) developed by the ILECs, bur subsequently switched to the asset price
deflators deveioped by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) and Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) in response
to Commission concems regarding the proprietary nature of IIEC TPI data. The BEA/BLS indices were also relied
upon in the AT&T and Ad Hoc analyses presented in Docket 94-1. Both the TPI and BEA/BLS data reveal that.
relative 1o the prices paid by the ILECs for other kinds of teiecommunications plant, the prices paid for piant in the
categories encompassing metallic cable, buildings, poles, and conduit, increased significantly over the period 1984
to 1994, By contrast. the prices paid by the ILECs for piant in the categories encompassing general support. central
office. transmission. and information origination/termination. either decreased or exhibited a slower rate of increase
depending on the price index used. Moreover, both the TPI and BEA/BLS data grossly overstate the rate of price
growth for these larter categories of plant because of their failure to adjust for changes in quality and/or capacity
(so-called “hedonic™ adjustments). Hedonic adjustments are particularly reievant for the high-technology capital
inputs such as digital switching, digital electronics, and fiber optic transmission plant, whose characteristics have

(continued...)
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Results of the Empirical Analysis

Taken together, the vintage and composition resuits strongly suggest that in the next
several vears, during the transition to a more competitive local exchange environment, the
TLECs will have replaced or retired virtually all categories of their pre-1990 embedded base
of plant that has become economically and/or technologically obsolete.

Utilization Analysis

The two preceding analyses
focused upon the vintage, or relative
age, of ILEC embedded investment,

at the aggregate and plant-account-

levels respectively, distinguishing
between investment incurred in the
pre- and post-1990 periods. In the
utilization  analysis, we further
examine the post-1990 investment for
the purpose of determining the
portion of that aggregate investment
that can be artributed to supporting
growth in demand for basic service.

As shown in Table 5, our
utilization analysis demonstrates that,
on balance, growth in demand for
basic service is likely to expiain only
a relatively small fraction of ILEC
central office and outside plant
investment over the 1990-1995
period. As Table 5 indicates, there is
a relatively consistent pattern across
ail RBOCs, with only in the range of
12% to 37% of digital central office
capacity added over the period

19. (...continued)

Tabie §

Demand growth for basic service explains a relatively
small fraction of recent ILEC central office and
outside piant investment.

Percentage of Digital CO and Loop Capacity Additions
Explained by Basic Service Demand Growth, 1990-1995

Digitat CO
Ameritech 12.3%
Bell Atlantic 18.7%
BellSouth 33.8%
NYNEX 153%
Pacific Telesis 223%
Southwestern Bell 14 3%
US West 37.1%
TOTAL RBOC 23.7%

Sources: F.C.C, ARMIS Reports 43-07 and 43-08. 1990-1994;
ETI Utilization Analysis, Appendix B.

Loop
-15.8%
9.0%
71.2%
4.9%
132%
82.2%
66.0%
24.6%

evolved rapidly over time and refiect substantial technology-driven capacity and capability improvements. Hedonic
adjustments do not apply to plant categories such as mesallic cable, buildings, pole, and conduit. for which the
nature of the input has been relatively stable. See Lee L. Selwyn, and Patricia D. Kravtin, Establishing the X-
Factor for the FCC Long-Term LEC Price Cap Plan, CC Docket 94-1, prepared for the Ad Hoc
Telecommunications Users Committee, December 1995, pp. 36-42; also Appendix B, Comparison of TPIs used in
the Christensen Study with BEA/BLS Asset Deflators.
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Results of the Empirical Analysis

January 1, 1990 through the end of 1995, that may be explained by growth in the demand
for basic services.

There is a much broader range of results across RBOCs with respect to their utlization
of gross added outside plant capacity. As shown in Table 5, utilization results range from
as low as negative 16% (for Ameritech) to as high as 82% (for SBC Communications).
Bell Adantic and NYNEX utilized only about 5% to 10% of their added outside plant,
while BeilSouth and US West exhibit high utilization rates in the vicinity of 70%. Finally,
Pacific Telesis used about 34% of the outside plant it added since January, 1990.

Several interesting observations can be made concemning these seemingly disparate
results for utilization of the recently-acquired outside plant. First, for Ameritech, the
negative utilization result indicates that this particular RBOC deployed additional outside
plant facilities despite experiencing an overall decline (i.e., negative growth) in basic service
demand over the period. While the ARMIS data for Ameritech show a relatively small, but
positive, increase over the study period in the number of total working channels (the data
used in the utilization analysis to measure basic service demand), this increase includes
growth in non-basic Centrex lines. As discussed in Section 2 of this Study, the growth in
non-basic Centrex lines is not appropriately treated as basic service demand growth, and
must be excluded from the total working channel counts provided in ARMIS.
Correspondingly, any increased outside plant additions motivated by the RBOCs’ desire to
compete in the PBX/Centrex rnarket is appropriately recovered from Centrex services and
not in the rates charged competitors for interconnection and unbundled network elements.

Second, companies exhibiting the lowest outside plant utilization, namely, Ameritech,
NYNEX, and Bell Atlantic, operaie in areas where regulatory and market conditions have
historically been relatively conducive to competition. This i1s not generally the case for
companies at the “high end” of outside plant utilization results. For example, SBC, the
company exhibiting the highest outside plant utilization, is generally perceived to be
operating in states that have, up 1o now, been more amenable to protecting ILEC markets
and revenues from competition than have regulators in many other jurisdictions.’
Moreover, SBC is known to be an aggressive investor in cellular and other out-of-region
acquisitions. Accordingly, SBC’s motivation for constructing excess outside plant capacity
as part of a competitive response strategy may be less intense than for other, more
competitively-impacted RBOCs. Similarly, the other two RBOCs experiencing relatively
high utilization of their recently-acquired outside plant, BellSouth and US West, are also
generally perceived to be operating in regions where reguiatory and/or market conditions

20. See Lesley Cauley, Steven Lipin, “Pacific Telesis. SBC Are Holding Talks For What Would Be First
Merger of Beils,” The Wall Swreet Journal. April 1. 1996, at A3-A4: also Albert R. Karr, “Texas defies Washingron

in Phone Deregulation. Protecting Its Local Bell Against Giant Rivais.” The Wail Street Journal. May 2, 1996, at
AlS.
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Resuits of the Empirical Analysis

Table 6
A substantial amount of net investment cannot be expiained by basic service demand growth.

{S000 as of the end of 1995)

Actual Net ETT Revised Net Excess
RBOCs TPIS Year End 1995 TPIS Year End 1995 Net TPIS
Ameritech $14,874,907 $10.514,608 54,360,299
Bell Atlantic $18,126.694 $13.522.224 $4,604,470
BellSouth £22,990.452 $20.046,537 §2.943915
Nvnex $16.800.636 $11.018.323 $5.782.313
Pacific Telesis $14.629.943 $11.364.364 33,265,579
Southwestern Beli S15.116.818 $13.679.177 $1.437.641
US West $16,935.629 $14,037,081 32,898,548
Total RBOC 5119.475.079 394,182,314 325,292,765

Sources: F.C.C. ARMIS Report 43-02; ETI Utilization Analysis Results, Appendix C.

have (at least in the past) been less conducive to local competition. Moreover, US West,
like SBC, has been aggressive in its pursuit of non-telephony business operations. In
particular, US West has made relatively large financial commitments to out-of-region cable
operations.

Third, even for these companies at the “high” end of the “demand-driven™ outside piant
utilization (i.e., estimates in the range of 66% to 82%) together with digital CO plant
utilization estimates (averaging 24% for the RBOCs), suggest a substantial amount of
historic investment that cannot be explained by basic service demand growth. On the basis
of the utilization estimates shown in Table 5, we estimate for each of the RBOCs (and for
the RBOCs overall) net TPIS (as of the end of 1995) that cannot be explained by growth in
basic service demand. These results are presented in Table 6. For example, for BellSouth,
an estimated loop plant utilization factor of 71% in conjunction with an estimated digital
CO plant utilization factor of 34%, results in an estimated $2.9-billion in excess net plant

relative to that required to satisfy growth in basic service demand over the 1990 to 1995
period.

As shown in Table 6, for RBOCs nationwide, we estimate in the order of magnitude of
as much as $25-billion of net TPIS (as of the end of 1995) that cannot be expilained by
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Resulis of the Empirical Analysis

basic service demand growth. The results of this analysis suggest that a substantial amount
of TLEC net plant placed in service during this period appears to have been motivated by
other strategic goals and purposes.

We have considered other possible explanations of a portion of the excess investment
identified in our utilization analysis. Specifically, the replacement of older plant, e.g.,
analog switching, with newer vintage plant (e.g., digital technology) could be economically
justified for reasons other than meeting demand growth, either because of (1) operationat
cost savings that accompany the replacement, and/or (2) increased revenues associated with
the offering of new services made possible by the replacement. With respect to the first
potential explanation, we examined maintenance data for analog and digital switching plant
over the period 1990 to 1995, but we find no evidence to date of operational cost savings in
the form of reduced maintenance expense per unit. It is possible that it simply may be too
soon for operational cost savings to manifest themseives, and that in the future as the
changeover to digital plant is completed, such results could be observed. The emergence of
such future poiential operational cost savings, however, is simply not relevant for purposes
of this analysis, since those future gains will flow to the RBOCs. Similarly, to the extent
that the justification of plant deployment is attributed to the generation of new service
revenues, the cost of that plant is properly attributable to the new services that motivated
the deployment in the first place, and must not be recovered through rates charged to
competitors for interconnection and unbundled network elements.
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AND SOURCES

4 OTHER EXPLANATIONS
OF THE “GAP”

In addition to the quantitative evidence that we have presented here, there is strong
anecdotal evidence of ILEC behavigr that corroborates and underscores our analytical
findings. In this Study, we address LEC strategic positioning (1) in the market for Centrex-
type services with advanced features, (2) in the market for additional residential lines and

other discretionary services, and (3) in the market for advanced and broadband digital
services.

ILEC pursuit of the market for advanced Centrex-type services may have
motivated the unnecessarily early replacement of analog central office
switches and the excessive deployment of subscriber outside piant.

Centrex is an ILEC service offering that competes directly with customer premises PBX
telephone systems that are offered by independent telecommunications equipment vendors.
With Centrex, the switching functions are supported by a Class 5 central office switch
located on the telephone company premises. As such, each individual Centrex station line
requires a dedicated subscriber loop between the customer’s premises and the CO for both
interconnection and public network traffic. With a PBX, where the switching functions take
place at the customer’s site, the CO is involved only in public network traffic, which can be
easily concentrated on a far smaller number of PBX trunks. Typically, a Centrex may

require anywhere from 8 to 15 times as many loops as a comparably-sized PBX
configuration.

To be competitive in this market, Centrex must provide advanced digital features
comparable to those that are customarily offered in modern digital PBX switches and must
be available for delivery/installation in approximately the same time frame as PBX vendors
routinely offer to their customers. Participation in the Centrex/PBX (or more generally the
“business telephone systems™) market thus requires:

» that [LECs deploy advanced digital central office switches in sufficient quantity

and with sufficient geographic diversity to respond to diverse customer demand in
a timely manner; and
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Other Explanations and Sources of the “Gap”

e that ILECs deploy and maintain sufficient excess outside plant capacity to accom-
modate in a timely manner the potential demand for the additional central office
loops that are required to serve a Centrex customer over those that would be
required where the customer subscribes for PBX trunks only.

The same digital central office switch that is required to support advanced Centrex features
may also be used to provide “Plain Old Telephone Service” (“POTS") to core basic services
customers. Thus, while an ILEC may be motivated to replace an older analog electronic
central office switch with a digital machine primarily so that it can compete with digital
PBX suppliers in the business telephone systems market, it can easily shift POTS customers
from older machines to the new switch and thereby rationalize the investment for (and
assign the majority of its costs to) PQTS.

Also, in order for [ILECs to be competitive in the Centrex/PBX market, they must have
in place sufficient outside plant to support Centrex-level demand in whatever locations it
may arise. Not surprisingly, ILEC outside plant construction guidelines typically require
such intensity in commercial office buildings and similar locations. In other words, if the
size of a building is capable of housing, for example, 5,000 employees, the LEC will
typically deploy 5,000 pairs of loop plant (plus additional spare capacity) to serve that
building whether or not the customer(s} in that building actually order Centrex. Evidence
submitted in CC Docket No. 96-98 by GTE indicates that Centrex has maintained a
consistent market share (of the combined Centrex/PBX market) in the range of about 23%
since 1992, with no diminution projected through 1997.' Thus, on average, in excess of
four loops (plus even more for spare) will have been constructed and deployed for every
one Centrex line that is actually placed in service. This conclusion is, of course, fully
consistent with our own findings that a significant percentage of outside plant capacity
additions made since January 1, 1990 was not required to support POTS growth.

The opportunity and potential for this type of misallocation portends to be substantially
greater as [LECs initiate programs aimed at deploying broadband distribution infrastructures
providing “fiber to the home” or “fiber in the loop™ capacities, and pursue large-scale inter-
active information services ventures requiring greatly expanded network “intelligence.”
Here, the motivation behind such potentially massive investment programs is clearly entry
into “new” broadband service markets and adjacent interactive information services and
video entertainment fields. Yet if these broadband and intelligent network facilities are also
utilized (whether or not actually required) to support conventional voice telephone services,
an ILEC may be able to improperly assign a large share of the costs of its broadband plant

21. Doane, Michael 1., J. Gregory Sidak and Dantel F. Spulber. An Empirical Analvsis of Pricing under Section
251 and 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Anachment 4 to Comments of GTE Corporation, CC Docket
No. 96-98, May 16. 1996, at [I-16.
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Other Explanations and Sources of the “Gap”

to, and recover those costs from, prices for its core local exchange telephone services and
unbundled network elements.

This would not by any means be the first time that ILECs have constucted outside
plant distribution networks with strategic, competitive goals in mind. In 1983, the
California PUC found that Pacific Beil's plant utilization was inappropriately low, and
imposed an explicit “underutilization penalty” on the Company that would remain in effect
until the problem was corrected.” This phenomenon of underutilization also occurred
throughout the Bell system. In the mid-1970s, the average loop plant utilization for the Bell
System companies was reported to be in the range of 70%.” However, by the mid-1980s,
subscriber outside plant (OSP) occupancy for the BOCs had noticeably declined. For
example, the loop plant utilization reported by Pacific Northwest Bell - Washington (now
US West Communications, Inc.) declined from 69.9% in 1975 to only 60.8% in 1988.%
Several years later, in a study undertaken by Economics and Technology, Inc. for the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.” ETI found that the low plant
utilization rates present in Washingion State could be explained by the precipitous drop in
the demand for Centrex service that began shortly after 1980.

ETI noted that OSP utilization levels would have remained essentially constant had the
demand for Centrex (relative to PBX trunks) remained at pre-1980 levels. Unlike PBX
systems that require a rejatively small complement of loop pairs (PBX trunks) to serve a
much larger number of individual PBX station lines (for a station:trunk ratio that is
typically in the range of 8:1 to 12:1, depending upon overall system size and traffic
patterns), Centrex service requires one loop pair for each station line since the switching
function takes place at the telephone company central office. ETI speculated that Pacific
Northwest Bell - Washington (PNB-WA, now US West Communications, In¢.) had
continued to construct subscriber outside plant assuming that the same loop demand density
woulid persist. Thus, PNB-WA -continued to deploy plant to serve new commercial
development on the basis that ar some point a customer at that business location would
want to order Centrex. This policy, of course, resulted in large quantities of unused
(“spare”) outside plant, whose costs would have to be spread to other services.”®

22. California Public Utilities Commission, D.83-12-025, 13 CPUC 2d, at 479.

23. See Lee L. Se¢lwyn, Patricia D. Kravtin. and Paul S. Keller. An Analysis of Quiside Planr Provisioning and
Utilization Practices of US West Comvnunicarions in the State of Washingron, prepared for the Washingron Utilities
and Transportation Board, March, 1990, Auachment 8.

24, Id
25 id at 9.

26. Id. at 22.
0 TNy
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Other Explanations and Sources of the “Gap”

Thus, the excess loop capacity over and above basic demand growth attributable to
Cenuex, as described in the examples above, will create embedded costs that will not be
accounted for in TSLRIC studies. ETI believes a significant portion of the “gap” may be
explained by the amount of excess outside plant put in place for Centrex.

ILEC efforts to expand the market for additional residential lines and
other discretionary services required the ILECs to design and construct
far more extensive feeder and distribution infrastructures (and expend
far greater aggregate capital investments) than otherwise would have
been required to provision basic local exchange service.

Centrex is by no means the only loop-using service that imposes disproportionately
high outside plant excess capacity requirements on ILEC plant. In fact, the outside plant
capacity that would have been needed 1o support a “one line per household”
feeder/distribution network is substantially smaller than that required when the ILEC offers
to supply additional residential access lines on demand.

Consider the following example. Suppose that on a given street there are a total of 80
dwelling units, and that there is one and only one residential access line connected to each
of these units. The street is fully developed and there is no possibility that anyone will
create any additional dwelling units. If the only service that the ILEC is to provide consists
of these 80 residential access lines, then the size of the distribution cable for this street
would be the next highest capacity above the 80 working lines plus approximately 5% (i.e.,
4 pair) for maintenance spare. If the next largest cable is 100 pair, then that would be more-
than sufficient, and overall utilization of the distribution plant (defined as the ratio of
working lines to total lines) would be 80%. If the plant were only used to support first line
demand. the fill at relief should be even greater. Accounting only for breakage and
maintenance spare, the objective fill for a one-loop per dwelling unit distribution network
would be 95%. Obviously, the requirements would have differed if the ILEC had not been
interested in expanding the market for additional line and other discretionary services.

Using the above example, suppose that on average 20% of residential customers order
a second line; the LEC assumes that it cannot know, a priori, precisely which ones of the
80 primary-line customers will request an additional line, or how many such lines any given
customer will order.?’ The LEC decides that, in configuring its distribution plant, it will
provide an average of fwo pairs per dwelling unit to accommodate the core demand for the

27. In fact. the LEC can use market and demographic data 1o more accurately target capacity deployment to
likely additional line demand. thereby reducing by a considerable amount that actual number of spare pairs that will
be needed to support additional lines in any given distribution route.
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QOther Explanations and Sources of the "Gap”

primary access line as well as the discretionary demand for additional lines.”* On this
basis, it will require a minimum of 160 pairs (80 x 2) plus 8 (5% of 160) for maintenance/
administrative spare, or 168 in all. The next largest cable size is 200 pair, so that is what
will be deployed. However, since the average demand for additional lines is 20%, only 96
out of the 200 available pairs will be in service (i.e., 80 first lines plus 16 additional lines),
creating an overall utilization rate of 48% (96/200). Put another way, the inciusion of
capacity capable of supporting additional residential access lines caused the overall size of
the cable to increase and resulted in a drop in utilization from 80% to 48% overall.

The nature of the demand for primary and additional lines thus affects the outside plant
capacity that is required to support the needs of each of these services. Only about 12.3%
of residential telecommunications customers take additional access lines,” and there is a
strong relationship between househdld income and the demand for this service.® The
demand for additional lines is thus highly variable both with respect to the aggregate
number of units as well as the specific locations where service will be requested. In order
to accommodate this highly volatile and uncertain demand, [LECs have deployed far more
capacity than would have been required to meet existing basic service demand.

From the foregoing discussion, it is apparent that the aggregate guantity of distribution
plant would have been less, and its costs would have been lower, if it had been designed
solely to support current levels of basic service demand. There is no argument, however,
that the distribution infrastructure should be built to accommodate more than this core level
of demand, because there is demand for additional services and because, due to the presence
of economies of scale and scope in the provision of primary and additional residential
access lines, the incremental costs of providing additional units of capacity at the time of
initial construction are less than the cost per unit of additional line capacity that would be
required were the feeder and distribution plant designed solely for the baseline basic service
demand. In identifying that portion of outside plant additions needed to serve demand for
basic network elements, it is necessary to identify and to exclude those costs associated with

excessive amounts of embedded outside plant, motivated by an ILEC’s competitive and
strategic interests.

28. Pacific Bell has indicated that this is the standard practice that it applies for buried distribution cable. Calif.
PUC 1.95-01-021, Deposition of W. Vowel. March 11, 1996, at 120-123. The Pacific Beil Cost Proxy Model
{CPM) assumes distribution piant is engineered ar a ratio of 2 lines per household for buried plant and 1.5 lines per
household for aerial plant. Pacific Bell CPM Documentation at 9.

29. Percentage Additional Residential Lines for Households with Telephone Service, FCC Industry Analysis
Division, March 11, 1996.

30. See, Deposition of William L. Vowel, CPUC 1.95-01-021, May 11, 1996, at Tr. 143-44. _
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ILEC strategic positioning in the market for other advanced and
broadband digital services has resulted in the ILECs significantly
increasing feeder facilities relative to those actually required to
efficiently meet demand for basic services.

One explanation for the observed expansion of outside plant investment, as mentioned
earlier, has been the growing interest among ILECs to acquire a broadband- and video-
capable infrastructure. Historically, an ILEC's local exchange network was designed to
supply primarily POTS-type services. Over time, an ILEC would have deployed an
extensive embedded base of copper feeder and distribution plant that was presumably
optimized for that purpose. Evidence adduced in the California PUC’s Universal Service
proceeding’ indicates that, over the past seven years, Pacific Bell has made a number of
significant revisions to its Company-wide guidelines governing the planning and
provisioning of feeder facilities to support its efforts t0 provide advanced digital and
broadband services. The use of these revised guidelines by Pacific’s loop facilities planners
has led to a significant overbuilding of feeder facilities relative to those actually required to
efficiently meet demand for POTS services.

At the same time, however, the Company’s local exchange network has become far less
efficient and more costly than would have been expected for a forward-locking full service
network integrating POTS and advanced digital services (as reflected in utilization factors
for feeder plant), since the Company’s loop planning guidelines and actual practices were
constrained by its embedded copper network. Consequently, Pacific’'s embedded local

exchange network is not representative of a least-cost network for either POTS services
alone, or for POTS with a broad range of other services on the network.

Further evidence of ILECs’ past investment practices is revealed in their depreciation
studies, which aim at obtaining economic lives and depreciation rates for plant accounts,
directly influenced by the accelerated pace of plant acquisitions and replacements. ILECs
have argued that increased depreciation rates were necessary to support the replacement of
older equipment (that had become technologically obsolete) with new, modern plant.
However, much of that investment seems to be focused on services other than basic
telephone service, such as advanced and broadband digital services. Current trends
demonstrate that ILECs’ strategic positioning in the market for advanced and broadband

31. California PUC, R.95-01-020/1.95-01-021. Rulemaking and Investigation on the Commission's Own Motion
into Universal Service and to Comply with the Mandates of Assembly Bill 3643,
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Other Explanations and Sources of the “Gap”

digital services has required the ILECs to significantly increase feeder facilities relative to
those actually required to efficiently meet demand for POTS services.™

In fact, Pacific Bell’s iriennial Depreciation Studies submitted in 1985, 1988, and 199]
indicated the Company's intention to use the higher annual charges to support extensive
modernization of its network. Each of the Depreciation Studies submitted by the Company
in the time period spanning 1985 through 1991 includes numerous assertions that Pacific
Bell must increase its depreciation rates in order to respond to technological advances and
competitive pressures. Pacific also expressed a direct linkage between accelerated plant
replacement and the introduction of new services.

Pacific Bell’s 1985 depreciation filing, which also resulted in increases in Pacific Bell's
depreciation rates, posits specific relationships between the rate increases and the rate of
plant replacement. As is the case with the 1988 and 1991 filings, Pacific Bell attempted to
justify its 1985 filing based on the prospect of “accelerated advances in technology.”*
The company argued that, as a provider of a full range of telecommunications services, it
needed to invest in new technologies.™

The LECs shouid not be allowed to pass on such costs through additional charges for
unbundled network elements required by potential interconnecting competitive service
providers.

32. This analysis confirms the results of a previous report produced by ETI. which concluded thar many of the
RBOCs were in fact disinvesting in piant in service. The report argued that the RBOCs were not adequately
investing in basic service infrastructure. Lee L. Selwyn, Sonia N. Jorge, and Irena V. Tunkel, Patterns of
Investment by the Regional Bell Holding Companies: An Examination of the Sources of Financing and the Relative
Performance of the Bell Operating Company and the non-BOC RBHC businesses, ETI Research Report, January
1996. Qur current anaiysis takes 2 further step and demonstrates that of those investments taking place, many are
not for basic telephone service, but rather are for a network capable of providing a vast array of new
telecommunications services.

33. Pacific Bell 1985 Depreciation Rate Study, October. 1984, Secuon L. p. 33.

34, /d a2t 34,
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5 CONCLUSION

This Study demonstrates that, contrary to the ILECs’ efforts to portray their installed
base of plant as consisting of technologically and economically obsolete equipment and
facilities, the majority of the net rate base on ILEC books as of the end of 1995 was
acquired on or after January 1, 1990. Moreover, our study demonstrates that a substantial
portion of those post-1990 ILEC plant additions and retirements were attributed to the
TLECs' pursuit of other strategic business goals and positioning for entry into new lines of
competitive and often nonregulated businesses.

ETI's findings are consistent with several other recent studies of ILLEC behavior and
operations. For example, a recent study on depreciation policy by Baseman and Giesen
demonstrated that the RBOCs’ claims of a large depreciation problem appears to be
motivated largely by their desire to enter non-telephony services.”® In addition, the study
found that the existing plant need not be replaced for efficient provision of basic local
telephone service and that the RBOCs’ proposals for accelerated depreciation would require
users of basic telephone services to subsidize new services that many customers may not
want.”® Baseman and Giesen further demonstrated that the depreciation reserve deficiency,
often argued by ILECs as a major burden on their ability to effectively compete, is in fact
minimal and has decreased due to changes in FCC depreciation practices.

Another study, one conducted by Hatfield Associates, also reached conclusions similar
to those of this analysis.”” The Hatfield study found that the “gap” between the 'bottoms-
up’ economic costs and the ’tops-down’ revenue requirement consists of a number of
elements, including expenses associated with providing services to end-users, a smail

35. Baseman, Kenneth C. and Harold Van Gieson. “Depreclation Policy in the Telecommunications Industry:
Implications for Cost Recovery by the Locai Exchange Carriers,” MiCRA, prepared on behalf of MCI
Telecommunications Corp., December 1995, at 3.

36. id

37. Hatfield Associates, Inc., “The Cost of Basic Network Elements: Theory, Modelling and Policy
implications.” prepared for MCI Telecommunications Corporation, March 29, 1596,

Lyt g - ﬁ
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Conclusion

amount of economic overhead, and large amounts of overbuilt plant and excess
overhead.”™®  Specifically, the study identified five distinct revenue requirement
components of the “gap™ overbuilt plant. customer operations, corporate operations,
inefficiencies, and underdepreciation. Consistent with our analysis, the Hatfield study
concluded that overcapacity was the largest component of the “gap”. Indeed, the study
identified that excess [LEC plant capacity was due to investments in broadband services,
interLATA official service networks, and loops.

Our findings in this study are robust and consistent with these other studies made using
different methodologies. With this evidence, it is critical that the Commission make clear
that the costs that are relevant in the determination of the Total Service Long Run
Incremental Costs for unbundled network functions must exclude all historic and strategic
components that are not relevant in the determination of forward-looking incremental costs.
Costs associated with premature retirement of the installed base, with the acquisition of
high-function assets for use in developing new strategic lines of business, and with
corporate activities that are unrelated to the provision of essential basic network elements
must not be imposed upon new local exchange service providers through the pricing of
these elements. Similarly, [LEC strategic investments in facilities specifically designed to
provide other services such as advanced broadband, or excess facilities targeted at future
demand, must also be excluded. While the ILECs are free to make such strategic
investments or to acquire capacities and capabilities that will support their long term
business goals, these costs are not relevant to and shouid not be considered when
determining interconnection or unbundled network elements rates.

38, fd at 35
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Appendix A VINTAGE ANALYSIS

Table A1
Table A2
Table A3
Table A4
Table A5
Table AB
Table A7
Table A8

Table A9

WORKSHEETS

Ameritech

Bell Atlantic
BellSouth

NYNEX

Pacific Telesis

SBC Communications
US West

SNET

Development of Survivorship Curve

APPENDIX A WILL BE PROVIDED UPON REQUEST
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Appendix B COMPOSITION ANALYSIS

Table B1
Table B2
Table B3
Table B4
Table B5
Table B6

Table B7

WORKSHEETS

Ameritech

Bell Atlantic
BellSouth

NYNEX

Pacific Telesis

SBC Communications

US West

APPENDIX B WILL BE PROVIDED UPON REQUEST
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Appendix C UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Tabie Ct1
Table C2
Table C3
Table C4
Tabte C5
Table C6

Table C7

WORKSHEETS

Ameritech

Bell Atlantic
BellSouth

NYNEX

Pacific Telesis

SBC Communications

US West

APPENDIX C WILL BE PROVIDED UPON REQUEST
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May 30, 1996

Loretta Cecil
Ray Crafton
Preston Foster

Attached is the Florida Special Promotions Tariff BeliSouth provided at the
5/29/96 Executive Meeting.

Pre,
Pam Nelsor/1 96&
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OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ

BELLSOUTH
. TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
4 FLORIDA

ISSUED: September 11, 1995
BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President - FL.
Miami, Florida

GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Speclal Promotions (Cont’d)

A2.10.2 Descriptions
A. The following promotions are approved by the Commissions:
Area of Promotion Service

1. Southern Bell's Native

Service Temitory Mode LAN

~From Central Interconnection
Offices where (NMLI)
Native Mode LAN Service
Interconnection
(NMLI) Service
is available

2. Southern Bell's?
Service Territory
-From Central

Offices where
is available

3. Southern Bell's'
Service Territory
-From Central

Offices where
Message Waiting
Indication

is available

Message Waiting
Indication

~1

4. Southem Bell's*
Service Territory
-From Central

Offices where
Prestige®
Communications
Service is
available

Prestige®
Communicstions
Service

5. Southern Bell's®
Service Territory
-From Central

Offices where
Custom Calling
Service is
available

Custom Calling
Service

TouchStar®
Service

6. Southern Bell’s’
Service Territory
-From Central

Offices whers
TouchStar® Service
is available

Note 1:

®Registered Service Mark of BeliSouth Corporation

Charges Waived
Nonrecurring

or cne month’s
recurring

charges

(st customer's)
option)

Nonrecurring

Nonrecurring

Noarecurring

Nonrecurring

Nonrecurring

SECT: A2 VERSION: MM REPRO DATTE: {1/30/95 REPRO TIME" 14-12 16

Sixth Revised Page 21
Cancels Fifth Revised Page 21

EFFECTIVE: September 29, 1995

Period  Authority

10/01/95
to
0L/31/96

10/01/95
w
11/30/95

10/01/95
to
11/30/95

10/01/95
to
11/30/95

10/01/95
to
11/30/95

10/01/95
0
11/30/95

Customer can eiect to participate only once during each promotion period.

-
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OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ

BELLSQUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
FLORIDA

ISSUED: October 27, 1995

BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President - FL
Miami, Florida

EFFECTIVE: November 10, 1995

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd)
A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont’d)

A. The following promotions are approved by the Compission: (Cont'd)

Ares of Promotion Service
7. Southern Bell's’ RingMaster®
Service Teitory Service
-From Central
Offices where
RingMaster®
Service is
available
8. Southern Bell’s'* Residence Additional
Service Territory Lines
9. Southern Bell's Call Forward-
Service Territory Variable, Call

Adversely Impacted Forward-Busy Line,
by Hurricane Opal®>  Call Forward-

Don’t Answer,
Message Waiting
Indication, Remote
Access to Call
Forwarding
10. Southern Bell's All
Service Territory ;
Adversely Impacted by
Hurricane Opal®
11. Southern Bell's Public Telephone
Service Teritory Service
Adversely Impacted
by Hurricane Opal?®
12, Southern Bell's Public Telephone
Service Territory Service
Adversely Impacted
by Hurricane Opal
served from
Central Offices
939 and 936

Charges Waived
Nourecurring

Late Payment Charges

Local Message Charge

Local Message Charge

Seventh Revised Page 22
Cancels Sixth Revised Page 22

Period
10/01/95

11/30/95

11/01/95
1273195

10/10/95

12/08/95

10/10/95
12/08/95
10/10/95
11/08/95

10/10/95
12/08/95

Note1: Customer can elect to participate only once during each promotion period.

Note2: If this promotion occurs during any other scheduled promotion the customer may
choose only one of the available promotions in which to participate.

Note 3: These waivers are applicable in the following NXX's in the 904 Area Code; 230, 233,
234, 235, 747,763, 769, 784, 78S, 872, 913, 265, 271, 722, 8§71, 874, 932 and 934.

®Registered Service Mark of BellSouth Corporation

SECT: A2 VERSION: MM REPRO DATE: 12/01/95 REPRO TIME: 14:12:36

Authority

Docket
No.
951197-TL

Docket
No.
951197-TL

Docket
No.
951197-TL

Docket
No.
951197-TL
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" OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ
BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
FLORIDA

ISSUED: January 15, 1996

BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL
Miami. Florida

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd)

A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont'd)
A. The following promotions are approved

Area of Promotion

13. Southem Bell's
Service Teritory'
« From Central
Offices where
Service is
Available

4. Southem Bell's
Service Termitory'
<From Central Offices
where Business
available

15. Southern Bell's
Service Territory '
-From Centra! Offices
where Custom
Calling is available

16. Southem Bells'
Service Territory '
-From Central Offices
where RingMaster®
Service is available

17. Southern Bell's
Service Teritory'
=From Ceatral Qffices
where TouchStar® is
available

by the Commission: (Cont'd)

Service Charges Waived
CrisisLink’ January ~ Three
Service Months’ Recurting
{36 month pian) Charges
February - Two
Mouths' Recurring
Charges
March - One Month's
Recurring Charges
Additional Lines $25.00 credit
Custom Calling Nonrecurring
Service - Residence
RingMasier® Nonrecurring
Service - Residence
TouchStar® Nonrecurring
Service - Residence

Seventh Revised Page 23
Cancels Sixth Reviscd Page 23

EFFECTIVE: February 1. 1996

Period
01/01/96

03731796

02/01/96

033196

0204196

0353196

020196

03319

020196
033196

Note1:  Customer may elect to participatc only once during each promotion peried.

® Registered Service Mark of BellSouth Corporation

SECT: 002 REPRQ DATE. 03189 REPRO TIME: 02:08 PM

Authority

Qe
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BELLSOUTH

TELECOMMUNICATIONS,

FLORIDA
ISSUED: March 18, 1996

OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ

INC.

BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL

Miami, Florida

A2.10 Special Promotions {Cont'd)

GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont'd)
A. The following promotions are approved by the Commission: (Cont'd)

Area of Promotion

18.

19.

20

21.

Southem Bell's
Service Territory’
-From Central Offices
where Prestige®
Communications
Service is available

Southern Bell's Service
Termitory '

<From Central Offices
where Message Waiting
Indication is

Available

Southern Bell's Service
Termitoty '

~From Centraf Offices
where Designer Listings

are available

Southem Bell's Service
Teritory*

Southern Bell's Service
Teritory !

=From Central Offices
where Message
Waiting Indication is
avaifable

Southem Bell's

Service Termitory '

-From Central Offices where

Cal] Return is available

Note 1:

® Registered Service Mark of BellSouth Corporation

Service

Prestige ®

Co .
Service - Residence

Waiting
Indication - Residence

Designer
Listings - Residence

Residence
Additional
Lines

Message Waiting
Indication - Residence

Call Retum-
Residence

Charges Waived
Nonrezurring

Nonrecurting

Nonreeurring

$18.00 Credit on
Nonrecurring
Charges or
Select Telephone
Equipment

One month's
Regurring

One month's
Recurmring

Customer may eiect to participate only oace during each promotion.

Seventh Revised Page 24
Cancels Sixth Revised Page 24

EFFECTIVE: April 2, 1996

Period
02/01/96

0373196

02/01/96
033196

02/01/96
0313119

053196

04/02/96

0531196

04/02/96
05731196

Authority

cc
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OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ
BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
FLORIDA

ISSUED: March 18, 1996

BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL
Miami, Florida

" A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd)
A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont'd)

A.  The following promotions are approved by the Commission: (Cont'd)

Ares of Promotion

24. Southern Bell's
Service Termitory'
=From Central
Offices where
Custom Calling
Secvices are
available

25. Reserved for Future Use
26. Reserved for Future Use

= 27. Reserved for Future Use

Service Charges Waived

Three-Way Calling One month's Recurring
Call Forwarding-Busy Line
Call Forwarding-Don't
Answer
Call Waiting
Call Waiting-Deluxe
(Residence only)

Fifth Revised Page 25

Cancels Fourth Revised Page 25

EFFECTIVE: April 2, 1996

Period  Authority

040296 ™)
to
053196
1ty
m
n

oczoc?




OFFICIAL APFROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF Second Revised Page 58.21
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.* Cancels First Revised Page 58.21
FLORIDA
ISSUED: May 15, 1995 EFFECTIVE: June 1, 1995
BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President - FL
Miami, Florida
A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Special Promotions {Cont'd)

A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont’d)
A. The following promotions are approved by the Commission: (Coat'd)
Ares of Promotion Service Charges Waived Period Authority
296. Southern Bell’s! RingMaster® Nonrecurring 0201195
Service Termitory Service w
=From Central Q¥31/95
Offices where

297. Southern Bell's’ TouchStar® Nonrecurring 02/01/95
i i w0
~From Central 03/31/95

298. Southern Bell's? Prestige® Nonrecurring 02/01/95
Service Territory Communications ©
-From Central Service is 03/31/95

Offices where available
Prestige® : :
Communications

Service is

available

295, Southern Bell's' Message Nonrecurring 02/01/95
Service Territory Waiting to
-From Centrat Indication 03/31/95

Offices where
Message Waiting
Indication is
available

Note 1:  Customer can elect to participate only once during each promotion period.

Material previously appeaning on this page now appears on page(s) 58.22 of this section
®Registered Service Mark of BellSouth Corporation
* é/va SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

SECT: A2 VERSION: MM REPRCQ DATE: 072795 REPRO TIME: 09:49:00
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OFFICIAL APPROVED VERSION. RELEASED BY BSTHQ

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.*
FLORIDA
ISSUED: May 15, 1995
BY: Joseph P. Lacher, President - FL
Miami, Florida

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Specilal Promotions (Cont'd)

A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont’d)
A. The following promotions are approved by the Commission: (Cont'd)
Area of Promotion Service Charges Waived

300. Southemn Bell’s'-
Service Territory

301. Southern Bell's!?
Service Termitory

Residence
Additional
Lines

Open 800
Option 800

$18.00 Crediton
Nonrecurring
Charges or
Select Telephone
Equipment

Nonrecurring

- From Central
Offices where
Prestige®
Communi-
cations Service is
available.

302. Southern Bell's* Custom Calling
Service Territory Service
-From Central

Offices where
Custom Calling
Service is
available

303. Southern Bell’s! RingMaster®
Service Territory Service
-From Central

Offices where
RingMaster®
Service is
available

304. Southern Bell's* TouchStar®
Service Territory Service
-From Central

Offices where
‘TouchStar®
Service is
available

Nonrecurring

Nonrecurring

Nonrecurring

Original Page 58.22

EFFECTIVE: June |, 1995

Period Authority
04/01/95  Docket No.
to 940128-TL
05/31/95 Order No.
T-94-036
06/01/95 to  Authority
07/31/95 No.
T-91-39%
Docket No.
910978-TL
06/01/95 to
07131195
06/01/95 to
0731195
06/01/95 10
07/31/95

Note 1:  Customer can elect to participate only once during each promotion period.

Note 2: If this promotion occurs during any other scheduled promotion, the customer may
¢hoose only one of the available promotions in which 10 participate.

Matenal appeanng on this page previously appeared on page(s) S8.21 of this section
e"chxsv:n:d Service Mark of BeliSouth Corporation
“ &/b/a SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

SECT: A2 VERSION: MM REPRC DATE: 07727/95 REPRO TIME 09.4%:01
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DEFICIAL APPROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFF

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
FLORIDA

ISSUED: January §, 1996

BY:Joseph P. Lacher, President -FL

Miami, Florida

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Special Promotions {Cont'd)
A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont'd)
A. The following promotions ere approved by the Commission: (Cont'd)

Area of Promotion Service Charges Waived
305. Southern Bell's' Prestige® Nonrecurring
Service Territory Communications
-From Central Service
Offices where
Prestige®
Communications
Setvice
available
306. Southemn Bell's' Message Nonrecurring
Service Territory Waiting
-From Centrel Indication
Offices where
Message Waiting
Indication is
available
307. Southem Bell's’ Designer Nonrecurring
Service Territory Listings
308. Southermn Bell's' Message Waiting Indication  Two month's
Service Territory Recurring
309. Southern Bell's'? Call Forwarding Two Month's
Service Territory Busy Line and Recurring

«From Central Offices Call Forwarding
where Customn Calling  Don't Answer
Service is available.

Sccond Revised Page 58.23

Cancels First Revised Page 58.23
EFFECTIVE: January 20, 1996

Period Authority

050195 o
073195
06/1M5 o
073195
06/01/95 to
01318
06/0185t0 Docket
013185 No.
911233-TL
Crder
No. 25676
06/01M5  Docket No.
to 911233-TL
073195 Order
No. 25676

Note 1:  Customer can elect to participate only once during each promotion period.
Note2: If this promotion occurs during any other scheduled promotion, the customer may choose

only one of the available promotions in which to participate

Material previously zppearing on this page now appears on page(s) 58.24 of this section.
® Registered Serviee Mark of BellSouth Corporation

SECT REPRC DATE 0¥12%6 REPRO TIME: 02-51 PM
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OFFICIAL APFROVED VERSION, RELEASED BY BSTHQ

GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES Tm
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
FLORIDA
ISSUED: January §, 1996
BY:loseph P. Lacher, President -FL
Miami, Florida

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS

A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd)
A2.10.2 Descriptions (Cont'd)
A. The foliowing promotions are approved by the Commission (Cont'd)
Ares of Promotion Service Charges Waived
310. Southern Bell's'? Caller 1D Get One Month's
Service Territory Acquainted Offer Recurring
=From Central
Offices where
Caller ID - Basic
and/or Calier 1D -
Deluxe are LI
available
311. Southern Bell's ISDN Business Service All nonrecurring
Service Territory where ISDN Residence Service
available Waiver only applies to ISDN
purchased under Packages 1,
1A,2,2A .
Package | - *
DSL, 2 B-channcl CSY/CSD,
2 ADDI Cali

1 Conf, Drop, Hold & Trans
1 Call Fwd Variable - Button

Package 1 A -

Same as Pkg 1 PLUS

1 Visual Message Waiting
[ Cali Fwd Busy Line

1 Call Fwd Don't Answer

Package 2 -
Same as Pkg | PLUS
2 Secondary Directory Numbers

Package 2 A-
Same as Pkg 1A PLUS

- 2 Secondary Directory Numbers

Original Page 58.24

EFFECTIVE: January 20, 1996

Note 1:  Customer can elect to participate only once during each promotion period.
Note2:  If this promotion occurs during any other scheduled promotion, the customer may choose oniy

one of the available promotions in which to participate.

Material appearing on this page previously appeared on page(s) 58.23 of this section.
® Registered Savice Mark of BeliSouth Corporation

SECT 001 REPRO DATE 03/11/%6 REPRO TIME' 02 03 PM

Period Authority
1070195 to o)
113095
02/01/96 to ™)
0673096
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@ BELLSOUTH
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BedlSouth Teletommunications. Ing.

May 30, 1996

Neil Brown

ATET

Room 6142, Promenade }
1200 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Neil,

We have carefully reviewed your imrastate USF Reform Settlement and are prepared to respond to
your counter proposal. Initially, BellSouth entered into discussions with AT&T in hopes of
developing a compromise approach for dealing with local loop recovery in switched access. We
invested significant time and energy this year to gain internal support for & modified recovery
mechanism which inciuded an increased SLC, something BellSouth had previously been silent on
for rebalancing switched access, Naturafly, we were very disappoiated when AT&T reversed itseif
on the SLC in its reply comments with the FCC. We are also in totsl disagreement with the
concept of TSLRIC as an appropriate basis for assessing USF needs.

Given our apparent differences in position at the FCC, your intrastate proposal only magnifies the
difficulty of trying to reach a compromise position on USF. Based on our analysis, in order to
meet your price targets, we would need to lower intrastate access prices $351M in year one and
$433M over the following 3 years. This level of reduction is clearly beyond the fimits of our
financial plenning view.

As we agreed in our tnitial discussions, we each owed our companies 2 good faith effort to explore
an alternative to an elongated regulatory struggle if possible. To that end, we have been
successful. We have both tried to understand each others’ position and think creatively of a
compromise. We have both presented a plan which we believed our companies would suppoit. [
am satisfied that our investment in time was worthwhile but do not see additional value in
continuing discussions unless major change in positions occurs. Therefore, [ am recommending
that we discontinue our weekly discussions until October, 1996, to test our positions again as the
Joint Board considers alternatives to USF.

Sincerely,

Marc Cathey, Setior Di
Product Management BeliSwuth InterConnection Services

"Attachment
Qe
cc: Scott Schaefer
Quinton Sanders
_Jim Brinkley
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s BELLSOUTH

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ©

May 30, 1996

William I. Carroll

Vice President

AT&T

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Jim,

This letter is in response to your letters to Charlie Coe and Duane Ackerman of May 21, 1996. BellSouth
is in the process of reviewing and responding to your letter to me of May 21, 1996. Due to the nature of
AT&T’s requests in that letter and the work involved in gathering the materials to be provided in the
response, BeliSouth will reply to it separately.

May 2] Jetter to Charlie Coe:

Regarding the provision of BellSouth cost studies, these studies including loop, port, and usage were
provided several weeks ago. The majority of the other requested Unbundled Network Element (UNE) cost
studies were provided to Neil Brown on Tuesday, May 22. The only outstanding cost study request is the
“Loop Concentration Multiplexer” study which we are targeting to provide by May 30,

AT&T’s letter includes considerable detail regarding the scheduling of and lack of participation by
BeilSouth in the 5/21 Cost/Price meeting. It should be noted that this is the first Cost/Price meeting in
which BeliSouth’s key personnel were not present. BellScuth has dedicated a significant number of
resources to meet and negotiate with AT&T and to respond to AT&T requests in a timely manner. The
agenda attached to AT&T’s letter acknowledges that Bob Scheye and Suzie Lavett had notified AT&T that
they would be unable to attend the meeting. Ample notice was provided to allow rescheduling of the
meeting if it was deemed necessary. Further, a more lengthy document attached to. the agenda provided by
Neil Brown indicated that all UNE components were to be discussed. This document prompted
BeliSouth’s May 20, 1996, subsequent proposal to focus the discussions on developing a mutually
acceptable set of unbundled features to form the basis for further negotiations.

It is appropriate to note that BellSouth personnel have attended several meetings in which AT&T
representatives were not appropriately equipped or not prepared to discuss the subject matter contained in
the proposed agenda. For exampie, five BellSouth employees attended a meeting on Wednesday, May 22,
in which AT&T was to clarify UNE ordering and provisioning requirements. A document summarizing
these requirements, apparently provided by AT&T headquarters, could not be explained by AT&T
representatives attending the meeting. The group subsequently agreed to focus on BellSouth’s unbundied
loop and port offerings. However, UNE service configurations presented as necessary requirements by
AT&T could not be explained by the AT&T representatives present. The configurations presented did not
make sense, and the remainder of the meeting was spent having the BellSouth experts advise AT&T of

BellSouth’s view of possible UNE configurations.
| Re'd Jay- #4513
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BellSouth has informed AT&T both verbally and in prior correspondence of similar circumstances which
have occurred in the process of our negotiations. Notwithstanding these points, I assure you that BellSouth
is ready and willing to engage in meaningful dialog to progress these negotiations in the areas of Resale
and Unbundled Network Elements.

Your letter asserts that “BellSouth has delayed commlttmg to prowde the electronic interfaces that are
necessary”. Any delays that have occurred are attributable, at least in part, to AT&T. In order for
BellSouth to commit to the formidable task and investment of developing electronic operational interfaces,
it is necessary to understand the volume of transactions that are estimated to occur. The first forecasts of
projected AT&T volume were provided to BellSouth in April of 1996. In addition, these forecasts were
“rough estimates” and addressed only the resale portion of AT&T’s local service plans. Although the
forecast provided by Preston Foster in his letter of May 22 indicates that unbundled loops and ports are
included, no forecasts for specific order volumes for unbundled services have been provided te date. In
addition, the most recent forecast data shows an extremely wide range of values between the low and high
estimates (the high estimate is approximately four times the low estimate).

The “fax interface” solution which you referenced in your letter has been proposed as a method to allow
AT&T to immediately begin processing orders, and is a sufficient solution to handle the initial volumes of
orders projected by AT&T. It should be noted that “fax™ only refers to the transfer of order images, and
does not mandate a manual fax transmission process. Nothing would preclude AT&T from using a
computer based fax solution for service order placement and confirmation. AT&T has recently
acknowledged that it will begin local service on a trial basis and will gradually increase its volume of local
service orders. The “fax interface” is capable of accommodating AT&T’s initial entry into the local
service market. BellSouth has always maintained that implementation of mechanized interface solutions
would be driven by transaction volumes, business needs, and relevant timing,

BellSouth is currently processing local service orders for several competitors using the fax method. Those
competitors find the terms of this procedure to be acceptable. Only recently have other resellers or locat
exchange carriers begun to request electronic operational interfaces in the course of our negotiations with
them. AT&T remains unique, however, in the extent of on-line and real time access requested.

In a letter sent to AT&T on May 16, BeliSouth reviewed the steps it has taken or is in the process of
undertaking to address AT&T’s requirements for pre-ordering electronic interfaces and EDI (service
requests and order confirmation). In addition to these steps, and as previously discussed with AT&T,
BellSouth has developed or is developing interfaces for daily usage information, electronic trouble
reporting, and serving central office and feature availability. BellSouth’s current view of the costs of
providing these electronic operational interface solutions are as follows:

Pre-Ordering: Estimated at $7,000,000. However, the final figure cannot be determined until the
completion of a design phase estimated to require approximately four months and $500,000. As mentioned
above, BellSouth has developed an interim process to provide feature availability information at no charge.

Service Request Transmission and Order Confirmation (EDI): $200,000.
Direct Order Entry: Costs for this item have not been determined.

Directory Listing and Line Information Database: No Charge provided that the service order populates
these databases. However, should BellSouth develop direct electronic interfaces for local service providers
to enter data directly into these systems, additional costs would be incurred, No cost estxmahes for this
functionality have been developed.
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Trouble Reporting: Initially no cost to resellers in that the EC application for [IXCs is being extended to
other local exchange carriers. However, capacity upgrades required as a function of OLEC transaction
volume will result in additional costs. In addition, enhancements to the EC platform needed to enable the
system to more effectively manage POTS troubles are estimated to cost $3,000,000.

DRaily Usage: Initial development costs of $125,000. Additionally, BellSouth will charge $0.005 per
message to offset the cost of ongoing usage file production.

BellSouth is proceeding as outlined on the electronic interfaces requested by AT&T notwithstanding that in
doing so BellSouth is going above and beyond its obligations under the Act. BellSouth’s proposals
regarding the preordering, ordering and provisioning of services to be resold by AT&T are not
unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations under the Act. BellSouth has committed to
treating AT&T as it does its own retail customers. Such commitment meets the requirements of the Act.

As proposed in a letter to you of May 16, BeliSouth has two mechanisms for recovering these costs.

BellSouth will continue to work with AT&T to develop an acceptable cost recovery mechanism based on
an embedded cost approach and welcomes any proposals from AT&T in this regard.

Sincerely,

W. Scott Schaefer ‘
Vice President - Marketing
InterConnection Services
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Audix message from Keith Milner, May 30, 1996, 10:05 am

Pam, good morning it's Keith Miiner at BellSouth and it's 10 on Thursday. Thank you for the
voice mail that you left me this evening. | understand you're in a meeting right now. Pam, | would
like, if you don’t mind, to reschedule our meeting that we had planned for 3:30 this afternocon.
Unfortunately, in a little bit of confusion that as to whether or not we keep this team going or not
I'm not sure if | can recollect all the folks that really need to be on the call this afternoon or not.
What I'd propose as an alternative, Friday I'm going to be out of town but if you will check your
calendar for any time on Monday, my calendar is free right now. Tuesday I'll be in Blrmungham
again of next week Let me give you a couple more dates, Wednesday afternoon the 5™ could
work for me, the 6" is gone but then we're aiready in the later part of next week. So if any time of
Monday would work for you I'll make those arrangements or Wednesday afternoon. If you will
check and see if any of those could work | think we'll have a much more productive meeting if |
give my team a little time to recoliect their thoughts and get refocused. | am pleased that we are
going to go forward with the team | think there are some things we can resolve apart from
whatever policy issues there might have been or continue to be we can at least agree to agree to
disagree on what the technical merits are so Pam | will be out of the office in the middie of the day
I'll be back here about 1:30 at the latest 2:00 and | have 15 seconds so here goes, if you'll call me
I'd appreciate it at 529-5489.

QeoaT™?
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May 30, 1996

Memo To File:
Voice mail message from Scott Schaefer at 9:28 a.m.:

Jim this is Scott I hope this is recording it just beeped I want to propose something to you
I think the meeting on the 7th after reviewing our discussion from last night and looking
at some counter proposals that we’d like to make to you I think we’d probabiy be most
effective if we did not have the meeting next week but use that week to put together our
counter proposal and what I’d like to also propose to you is that you and I have a informal
dialogue Tuesday at 5:00 p.m. we can do that in your office I got it on your calendar I"d
like to do that just one-on-one with you and I and the goal of that session would be to see
if we now sense we’ve been debating issue by issue if we could now take a step back and
look at how far we could go toward closing out an agreement that would include
everything we would agree upon for a Total Resale solution I’m sure there are a couple of
things we probably will not agree on example is Avoided Cost Discount levels is
probably something we will not be able to agree on but I"d like to formulate and put
forward to you in an informal one-on-one only session some puts and takes that you
know maybe agreeable in total to AT&T and to BellSouth If that sounds like something
good to do give me a voice mail back I think you know my schedule today is going to be
real crazy but I'll try and check my voice mail as I get a minute or two during the day
then we can solidify on this Tuesday meeting at 5:00 p.m. and we’d also keep our
meeting on 6/13 from 1:00 - 4:00 p.m. all right let me know I’m at 330-0180 - thanks

This message is taken verbatum from Scott Schaefer’s voice mail.
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May 30, 1996

Memo To File:
Regarding:  Voice mail received from Scott Schaefer a.m. May 30, 1996
Attached in my voice mail response to Scott Schaefer as follows:

I called Scott at approximately 9:45 a.m. today, 5/30, and left him the following voice
mail.

Scott, 1) give me a call back on 404-810-7262 or beep me on 800-258-0000 pin 288570
and I will step out immediately and call you back.

In regard to the schedule, I am amenable to meeting with you for an hour one-on-one on
6/11 at 5:00 p.m. as you request and also maintaining the 6/13 meeting. I propose we go
ahead with the meeting on 6/7. We would not discuss TSR and would leave that to the
6/11 and 6/13 sessions as required. Other than I would like to have a status report on
where we are working the technical issue around Operator Services and Directory
Assistance etc., routing to our platform. In short, continuing the work that we agreed to
last night. Additionally on 6/7 we would principally then focus on Unbundled Network
Elements given our work last week and the work we would being doing in the interim.
As per my earlier voice mail, I would prefer to shift that to 6/6 if Allen Price’s schedule
can be accommodated, if not we will maintain 6/7.

0CoTT
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May 31, 1996

Kathy Taber
AT&T

Attached please find copy of the modified contract based on the result of our last joint
meeting. I trust that you will share this with the appropriate partics including Norman

Rosner.

R Barretto

Attachment
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DRAFT $/20/96 5/31/96

- AGREEMENT
In consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, BellSouth Advertising
& Publishing Corporation, a Georgia corporation (“BAPCO”) and
AT&T Corp., a corporation (“CARRIER™)

agree as follows:

1. RECITALS. BAPCO is the publisher of alphabetical and classified directories
for certain communities in the southeastern region of the U.S (the "Directories™).
CARRIER provides, or intends to provide, local exchange telephone service in
commnunities in which BAPCO publishes Dircctories. BAPCO and CARRIER hereby
establish the terms by which BAPCO will inciude listings of CARRIER subscribers in
such Directories and by which BAPCO will provide such Directories to CARRIER
subscribers.

2. CARRIER OBLIGATIONS. CARRIER agrees as follows:

(a) CARRIER shall provide to BAPCO, or its designee, at CARRIER s
expense and at no charge, listing information concerning its subscribers (designating any
who do not desire published listings), consisting of customer name, address, telephone
aumber and all other information reasonably requested by BAPCO as set forth on Exhibit
A ﬁrW&mﬂMmpwmm of wiatever
typc and format and for other derivative purposes

Such subscriber listing information shall be provided in the format and on
the schedule set forth in said Exhibit, or as otherwise mutually agreed between the partics
from time to time.

(b) CARRIER shall also provide directory delivery information to BAPCO as
set forth in Exhibit A for all subscribers.

(¢) CARRIER shall advise BAPCO promptly of any directory-related
inquiries, requests or compiaints which it may receive from CARRIER subscribers and
shall provide reasonabic cooperation to BAPCO in response to or resolution of the same.

(d  CARRIER shall respond promptly regarding comvections or queries raised
by BAPCO to process listing changes requested by subscribers.

3 BAPCOQ OBLIGATIONS.  BAPCO agrees as follows: Qronoi
(@  BAPCO shall include at no charg RIER!

mmomsmmdhsmfmmhcmmhmmmm
BAPCO’ sappmpnatelocalalphabeucalmmcm:yaspubhshedpmodmﬂybyBAPCO
unless noplisted or nonpublished status is designated by subscribers. Such listings shall
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be interfiled with the listings of other local exchange telephone company subscribers and
otherwise published in the manner of such other listings according to BAPCO’s generally

applicable publishing policics and standards without designation as to the subscriber's

@) BAPCO shall publish additional listings, foreign listings and all other alphabetical
Directory listings of gffered by BeflSouth, for CARRIER subscribers upon their request,
consistent w:th BAPCO’S gcncxally apphmble pohcles in BAPCO's alphabetical
Directories & ;

(c) BAPCO will distribute its regularly published alphabetical and classified
Directories to local CARRIER subscribers in accordance with BAPCOQ’s prevailing
practices, including delivery following Directory publication and upon establishment of
new CARRIER service, if a current Directory for that geographic area has not previously
been provided. Such deliveries may include separate advertising materials accompanymg
the Directories.

(d BAPCO will include CARRIER information in the customer guide pages
of its alphabetical Directories for cominunities where CARRIER provides local exchange
telephone service at the time of publication or within a reasonable time thereafier in
accordance with BAPCO’s prevailing standards for the same. CARRIER will provide
information requested by BAPCO for such purpose on a timely basis.

(¢)  BAPCO shall make available at no charge to CARRIER or its subscribers
one listing for CARRIER business customers per hunting group in one appropriate
heading in BAPCO’s appropriate local classified directory as published periodically by
BAPCO. Such listings shall be published according toe BAPCO's generally applicable
publishing policies and standards.

(f)  BAPCO agrees to solicit, accept and publish directory advertising from
business subscribers for CARRIER in communities for which BAPCO publishes
classified Directories in the same mammer and upon substantially the same terms as it

solicits, accepts and publishes advertising from advertisers who are not CARRIER
subscribers,

4, PUBLISHING POLICIES. BAPCO shall maintain full authority over its
publishing schedules, pohcles, standards, andpractxecs andoverthe soopeand pubhshmg

Gr\Rles\cadeniws\agreemen\carsierd. doc , AT ET
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5. JABI ;

- @  BAPCO’s liability to CARRIER for any errors or omissious in directories
or for any default otherwise arising hereunder shall be limited to One Dollar ($1) for
errors or omissions in any subscriber listing in any directory published by BAPCO,

(b)  Each party agrees to defend, indemnify and hold barmiess the other from
all damages, claims, suits, losses or expenses, including without limitation costs and
attorneys fees, to the extent of such party’s relative fault, arising out of or resuiting from
any error, omission or act of such party hereunder. CARRIER agrees to limit its liability
and that of BAPCO by contract with CARRIER’s subscribers or by tariff to no more than
the cost of service for any errors or omissions in any listings published hereunder for
CARRIER subscribers. Each party shall netify in writing the other promptly of any
claimed error or omission affecting this paragraph and of any claim or suit arising
hereunder or relating to this Agreement and shall provide reasonable and timely
cooperation in its resolution of the same. Without waiver of any rights hereunder, the
indemnified party may at its expense undertake its own defense in any such claim or suit.

— 6. TERM. This Agreement shall be effective on the date of the last signature hereto
for a term of two (2) years and shall relate to Directories published by BAPCO during
such period. Thereafter, it shall continue in effect unless terminated by either party upon
sixty days prior written notice.

7. ASSIGNMENT. This Agreement shall be binding upon any successors or assigns
of the parties during its Term.

8. RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES. This Agreement does not create any joint
venture, partnership or employment relationship between the parties or their employees,
and the relationship between the parties shall be that of an independent contractor. There
shall be no intended third party beneficianes to this Agreement.

9.  NONDISCLOSURE.

(@)  During the term of this Agreement it may be necessary for the parties to
provide each other with certain informatioa (“Information™) considered to be private or
proprietary. The recipient shall protect such Information from distribution, disclosure or
dissemination to anyonc except its employees or contractors with a need to know such
Information in conjunction herewith, except as otherwise authorized in writing. All such
Information shall be in writing or other tangible form and clearly marked witha
confidential or proprietary legend Information conveyed orally shall be designated as
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proprietary or confidential at the time or such oral conveyance and shall be reduced to
writing within forty-five (45) days.

(b) . The parties will not have an obligation to protect any portion of
Information which: (1) is made publicly available lawfully by 2 nonparty to this
Agreement; (2) is lawfully obtained from any source other than the providing party; (3)
is previously known without an obligation to keep it confidential; (4) is released by the
providing party in writing; or (5) commencing two (2) years after the termination date of
this Agreement if such Information is not a trade secret under applicable law.

()  Each party will make copies of the Information only as necessary for its
use under the terms hereof, and cach such copy will be marked with the same proprietary
notices as appear on the originals. Each party agrees to use the Information solely in
support of this Agreement and for no other purpose.

10. FORCE MAJEURE. Neither party shall be responsible to the other for any dclay
or failure to perform hereunder to the extent caused by fire, flood, explosion, war, strike,
riot, embargo, governmentai requirements, civic or military authority, act of God, or other
similar cause beyond its reasonable control. Each party shall use best cforts to notify the
other promptly of any such deiay or failure and shall provide reasonable cooperationto .
ameliorate the effects thereof.

1. PUBLICITY. Neither party shall disclose the terms of this Agreement nor use the
trade names or trademarks of the other without the prior express written consent of the
other. .

12. REPRESENTATIVES AND NOTICES.

'(a) Each party shall name one or more representatives for contacts between
the parties which shall be authorized to act on its behalf. Such representatives may be
changed from time to time upon written notice to the other party.

(b)  Notices required by law or under this Agreement shall be given in writing
by hand delivery, certified or registered mail, or by facsimile followed by certified or
registered mail, addressed to the named representatives of the parties with copies to:

Ifto BAPCO:
Director-LEC/BST Interface
BellSouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation
Room 270
59 Executive Park South
Atlanta, GA. 30329

Associate Yice Prosident and General Counsel

-5-
G:\ileswcadenbea\agrecmenicanricrd. doc ; QUTTES

With Copy to:
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BellSouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation
Room 430
59 Executive Park South

- Atlanta, GA 30329

If to CARRIER:

13. MISCELLANEQUS This Agreement represents the entire Agreement between
the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and supcrsedes any previous oral or
written communications, representations, understandings, or agreements with respect
thereto. It may be executed in counterparts, cach of which shail be deemed an original.
All prior and contemporaneous written or oral agreements, representations, warranties,
statements, negotiations, and /or understandings by and between the parties, whether
express or implied, are superseded, and there are no representations or warranties, either
oral or written, express or implied, not herein contained. This Agreement shall be
govemed by the laws of the state of Georgia.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement by their duly
authorized representatives in one or more counterparts, cach of which shall constitute an

original, on the dates set forth below.

BELLSOUTH ADVERTISING & : CARRIER: ALET CORP.:
PUBLISHING CORPORATION

By: | By:

Title: | Tite:

Date: : Date: i

r\npq—'
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EXHIBIT A

. CARRIER Listing Information, Format, Scheduie for Provision

. CARRIER Delivery Information, Format, Schedule for Provision

0‘ C ';;; “::'T-:— £
G\tllescadenhes\agreemenicartiend. doc .




BeliSouth

FAX =
875 W. Peachires St N.E.

Atlante, GA 30375

Date 05/31/86
Number of pages including cover sheet 4

To:- From:
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May 30, 1996

Mr. William J. Carroll
Room 4170

1200 Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, Ga. 30309

Dear Jim:

As discussed in our May 21, 1996, Executive Team meeting, BeliSouth believes that
“total services resale” encompasses the resale of services as they are offered to BellSouth
end users. AT&T contends that some alterations to existing services are appropriate in a
resale environment. In spite of our disagreement in this area, BellSouth agreed to revisit
technical concerns associated with the development of local services that allow the
routing of Operator, Directory Assistance and Repair calls to AT&T in a Total Service
Resale environment. In addition, BellSouth felt it prudent to reexamine its policy
regarding AT&T’s request at this time. BellSouth has concluded that our policy is sound.

BellSouth has further concluded that even absent the policy difference, it is not
technically able to provide the services to AT&T in the manner requested. Therefore,
BellSouth will no longer pursue technical alternatives regarding the routing of directory
assistance, operator and repair service calls in a “total services resale” environment
beyond following through to closure our current discussions.

Section 251(c)(4) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 required a LEC to offer for
resale “any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at retail to subscribers
who are not telecommunications carriers”. Operator Services, Directory Assistance, and
Repair Service are not offered to end users. Rather, they are part of some other service,
such as a residential line or business line. Therefore, the matters under discussion are not
available in a “resale” environment.

Neither are they matters that are required to be unbundled. 251(c)}(3) required unbundling
only of “network elements”. The definition of “network element” clearly does not
encompass such matters as those under discussion. In any event, even if BST wished to
make those matters available for unbundling, as BST has previously explained to AT&T,
it would not be technically possible to do so.

— | QCT=TT




BellSouth has made available to local exchange companies its directory assistance
services to allow other companies’ custorners to obtain telephone numbers and its
operator call completion services for use by other companies’ customers for completing
operator assisted calls. While these services do not constitute network elements under
251(c)(3) of the Act, BellSouth is happy to discuss AT&T’s use of these services as a
facilities based local exchange carrier.

BellSouth proposes that we agree to disagree on this AT&T requirement and move
forward to finalize our Total Services Resale agreement. I look forward to the successful
conclusion of our negotiations.

Sincerely,

o

W. Scott Schaefer
Vice President - Marketing
InterConnection Services

0eTTI
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Be!ISouth Telecommunications, inc. Fax 404 524-1937 Charles B. Cos
Suite 4514 404 529-8113 Group President — Customer Oparaticns
675 West Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30375 -

May 31, 1996

Mr. William J. Carroll
Vice President

AT&T

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
. Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Jim,

I am writing to you in response to your letter of May 20, 1996 regarding AT&T’s submission of resale orders in
Tennessee and Scott Schafer’s letter to you of May 16, 1996.

Your letter references an amendment to the Tennessee Code to allow telecommunications competition in
Tennessee and rules adopted by the Tennessee Public Service Commission to “set forth the Commission’s
policy for implementing the new law”. Specifically, the letter references Rule 1220-4-8-.11 and suggests that
BeilSouth is required to make all service offerings available for resale at an interim discount of 25%. BellSouth
understands that these rules are not yet in effect, but are awaiting approval by the Tennessee Attorney General.
Foliowing approval by the Attorney General, the rules must be forwarded to the Tennessee Secretary of State,
and a further seventy five days must elapse before the rules become law.

In the absence of a negotiated agreement for interconnection, unbundling, and resale, or an effective Tennessee
reguiation, BetlSouth has suggested that AT&T enter into a resale only agreement. A copy of the proposed
agreement was attached to Scott Schaefer’s May 16th letter, The letter also presents two options regarding the
scope and term of the agreement. The agreement can form the basis of a permanent resale arrangement

between BellSouth and AT&T. Alternatively, the agreement can be implemented so as to apply only to those
customers taking part in the AT&T trial and to expire at the end of the trial on September 15, 1996, In the spirit’
of good faith negotiations, BellSouth is also willing to allow the avoided cost discount determined by the
Tennessee Commission to be effective retroactive to the date of execution of the contract. Accordingly,
BellSouth would adjust its billing, if any adjustment is necessary, and remit to AT&T the resulting difference.

Upon receiving a copy of an executed resale agreement, BellSouth will proceed in processing the orders
submitted by AT&T. As mentioned in Scott’s letter, BellSouth has already taken actions in advance of the
receipt of a signed agreement, such as the establishment of a master account, in order to be prepared to process
orders once the agreement is signed.

BellSouth is willing and able to provide services under the terms of an agreement as detailed in this letter. I
look forward to a successful and mutually acceptable resolution to this matter.

Sincerely,

e
P L e i

Apbrud via USMail
— Luglpe shuped Jla  &/12/76
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May 31, 1996
Memo To File:

RE: Telephone conversation with Scott Schaefer on May 30, 1996 and with Hank
Anthony on May 31, 1996.

On May 30, 1996, 1 called Scott and left this voice mail message. Scott, it’s my
understanding that approximately a week or two weeks ago Mary Jo Peed and Sylvia
Anderson agreed that we had satisfied BellSouth’s concerns in connection with data
request #1 associated with the Tennessee Mediation. However, Mary Jo was concerned
that future requests of highly sensitive information would encounter similar problems and
was looking to resolve these future problems. Scott, if this is true it seems you should go
ahead and release the data since your concerns in connection with the data would have
been met. Please check this and give me a call.

Later in the day, Scott called and I asked him if he’d gotten my voice mail message in
connection with the Tennessee Cost Mediation issue. I reiterated my voice mail to make
sure he understood, he said he did. He stated that he had not been able to reach Mary Jo
Peed yet and he would get back to me.

At approximately 9:00 a.m. today, I received a call from Hank Anthony. Hank stated that
he was returning my call to Scott Schaefer on Scott’s behalf. He stated that it was his
understanding as related from Scott, that I was looking for a response in connection with
the data request associated with the Tennessee Mediation. He went on to say that it was
BellSouth’s preference that we resolve potential future issues such that these type of
delays do not occur. He went on to say that BellSouth had notified us of these
possibilities in writing. I stopped him at that point and told him it was unnecessary for us
to reiterate the record. I told him the record was fairly clear in the multiple letters written
between AT&T and BellSouth and without going over these again, we did not feel that
our position caused any delay at all.

I told Hank that to make sure we were understanding each other that I wanted to reiterate
my request to Scott. I did so as outlined in the first paragraph above. I then asked Hank
whether or not they believed that we satisfied their concerns in connection with
protecting the cost data request #1 and if they were willing to release the cost data. He
stated again it was BellSouth’s preference to resolve the future issues. I asked again,
since it is my understanding that we have resolved your concerns around protecting the
information in the cost data request #1 in Tennessee, is your answer to releasing still no.
He said yes, however it is our preference to resolve the problem for potential future
information. I told him I would have Loretta Cecil and/or Sylvia Anderson give him a
call.

Jim Carroll Ocp‘mmo
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Mike Duke

RegulatorylLegislative
Business Analyat

May 31, 1996
P. Foster
Re: BeliSouth List of Obsolete and Grandfathered Sérvic&s
Preston:

The state summaries of Obsolete and Grandfathered Services provided by BellSouth
are of very little value as they are simply a listing of the obsolete tariff sections
which, | assume, contain grandfathered services.

In order for AT&T to evaluate the size of the local exchange market which would not
be available for resale under BellSouth's current exclusion of grandfathered services,
AT&T needs to have the current number of customers and/or the revenue from each
of the grandfathered services in each state, not just a list of the tariff sections which
contain grandfathered services. The attached represents the level of detail necessary.
I manually compiled this data from the Market Basket Summaries and GSSTs for
Florida and North Carolina. A cursory review of these Market Basket Summaries
provided to the Florida, Georgia and North Carolina Commissions suggests that
BellSouth could easily provide the information requested.

attachments

{.ocal Services Organization
Room 10148, Prom |

1200 Peachtres 5t, N.E,
Atlanta, GA 30309

PHONE (404) 810-7715
FAX {404) 810-8477

EMAL caguti!!duke
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BELLSOUTH
Florida GSST Obsoleted Services

Tariff Services Name/Description Date Current
Section Obsoleted | Revenue
A103 Basic Local Exchange Service
Local Exception - Res Unhm ited - Unmeasured
: Option 01/23/95
Al105 Charges Applicable Under Special Conditions
Restoration Priority Charge 04/08/91 0
Al107 Coin Telephone Service
Booths & Special Mounting Arrangements 08/15/77 $396
Semipublic Extension Stations 01/01/83 $5,613
Single Slot Panel Coin Telephone 08/15/77 $6,009
A108 Telephone Answer Service Facilities
Concentrator - Identifier Unit 06/06/63 0
AUTOAS Answering System Concentrator 09/28/82 0
A109 Foreign Exchange Service
Intercept Arrangement 06/15/80 0
Al12 Central Office Non-Transport Service Offerings
Centrex Service to U.S. Military Bases 04/17/73 0
Centrex - CO Service 09/29/76 $148,565
'ESSX-1 Service Attendant Service (50A Consoles) 10/05/81 $6,516
Automatic Call Distribution - ESS Systems 12/30/80 0
Electronic Tandem Switching Features 06/28/89 $1,217
ESSX-1 Service 07/01/85 $215,189
Electronic Tandem Switching Features 07/01/85 0
Misc Service Arrangements by No. 1 ESS 07/01/85 0
ESSX S, M and L Service; Customer Mgt Features | 02/09/87 |. $3,218
ESSX S, M and L Service - 85 11/22/88 | $1,749,320
Digital ESSX Service - 85 11/22/88 $421,801
Electronic Tandem Switching Features 11/22/88 0
ESSX Service S, M and L Service - 88 04/01/89 0
Digital ESSX Service - 88 04/01/89 0
Prestige Communications Package (PCP) 01/15/90 $481,590
Prestige Single Line Service (PSLS) 01/15/90 $354,239
Digital Electronic Business Set Service IT 10/05/92 $4,049
ESSX Service Vintage 2 Feature - SMDI 10/05/92 $9,840
Prestige Deluxe Service 10/05/92 $86,155
ESSX Service Optional Features - SMDR - Premises | 10/02/92 $53,464
Digital ESSX Service Optional Features - SMDR -
Premises 10/02/92 $11,096
Customized Dialing Package (CDP) 06/22/93 $92,481
ESSX Service - Multi-Line - Caller ID 06/05/95
Digital ESSX Service - Multi-Line - Caller ID 06/05/95
Al13 Miscellaneous Service Arrangements
Group Emergency Alerting & Dispatching System 05/01/87 $9,976
Municipal & Industrial Emergency Reporting Svc 06/06/80 $187
Multistation One-Way Circuit Arrangements 01/27/65 0
Arrangements for Night, Sunday and Holiday Sve | 12/12/80 $5,706
Extension and Tie Line Services 01/16/91 $483,729
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Tariff

Services Name/Description Date Current
Section Obsoleted | Revenue
Al13 Miscellaneous Service Arrangements (con’t)
Custom Calling Services 06/16/86 $606
Network Facilities for use with Public
Announcement Services 04/05/93 $28,099
Central Office Local Area Network Service 06/29/93 $33,649
Network Facilities for Use with 976 Service 02/15/94 $3,000
| TicketTaker Service 07/31/94 $68,373
TouchStar Service - Multi-Line Caller ID 06/05/95
All4 Auxiliary Equipment '
Special Line Filter 06/06/80 $608
Private Line Sampling Arrangement 12/12/80 0
ESSX-1 Customer Premises Attendant Services 10/05/81 0
All5 Connection of Terminal Equipment and ~
Communications Systems
Recorder Coupler Equipment 12/10/70 $10,760
Telephotograph Equipment 01/06/81 $34
Data Transmitting/ Receiving Terminal Equipment 01/06/81 $61,038
Voice Transmitting /Receiving Terminal Equipment 0
Alarm Detection and Reporting Equipment 01/06/81 $24,575
Dictation Recording Equipment 01/06/81 $374
Connecting Arrangements - Voice Manual 01/06/81 0
Connecting Arrangements - Voice Automatic 01/06/81 $34,829
Public Address and Loudspeaker or Radio Paging
Systems ' 01/06/81 0
Al17 Mobile Telephone Service
Airtime . ' 08/14/92 0
Dispatching Service 08/14/92 0
: Signaling Service 08/14/92 0
All8 Long Distance Message Telecommunication
Service
Enterprise Service 06/15/87 $1,601
VALU-PAK Service 09/09/95
Saver Service 08/02/95
Al19 Wide Area Telecommunications Sexvice
Access Line Charges - 800 Service 01/22/94 | $1,002,203
800 Number Service Termination 06/03/95
Al122 Customer Payment Plans
ESSX Term Payment Plans 01/08/91
Al24 Emergency Reporting Services
E911 PSAP Equipment 11/29/85 $713,969
Enhanced Universal Emergency Number Service - :
E911 09/19/86 | $4,438,185
E911 Service Features and PSAP Equipment 06/15/92 | $1,037,334
Al29 Data Transport Service
Dial Backup Service 09/30/94 $2,640
FLEXSERVE Service - Digital Access Cross Connect 02/05/93 $805,002
Al30 Equipment for Disabled Customers
Outright Sale/ Month-to-Month Option 10/16/95 $7,101

L% p
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BELLSOUTH

North Carolina GSST Obsoleted Services

Date

Tariff Services Name/Description Current
Section Obsoleted | Revenue
Al103 Basic Local Exchange Service

Joint User Service 03/26/85
Thrifty Caller Service *09/13/92
Message Rate Service 12/09/95
Outgoing Only Service 12/09/95
Al107 Coin Telephone Service
Booths & Special Mounting Arrangements 10/15/80 $3,616
A108 Telephone Answer Service Facilities
Concentrator - Identifier Unit 04/17/81 - $456
AUTOTAS Answering System Concentrator 09/01/82 $15,834
Al12 Central Office Non-Transport Service Offerings
ESSX Setvice - SMDR 02/03/93 0
Centrex - CO Service 03/02/77 0
ESSX-1 Service 12/19/79 $164
Automatic Call Distribution - ESS : 0
DID to Customer - Premises 12/08/82 $159,263
Secretarial Service In-Dialing Arrangements 12/08/82 $2,885
ESSX - 1 Service 08/28/85 0
Electronic Tandem Switching 08/28/85 $3,953
Miscellaneous ESS Features 08/28/85 0
ESSX S, M & L Custom Management Features 01/28/87| = $2,400
ESSX S M&L-85 12/30/88 $234,801
Digital ESSX Service - 85 12/30/88 | $19,321,945
Electronic Tandem Switching 12/30/88 0
Prestige Communications Package 07/25/90 $257,448
Prestige Single Line Service 07/25/90 $120,900
Prestige Deluxe Service 08/05/92 $5,417
Digital ESSX Service - SMDI 04/28/93 $32,509
Customized Dialing Packages $337
ESSX ISDN Service 09/28/94 $9,851
All13 Miscellaneous Service Arrangements : :
Group Emergency Alerting & Dispatching System 06/30/70 0
Municipal Emergency Reporting Service 01/01/80 $13
Arrangements for Night, Sunday and Holiday 12/24/80 $2,798
Service
Custom Calling Services 06/23/86 $2,325
Central Office Local Area Network Service 06/23/93 $1,008
Key Telephone System $7,434
RO
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Tariff Services Name/Description Date Current
Section Obsoleted | Revenue
All4 Auxiliary Equipment

Private Line Sampling Arrangement 03/03/82 $116
ESSX-1 Customer Premises Attendant Services 09/02/81 0
Al15 Connections of Terminal Equipment and :

Communications Systems

Recorder Coupler Equipment 03/29/72 $1,642
Telephotograph Equipment 12/31/80 $6,126
Voice Connectivity Arrangement 12/31/80 $6,380
Alarm Detection Equipment 12/31/80 $7,474
Dictation Recording 12/31/80 0
Connectivity Arrangements - Voice 12/31/80 $5,897

. Public Address/Loudspeaker 12/31/80 0

All8 Long Distance MTS
Enterprise Service : 06/27/87 $1,897
Al19 Wide Area Telecommunications Service
WATS Extension Stations 06/20/68
Combined 800 Service** 01/01/94
A120 Extended Community Calling
Metro Connection Plan 12/09/95
Al122 Customer Payment Plans
ESSX Term Payment Plan 11/28/90
Al23 Sharing and Resale
| ELS Sharing/Resale Thrifty Caller Service
Al24 Emezrgency Reporting Services
911 Non-Unique Equipment 01/01/84 $9,500
E911 PSAP Equipment 11/16/85 $133,866
' E911 Service Features 09/04/86 | $1,238,678
E911 Service Features and PSAP Equipment 07/03/90 $524,626
E911 Number Services 10/20/93 $585,600
Al29 Data Transport Service
FLEXSERV - Digital Access Cross-Connect 05/05/93 $487,189
Al30 Equipment for Disabled Customers
Outright Sale/ Month-to-Month Option $1,675
* Revisions as recently as 12/09/95. :
** Rates lowered in pending tariff filing, to be effective 06/01/96.
0Cooce
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Syivin €, Andergon Promenade |
Chiet Commercial Counsal 1200 Peachtree Street, N.C.
Southarn Ragion Atlanta, GA 30309
404 810-8070
V1A FAX
ORIGINAL U.S. MAIL
Mary Jo Peed, Esq.
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Legal Department, Suite 4300
675 West Peachtrec Street
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001

Re:  Tennessee Mediation Petition
Dear Mary Jo:

This confirms our conversation of Friday, May 31, 1996 conceming the
Confidentiality Agreement BellSouth and AT&T entered into relative to negotiations
under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, AT&T's demand of April 4, 1996 for
cost data including service specific cost data and AT&T's subsequent request of May
8, 1996, for mediation of BellSouth's refusal to provide the service specific cost data.

As we discussed, 1 agree that the Confidentiality Agreement requires the
disclosing party to provide reasonable advance notice to the other party before the
disclosing party may disclose the other party's confidential information in a "Related
Proceeding” (as that term is defined ia our Confidentiality Agreement). Logically,
under the terms of the Confidentiality Agreement, such advance notice must be
provided by the disclosing party in order for the other party to "agree to execute a
protection order (or similar order) providing for the confidentiality of the Confidential
Information disclosed under [the] Agreement”.

I also agree that the parties must comply with the rules or procedures
established by the competent commission or court in a Related Proceeding, including
rules that pertain to the disclosure of confidential information. Again, each party’s
obligations in this regard have been quite obvicus from the date of exccution of the
Confidentiality Agreement based on the four comers of the Confidentiality
Agreement itself.

Additionally, as we discussed, the Confidentiality Agreement does not
preciude the disclosing party from requesting that certain "highly competitive-
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sensitive confidential information” be disclosed only to individuals approved by the
disclosing party who have a "need to know." Of course, the party seeking to obtain
this information may contest the characterization of the information as "highly
sensitive competitive information” and the disclosing party may disagree with the list
of individuals having a "need to know" as proposed by the requesting party. As we
agreed, such dispute would be subject to mediation, arbitration or litigation as the
case may be.

Upon receipt of this letter, please confirm that (1) you now intend to release
data that is responsive to Data Request Number 1 (both Item 1 and ftem 3 which were
requested by AT&T in its lenter of April 4, 1996); (2) the date AT&T can expect to
receive the data, and (3) the data you provide will cover all the states where
negotiations have commenced (GA, FL, AL, TN, KY, LA and NC).

Upon receipt of both your confirmation (as requested above) and delivery of
the above-described data, AT&T will withdraw its request for mediation.

May Jo, | must say that [ and others at AT&T are extremely disappointed that
it took BellSouth over four (4) weeks to finally appreciate that our existing
Confidentiality Agreement covered all the issues outlined above. In the furure, we
would appreciate a more focused and timely response on issues such as these.

* Yours very truly,

Sylvza E. Anderson, Esq.
General Attorney

SEA:wdm

c¢c:  AT&T Leadership Team
AT&T Core Team
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Room 12W4$
Cindy Clark Promenade I
Local Services Negotiator 1200 Peachtree St.NE
Allants, GA 30309
404-810-3119
June 3,1996
Suzie Lavett
BeliSouth
Room E5G
3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, AL 35243 FAX Delivery
Dear Suzie,

This letter is a follow up to the Total Services Resale Maintenance meeting heid 5/20/96 with Bob
Anderson of BellSouth. We discussed the interim process for residence and small business repair.

Bob presented a preview of the TAFI scripts being prepared for our understanding and concurrence on
the methodology. Based on the scripts he presented, the methodology is clear and the information will
meet our needs. Bob also delivered a document that AT&T can use to identify and resolve “feature
use” related troubles. These two pieces of information will help AT&T present trouble reports to
BellSouth in an expedient manner.

In your letter of May 15,youhadsoh1eoommemsonmyupdatstothetracldngdocumemthatl
provided. I understand your comments and I have attached updated input forms for your review.

Also in your May 15 letter, BellSouth requested to fold unbundled port and unbundied port/loop
combination maintenance discussions into the existing residence and business TSR maintenance
teams. In our preliminary meeting on 4/22, BellSouth indicated that repair for the unbundled port and
unbundled port/loop combination elements would be handled in the ACAC. However, if the Business
Repair Center and Residence Repair Center will be our interfaces for these elements, AT&T is
certainly agreeable to foiding the discussions together.

The pext TSR maintenance meeting is scheduled for June 14 at 8:30, at 1200 Peachtree Street,
Atlanta. I will be on vacation next week, but will get an agenda out early in the week of the 10®. I
think there are some areas where we have reached agreement and we can work from the requirements
tracking document to close some things out.

Please feel free to call me if you have questions or comments.

Sincerely,
Cindy Clﬁr

8L Loy Ll




Room 12W45
Cindy Clark Promenade 11
Local Services Negotiator 1200 Peachtree St,NE
Atlants, GA 30309
404-310-3119
June 3, 1996
Suzie Lavett
BellSouth
Room E5G
3535 Colonnade Parkway
Birmingham, AL 35243 FAX Delivery
Dear Suze,

This letter is a follow up the my 5/17/96 meeting with Lisa Griffin. We discussed the BellSouth
business repair process and further defined our interim maintenance interface. This was a productive
meeting and I believe we are close to closure many items!

The action items are outlined below:

At our 5/2/96 meeting, Bob Anderson took the action item to provide AT&T scripts of the residence
maintenance customer interface for trouble reporting. At this meeting, Lisa and I had the same
discussion regarding our need for the same type of information for business trouble reporting. Lisa
and I agreed that it would make sense to use Bob’s work as the basis for developing the scripts. Bob
committed to share the scripts with Lisa as they are developed. Since this item may be largely based
on the production of the TAFI scripts, I anticipate that this action item will develep just a bit behind
the time line for their development.

Lisa to provide the conditions where a dispatch could result in a service charge to AT&T.

Lisa to provide BST guidelines for repair status to business customers.

Lisa to provide the % of “dispaiched out” of BRC orders.

Ttems 2, 3 and 4 will be discussed at our next meeting. Lisa and I have scheduled our next session for
June 14. Please call me if you have any questions or require clarification.

Thanks,
p

Cindy Cl
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TO: rt Oakes FROM: Suzie Lavett
Phone 810-8286 Phone 404 529-7496. or
Fax Phone 810-3131 205 977-0104
TO: Iri{ Regas Fax Phone 404 420.0031, or
Phone 330-0019 205 977-8241
Fax Phone 223.6782 |
T0: Vig Atherfon

l Phone 204 §77-5041

| Fax Phone 203 977-7222

€C: Jerly Latham

Urgent For your review Reply ASAP Piease Comment

Foltowing is BST'§ status for AIN on the UNE summary.

Pursuant to Bell filings associated with FCC Docket No. 91-346, BeliSouth believes that
open access {o its AIN in three phases is technically feasible. Phase | aliows third party access
to BeliSouth's creation platform. Phase 1) provides SS7 interconnection of third party
providers service giatforms o BeliSouth's network via & “gateway”. Phase Hli provides for direct
ISDN connection of third party providers’ service nodes to BeliSouth’s AIN.

Please call me at rTy Atlanta number if you have questions.

]
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1200 Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, GA 30309

June 3, 1996

Mr. Can Braun

Room N408B

1876 Data Drive
Birmingham, AL 35244

Dear Carl,
The following two AT&T Action Items are now closed:

OCN Populated in Positions 26-29 in Header/Trailer
AT&T will accept BellSouth’s proposal to populate the OCN in positions
26-29 in the Header and Trailer records. However, we will not be
processing the information since we will not utilize it.

3

Detailed Record Edits
Attached is a copy of AT&T’s detailed record edits. These Emor .
Conditions are considered “critical emors’ which will be retumed to the
sending LEC.

If you have any questions, please contact me on 404/810-3123.
Sincerely,
s, &
Sue Ray
Attachment
cC: Shirey Wilcox
Craig Steele
Suzie Lavett

Pam Nelson
Jay Bradbury
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40

41
42
44
45
46

52

CODE ERROR DESCRIPTION
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9031 LEC Post Bill Adjustment Return

5011 To Number = From Number . .
9023 Invalid Rate Class/Message Type Combination
9058 Invalid Credit Code
9059 Non-Numeric Data in Numeric Field

9110 Invalid Appended Module

9001 Invalid Record Catagory
5002 Invalid Record Group
9003 Invalid Record Type

9006 Invalid Record Date

5009 Invalid From Number

9012 Invalid To Number

8077 Invlaid LEC Owned CIID From/Tc State Charge
9018 Invalid State or Local Tax

3

9014 Invalid Billable Time
9021

9024 Invalid Method of Recording

9016 Invalid Rate Class

9010 Invalid Message Type For Tennessee Prison
9017 Invalid Message Type

9045 Invalid Ind19 and Ind23 Values

9075 Invalid Indl9 Value for CIID Record
9078 Invalid Rounding Ind, Billable Minutes = 0
3065

Invlaid Unrated Conference Call Serial Number

9005 Cannot Derive Valid Bill NPA-NXX
9019 Invalid Billing Number

9076 Invalid LEC Owned CIID Settlement Code

QCT227




Atlanta, Georgia

June 4, 1996

To: Kathy Taber, AT&T Products & Services Manager

From: Pam Sims, Project Manager - Local InterConnection Negotiations
Subject: Independent Payphone Providers/Semi-Public Documentation

As agreed upon during the May 30, 1996 conference call, attached is a matrix of the resale
services available in Georgia for Independent Payphone Providers. We will be ready to
discuss the unbundled services on the conference call at 2:00pm, today. Additionally, we
are providing a list of Semi-Public services/features available for resale and unbundling in
Georgia.

If you have any questions prior to the call you may contact me on 404-529-6516.

Attachments

cc: Suzie Lavett
Kathy Blake
Sandy Sanders
Dorothy Farmer
Bob Flood

QCT2T5




Georgia IPP Services

Service SmartLine® IPP Access Line Coinless IPP Access
{coin) ' Line
Specific BellSouth rate tables Originating line Origin_ating line
Functions for local and screening screening
intralLATA calls
carried, processed and
completed by BST
Access to all CO Billed Number Billed Number
intelligence required to | Screening Screening

perform answer
dectection, coin
collection, coin return
and disconnect.

Billed Number
Screening

Answer detection

Cption to block all I+

Blocking for 1+ intl,

Blocking for 1+ intl,

calls to international 10XXX1+ intl, 10XXX1+ intl,
destinations 101XXX1+intl, 14900, | 101 XXXX]1+intl, 1+900
N11, 976 , N11, 976, 7 digit
local,1+DDD
IntralATA call timing
Ability to “freeze” PIC | Ability to “freeze™ PIC | Ability to “freeze” PIC
selection selection selection

Option of one way or
two way service on
line

Two way service
option only

Two way service option
only

Flat rate service only Flat rate service only Flat rate service only
based on rate groups based on rate groups

One bill per line One bill per line One bill per line

Point of demarcation Point of demarcation Point of demarcation at

at the Network at the Network the Network Interface

Interface location Interface location location

Detailed billing Detailed billing Detailed billing

showing all 1+ traffic ; snuwing all 1+ traffic | showing all 1+ traffic in

in paper, diskette or in paper, diskette or paper, diskette or

electronic format electronic format electronic format

Wire maintenance Wire maintenance Wire maintenance

option option option

Touchtone service Touchtone service Touchtone service

Option for listed or Option for listed or Option for listed or

non-listed numbers non-listed numbers non-listed numbers

Access to 911 service | Accessto 911 service | Accessto 911 service

Originating line

screening

1 directory per line

1 directory per line

1 directory per tne

6/4/96




SEMIPUBLIC TELEPHONE SERVICE

Associated Features Available for Resale
AT&T rate tables for
local and intraLATA sve. Not from the Set

Access to all CO intelligence
required to perform answer
supervision, collect refund, etc.
Far end disconnect recognition.

Option to block all 1+ calls to
international destinations.

Call timing.

PIC protection for all 1+ local,
inter, intra traffic.

Option of one way or two way service.
Same call restrictions as available on
LEC phones for inter, intl, intra and
local calling.

Blocking of inbound international
calls to the dumb station.

One bill per line.

Point of demarcation at the set location
(at least for all outdoor sets).

Detailed billing showing all 1+ traffic
in paper or electronic format.

DMOQ's for service restoration. Need Clarification

Wire maintenance option
(even though it may be an
unregulated service).

Yes

Yes

. Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Unbundled

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

. No

Need Clarification

CC
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Associated Features Available for Resale

Svc outage transfers to

AT&T help center. Only on a contract basis
Wish to keep existing

serving tel #s if cutover ‘

to AT&T resale line. Yes

Touchtone Service. Yes

Block any 1+ service that

cannot be rated by the

coin circuits/TSPS/osps. No

Special screen codes unique

to AT&T and/or its customers. No

Service outage call transfers. Only on a contract basis
Single point of contact for bills

and orders dedicated to public. Negotiated

Access to AT&T DA. No

Option for listed, nonlisted,

or non published #s. Yes

Protect against clip on

fraud if available. No

Option to negotiate addi

features in future, Yes

Access to AT&T's NAIL Need clarification
Provision 911 service. Yes

Access to ANI information.
Use AT&T branded invoice.

Option to have LEC techs
collect, count and deposit

vault contents on behalf of AT&T.

Need clarification

No

Only on a contract basis

No

N/A
Yes
No

No

No

No
Yes
No

Yes

Need clarification
No

Need clarification

No

No
] ol K00G




Associated Features Available for Resale

Monitor vault contents for
slugs and spurious non US
currency ot theft and notify
AT&T of discrepancies
(recorded vs. actual) in
collections and set location.

Option to have enclosure
installed with set.

Provide all information requested
to ensure AT&T can bitl
for access line.

Provide all information requested
to ensure AT&T can bill
for usage on the line.

Except where designated, all calls
originating from stations serviced
by these lines should be routed

to AT&T TSR lines.

Station or enclosure equipment
should only bear the name/brand
designated by AT&T on the
order form.

Provide the same monitoring and
diagnostic routines on the line and
stations as vendor would on own
facilities.

1 directory/line install.

Provide installation intervals per DMOQs.
Protect against red box fraud.

Protect against blue box fraud.

Install the station to at least LEC
standards (e.g., ADA, etc.)

No

Yes

No

No

Need clarification

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
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Associated Features Available for Resale

Perform repairs for DMOQs. Need clarification
Provide option for use of

"bright station" technology

including debit cards. No

Provide revenue, maintenance,

collection reports etc. as

specified by AT&T on order

_ form on a periodic basis in

in paper or electronic format. No

Unbundled

Need clarification

No

No

QC2in




Atlanta, Georgia

June 4, 1996

To: Kathy Taber, AT&T Products & Services Manager

From: Pam Sims, Project Manager - Local InterConnection Negotiations
Subject: Custom Calling Services - Resale

As requested in your memo dated May 23, 1996, please find enclosed documentation (i.e.
service descriptions and activation procedures) on the following Custom Calling Services:

oCall Forwarding Busy Line

oCall Forwarding Don’t Answer

sRemote Access - Call Forwarding Variable
¢Customer Control of Call Forwarding Busy Line
oCustomer Control of Call Forwarding Don’t Answer
oFlexible Call Forwarding

oCall Waiting Deluxe

~ Since this information was not readily available in the format you requested, I was unable

to meet your May 31, 1996 due date. If you have questions, please contact me on 404-529-
6516. :

Enclosures

cc: Suzie Lavett
Kathy Massey
Beth Craig
Joy Lofton
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

CALL FORWARDING BUSY LINE

CUSTOMER CONTROL OF CALL FORWARDING BUSY LINE

Call Forwarding Busy Line automatically routes incoming calls to another
predetermined telephone number when the user’s line is busy. The forward-to number
is determined when the feature is ordered. This feature is used most often for
forwarding calls to a voice messaging service such as MemoryCall® service.

Variati

Customer Control of Call Forwarding Busy Line (SESS Only) allows the custorner to
turn the feature on and off. However, it does not the user change the forward-to
number. A service order is required to forward calls to a new telephone number.

Jo Use:
Basic Call F fina B Line:

No operation is required on the part of the customer to turn on or off Call
Forwarding Busy Line. The feature is active when the customer's service order
compietes. A service order is also required to deactivate the feature or change the
forward-to number.

N el e s A
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To Turn On Busy Line Forwarding:
1. Lift the handset and listen for dial tone.

2. Dial 82# - Busy Line Forwarding activation code.
3. Listen for confirmation tone (beeps) followed by dial tone.

To Activate the Feature While On a Call (must have Three Way Calling):

1. Depress and release switchhook.

2. Listen for dial tone (current call ptaced on hold).

3. Dial 82# Busy Line Forwarding activation code.

4. Listen for confirmation tone (beeps) followed by dial tone.
5. Depress and release switchhook to retum to original caller.

To Turn Off Busy Line Forwarding:
1. Lift the handset and listen for dial tone.

2. Dial 83# - Busy Line Forwarding deactivation code.
3. Listen for confirmation tone (beeps) followed by dial tone.

20f2
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

CALL FORWARDING DON'T ANSWER

CUSTOMER CONTROL OF CALL FORWARDING DON'T ANSWER

Call Forwarding Don’t Answer automatically routes incoming callers to another
preassigned number whenever the user is unable to answer an incoming call. The
number to which calls are forwarded is specified at the time Call Forwarding Don't
Answer is ordered. This is also the time when the user specifies the number of times
his/her telephone will ring before a call forwards. This feature is used most often for
forwarding calls to a voice messaging service such as MemoryCall® service.

Variati

Customer Control of Call Forwarding Don’t Answer (5ESS Only) allows the
customer to turn the feature on and off. However, it does not let the user change the -
forward-to number or the number of ring cycles. A service order is required to change
either of these feature parameters.

Jo Use:
Basic Call Forwarding Don't Answer:

No operation is required on the part of the customer to turn on or off Call
Forwarding Don't Answer. The feature is active when the customer’s service order
completes. A service order is required to deactivate the feature, change the forward-to
number, or change the number of ring cycles before forwarding.

1of2
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To Turn On Don’t Answer Forwarding:

1. Lift the handset and listen for dial tone.
2. Dial 77# - Don’t Answer Forwarding activation code.
3. Listen for confirmation tone (beeps) followed by dial tone.

To Turn Off Don’t Answer Forwarding:

1. Lift the handset and listen for dial tone.
2. Dial 78# - Don’'t Answer Forwarding deactivation code.
3. Listen for confirmation tone (beeps) followed by diat tone.

20f2
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

REMOTE ACCESS TO CALL FORWARDING VARIABLE (1AESS, 5ESS)

Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable provides the customer with the ability to
remotely activate or deactivate Call Forwarding Variable from any telephone capable of
touch-tone signaling. Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable may be used when
the customer is either at their home or office or at another location. This feature is
especially beneficial because the customer does not have to wait for an answer when
they activate Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable from their home or office.
Using Remote Access To Cali Forwarding Variable is easy by listening to the prompts
(instructions) after dialing the Special Access Number.

How To Use Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable

1. Dial the Special Access Number.

2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call
Forwarding Variable. The dialed telephone number will be repeated to allow for
correct if dialed incorrectly.

3. Dial the Personal Identification Number and # (see note 1).

4. Dial the Call Forwarding Variable 72#.

5. Dial the number to which you want your calls forwarded and #.

If you must dial a 1 or area code to reach this number from your home or office,
then do so. The forwarded to telephone number dialed will be repeated to allow
for correction if dialed incorrectly (see note 2).

1. Dial the Special Access Number.

2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call
Forwarding Variable. The dialed telephone number will be repeated to aliow
for correction if dialed incorrectly.

3. Dial the Personal Identification Number and # (see note 1).

4. Dial the Call Forwarding Variable deactivation code 73#. Dial 1 to confirm
deactivation.

10f2
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TELEPHONE

1. Listen for a dial tone.

2. Dial 72# with Touch-Tone service telephone (72 with rotary or dial pulse
telephones).

3. Listen for a second dial tone, and dial the number you want your calls
forwarded to.

4, Listen for ringing. Inform the party who answers that you are forwarding your
calls. If you get a busy signal or no answer, Call Forwarding Variable can
still be established by repeating steps 1-4, and no answer is necessary.
(After you repeat Steps 1-4, you will hear short tones foliowed by steady
dial tone).

1. Dial 73# with Touch-Tone service telephones (73 with rotary or dial pulse
telephones).
2. Listen for short tones followed by a steady dial tone.

Note 1. You have three chances to enter the correct telephone number that has
Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable and your Personal Identification Number.
After three attempts, you will be disconnected. You must hang up and try again.

Note 2: If you forward calls to any number outside your local calling area, you will be
charged for any calls forwarded from your number to the distant number.

20f2 ~a
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

REMOTE ACCESS TO CALL FORWARDING VARIABLE (DMS-100)

Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable provides the customer with the ability to
~ remotely activate or deactivate Call Forwarding Variable from any telephone capable of
Touch-Tone signaling. Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable may be used when
the customer is either at their home or office or at another location. This feature is
especially beneficial because the customer does not have to wait for an answer when
they activate Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable from their home or office.
Using Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable is easy by listening to the prompts
(instructions) after dialing the Special Access Number.

How To Use Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable

1. Dial the Special Access Number.

2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call
Forwarding Variable, followed by the Personal Identification Number and # (see
note 1).

3. Dial the Call Forwarding Variable Code 72#.

4. Dial the number to which you want your calls forwarded and #.
If you must dial a 1 or area code to reach this number from your home or office,
then do so (see note 2).

5. The forwarded to telephone number dialed will be repeated to allow
for correction if dialed incorrectly. Dial 1 to confirm—two short tones will confirm
your request. Dial 2 to change.

1. Dial the Special Access Number.

2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call
Forwarding Variable foliowed by the Personal Identification Number and # (see
note 1). )

3. Dial the Call Forwarding Variable deactivation code 73#. Two short tones will
confirm your request.

10f2
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How To Use Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable (FROM YOUR
TELEPHONE

1. Listen for a dial tone.

2. Dial 72# with Touch-Tone service telephone (72 with rotary or dial pulse
telephones).

3. Listen for three short tones followed by a steady dial tone and dial the number you
want your calls forwarded to.

4. Listen for ringing. Inform the party who answers that you are forwarding your
calls. If you get a busy signal or no answer, Call Forwarding Variable can
still be established by repeating steps 1-4, and no answer is necessary.
(After you repeat Steps 1-4, you will hear short tones with no dial tone).

1. Dial 73# with Touch-Tone service telephones (73 with rotary or dial puise
telephones).
2. Listen for two short tones.

Note 1: You have three chances to enter the correct telephone number that has
Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable and your Personal Identification Number.
After three attempts, you will be disconnected. You must hang up and try again.

Note 2. If you forward calls to any number outside your local calling area, you will be
charged for any calls forwarded from your number to the distant number.

2of2
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

REMOTE ACCESS TO CALL FORWARDING VARIABLE (EWSD)

Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable provides the customer with the ability to
remotely activate or deactivate Call Forwarding Variable from any telephone capable of
Touch-Tone signaling. Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable may be used when
the customer is either at their home or office or at another location. This feature is
especially beneficial because the customer does not have to wait for an answer when
they activate Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable from their home or office.
Using Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable is easy by listening to the prompts
(instructions) after dialing the Special Access Number.

How To Use Remote A To Call F fina Variabl

1. Dial the Special Access Number.

2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call
Forwarding Variable, followed by the Personal Identification Number and # (see
note 1). '

3. Dial the Call Forwarding Variable Code 72#. Listen for two short tones followed by
dial tone.

4. Dial the number to which you want your calls forwarded. If you must dial a 1 or area
code to reach this number from your home or office then do so (see note 2). If
you get a busy signal or no answer, Remote Access to Call Forwarding Variable
can still be established by repeating steps 1-4, and no answer is necessary.
(After you repeat steps 1-4, you will hear only two short tones followed by a dial
tone).

1. Dial the Special Access Number.

2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call
Forwarding Variable followed by the Personal Identification Number and # (see
note 1). .

3. Dial the Call Forwarding Variabie deactivation code 73#. Two short tones will
confirm your request.

10f2
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0 A To Call ing Variable (FR
TELEPHONE

1. Listen for a dial tone.

2. Dial 72# with Touch-Tone service telephone (72 with rotary or dial pulse
telephones).

Listen for second dial tone, and dial the number you want your calls forwarded to.

Listen for ringing. Inform the party who answers that you are forwarding your
calls. If you get a busy signal or no answer, Call Forwarding Variable can
still be established by repeating steps 1-4, and no answer is necessary.
(After you repeat Steps 1-4, you will hear short tones followed by dial tone).

hw

1. Dial 73# with Touch-Tone service telephones (73 with rotary or dial pulse
telephones). '

2. Listen for two short tones, followed by dial tone.

Note 1: You have only one chance to enter the correct telephone number that has
Remote Access To Call Forwarding Variable and your Personal Identification Number.

if either number is entered incorrectly, you will be disconnected. You must hang up and
try again.

Note 2: If you forward calls to any number outside your local calling area, you will be
charged for any calls forwarded from your number to the distant number.

20f2
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

- RESALE

FLEXIBLE CALL FORWARDING

Flexible Call Forwarding (FCF) is designed for customers who travel or wish fo
forward calls to a number of different locations throughout the day. The feature
forwards all calls placed to the user’s line to a remote number. At the remote number,
the user can either answer the call or send the call to voice messaging or some other
number.

User's control and program Flexible Call Forwarding by dialing into the FCF access
number. Capabilities available to the user are:

Forwarding - Allows the customer to specify a telephone number to which incoming
calls will be forwarded. The customer may use a “Forward There” option to enter the
designated telephone number. A “Forward Here” feature can be utilized under certain
conditions to tell FCF to forward calls to the line from which the customer is calting into
the FCF access number.

Speed Forwarding - Allows the customer to set up codes (#1-8) for abbreviated dialing
of the telephone numbers most often used as the forward-to-telephone numbers. A #9
speed forwarding code is preset to immediately forward all calls to the customer's Call
Rescue Location without ringing at the base station.

Call Rescue - Allows the customer to specify subsequent routing of an incoming call
when the call is not handled at the initial forwarded-to location. The Call Rescue
number can be to a secretary, a telephone answering service, as well as a cellular
phone, a pager, an answering machine, or a voice mailbox. If a Call Rescue location is
not specified, a caller may encounter a “no answer” condition.

Ring Control - Allows the subscriber to vary the number of rings (1-6) that will be heard
at the forwarded-to location before the incoming call is routed to the Call Rescue
location. The number of rings that the calling party hears may be higher if ACN is
turned on.

10f3
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Priority Screening - (Customer must select Call Rescue option alsq) Allows the
customer to receive forwarded calls from selected callers, while routing all other calls to
Call Rescue. The customer activates this feature, selects and sets up a three-digit
code. When activated, callers will be greeted by a message, at which point the caller
must input the customer-selected three digit code. The call will then ring the forwarded-
to telephone number. The customer is responsible for providing the selected callers
with the appropriate code. Priority Screening is available to residential customers only.

Audio Calling Name (ACN) - ACN is an optional feature available with FCD and FCF-

PLUS which provides an audio message of the calling party’s name. [f the call is long

distance, depending on available call data, the customer may hear the calling party's
name, or city and state, or telephone number. The calling party will hear ringing until

~ the customer chooses to answer the call or forward it to Call Rescue. There is an

additional charge for this feature. Compatibility of Audio Calling Name with answering

machines is not guaranteed.

Administrative Capabilities - From the voice menu, the customer may also change
the recorded announcement, the password used for access, and ring cycles.

Timed Forwarding - Allows the subscriber to forward calls until a specified time within -
the next twenty-four hours, after which time calls will no longer be forwarded until the
customer activates subseguent forwarding instructions via the FCF menu.

VARIATIONS

Two main versions of the feature are available:

Basic Flexible Cail Forwarding - Includes all of the capabilities listed above. Audio
Calling Name is offered as an optional capability.

Flexible Call Forwarding Plus - Same capabilities as Basic FCF. However, the
customer is also provided a “dial around number” which allows callers to reach the
user's home or office when FCF is active. This dial around number has all of the same
characteristics as ringmaster® | service. FCF Plus users may also subscribe to the
optional Audio Calling Name capability.

20f3
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How To Activate Flexible Call Forwarding:

Step 1: Dial the Flexible Call Forwarding service Access Number.
After hearing your name announced, press 1. You will then
hear the welcome announcement for first time users.

Note: This first call must be made from your home
telephone number or the number which has
Flexible Call Forwarding assigned as a feature.

Step 2. Enter a 4 to 7 digit number that you will use as your password.

Note: If you lose or forget your password, call the Access
Number from your home telephone and change the
password to a new number.

Step 3: At the sound of the tone, record (say) your first and last name
and then press 1.

The following menu will be heard each time you call the service:

MAIN MENU
1 Stop Forwarding 5 Priority Screening
2 Forward Here 8' Help Desk
3 Forward There 9 Administrative Options
4 Audio Calling Name * Exit
30of3
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES

RESALE

CALL WAITING DELUXE

Call Waiting Deluxe (CWD) offers various options for handling a waiting cali. CWD
MUST be sold with a Caller ID feature. With CWD the customer will hear an audible
tone and see a visual display of the name and/or number of the calling party
(depending upon the form of Caller ID the customer has subscribed to) while the
customer is on an existing call.

ControliCancel Call Waiting (CCW) is included when a customer subscribes to Call
Waiting Deluxe. This feature enables a customer to cancel the operation of Call
Waiting Deluxe for one call and may be activated prior to originating a call. To activate
while on an existing call, the customer MUST subscribe to Three Way Calling.

The customer has several options for handling the incoming/waiting cali:
esAnswering the waiting call, disconnecting the first call
sAnswering the waiting call, placing the first call on hold

eDirecting the waiting caller to a hold announcement which says, “The
party you are trying to reach is finishing another call and knows you
are calling. They ask that you stay on the line and your call will be
answered shortly.”

eForwarding the waiting call to another number such as a voice
mailbox or telephone answering service. (Customer must subscribe
to Call Forward Don’'t Answer to use this option.)

*Adding the second incoming caller to the in progress call, making

it a three way call, and subsequently dropping either the first

or second caller from the call. This is the Conferencing option, not
Three Way Caliing. (note: The Conferencing option is currently available
in 1A/SESS switch types and will become available in the DMS100
switches during 1996.) .

10f2

ﬂ r-uqﬂv-

LTI P




«Call Waiting Deluxe customers who have a combination of a Screen
Phone and Caller 1D adjuncts will receive the name and/or number
information of the waiting call only on their Screen Phone, not on

the adjuncts.
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@ BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

June 5, 1996

William J. Carroll

Vice President

ATET

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Jim,

1 am writing to you in response to your letter of May 21, 1996, requesting detailed information regarding those

services which BellSouth proposes to restrict from resale and those services which will be made available for

resale. Before I address the specific concerns and requirements in your letter, I feel that it is appropriate to .
convey several general observations.

Your letter states that “BeliSouth has repeatedly changed its position on which services are excluded from
resale”. | would maintain that BellSouth has not changed its position, but continues to refine its view on the
applicability of various services for resale as our understanding and interpretation of the Federal Legislation
develops. In addition, as with any negotiation process, the opinions of all parties will contribute to the course
and outcome of the discussions. The negotiations with AT&T and other potential local service providers
continue to influence BellSouth’s views.

Your reference to Section 251{c)(4)(A) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 suggests that all BeliSouth
services be made available for resale. In addition, your reference to Section 251(c)(4)(B) suggests that
BellSouth is imposing “unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations” upon “the resale of such
telecommunications services”. Section 251(c)(4)(B) of the Act does authorize the adoption of reasonable
conditions and limitations on the resale of telecommunications services. The conditions and limitations
regarding BellSouth’s resale offer are reasonable and non-discriminatory.

In regard to more specific references in your letter to a series of examples and meetings from April 12, 1996, to
May 14, 1996, in which AT&T requested and BellSouth provided information regarding services available for
resale, I offer the following responses:

- The reference to the March 28th Core Team meeting in which BellSouth provided wholesale discount
percentages for the state of Georgia seems to suggest that AT&T believes that this action indicates that
BellSouth was unwilling to explain which services were restricted from resale. In fact, as agreed, the
detailed discussion of these resale issues was deferred to the next Cost/Price meeting scheduled for April
4th,

- Example number three asserts that BellSouth did not fulfill an AT&T request for a “list of services
excluded from resale”. In fact, BellSouth provided documentation in the April 3rd Core Team meeting
which identified the company’s most current position on services restricted from resale. This ~a r——y
documentation was continually revised and expanded. Updated versions were delivered in subsequent 00 v Fafu
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Core Team Meetings. Your example aiso makes reference to the fact that BellSouth offered the Louisiana
tariff as a substitute for a list of services excluded from resale. The tariff, provided in the April 17th
meeting, is a more complete representation of BellSouth's resale plans, and contains more useful
information than a simple list of services.

- Your reference to a 4/18 memo from BeilSouth to Preston Foster regarding the exclusion of Special
Assemblies from resale and the absence of the exclusion from the Louisiana tariff is representative of my
prior statement regarding the refinement of BellSouth’s views on items to be included in the group of
services available for resale. Internal discussions on this particular service offering determined that it was
appropriate to include Special Assemblies as a resale item.

- Inreference to your example number five, BellSouth has made available to AT&T a summary sheet
showing services excluded from resale. A document summarizing BellSouth’s rationale for excluding
those services has also been provided. BellSouth and AT&T have devoted a significant amount of our
discussions to this issue. However, BellSouth will continue to provide needed clarification.

Your letter requests detailed and specific information for the following:

1) Listings of all services availabie {and excluded) from resale for the states in which negotiations have
commenced, and
2} Detailed customer, revenue, and other information for services excluded from resale.

With regard to item (1), Attachment } shows a list of services which are to be excluded from resale by state.
Further detail for Grandfathered and Obsoleted services was provided in our May 29, 1996 meeting. Lists for
Georgia and Kentucky were not provided as part of that material. These lists are enclosed as Attachment 2.
Lists of services available for resale can be found in the applicable state tariffs.

It is appropriate to note that this information is a current view of services to be excluded from resale. The
determination as to which services are excluded is a function of BellSouth’s interpretation of the federal
legislation, legal requirements imposed on BellSouth by federal and state/local governments, and BeltSouth’s
own business analysis. Therefore, these lists will be subject to future revision.

It is also appropriate for me to reiterate BellSouth’s position with respect to Grandfathered and Obsoleted
services. BellSouth’s product line evolves and changes in response to market needs and the service
requirements of BellSouth customers. It is BellSouth’s intention to migrate customers from Grandfathered and
Obsoleted services to the company’s currently available service offerings. In some cases, BellSouth is required
to make exceptions to this policy to allow customers to retain their existing services for a period of time. In the
case of BellSouth’s ESSX service, for example, the Louisiana Public Services Commission required existing
ESSX customers to be provided with an option to continue their current service for a period of up to 36 months
rather than converting to MultiServ service. In general, however, if a customer desires to change the terms of a
contract for a service, that customer would be required to upgrade to the currently available service,

With regard to item (2) above, BeilSouth considers this information to be proprietary and is under no obligation
to provide this information for services which are not eligible for resale. However, in the interest of

progressing negotiations in good faith, some general information can be provided in response to your request as
follows:

Centrex: BellSouth’s currently available Centrex offerings, ESSX or MultiServ depending upon location,
are available for resale. Your statement that “certain restrictions/prohibitions do exist in some
retail tariffs which limit or prevent resale by resellers” will require further discussion and
clarification prior to a response.

Lifeline: BellSouth’s Lifeline Assistance Program provides for qualifying customers in Alabama, Florida,
Georgia, North Carolina, and Tennessee, a federal credit equal to 100% of the Interstate
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Subscriber Line Charge plus an equivalent BeliSouth funded amount. The amount of the
interstate credit (83.50) is reimbursed to BellSouth by NECA. For the states included in the
BeliSouth/AT&T negotiations, BellSouth averages about 200,000 Lifeline customers per month.

Eligibility for this program varies by state, but may be based on eligibility in other low-income or

assistance programs such as Medicaid, Food Stamps, AFDC or SSI.

Link-Up:  This service is available in all nine states in BellSouth’s service area. Link-Up provides a credit
for qualifying customers of 50% of the non-recurring charges associated with installing service,
with a maximum credit of $30.00. This credit is reimbursed by NECA. Link-Up customers in
Georgia receive an additional credit from BellSouth for the balance of the charge. For the states
inciuded in the BellSouth/AT&T negotiations, BellSouth averages about 3,000 customers per
month. Eligibility for this program is similar to Lifeline above.

=

This service is offered in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, and Tennessee. BellSouth has
approximately 25 total customers for this service. BellSouth has no plans to offer N11 in

Mississippi, Kentucky, North Carolina, or South Carolina, or to actively market this service in the

states where it is currently offered.

At the time that this letter was drafted, information could not be provided for Contract Service Arrangements,
Special Billing Arrangements, Educational Discount Program, and Installment Biiling.

In regard to your reference to BellSouth’s proposal to provide no discount for non-recurring charges, pass-
through charges, and taxes, let me re-state BellSouth’s position. The pass through charges and taxes are billed
on behalf of third parties other than BellSouth. These items are not BellSouth products or services, BellSouth
simply collects these fees and forwards these amounts to the appropriate party. Consequently, these items are
not subject to the discount percentages. With respect to non-recurring charges, BellSouth maintains that there
is no avoided cost. The work and costs associated with these charges are merely transferred from one
BeliSouth organization to another. In fact, BeliSouth suggests that there may be additional costs involved in
the establishment of a resold service which are not present for the establishment of a new service. I agree that
further discussions in the Cost/Price Team meetings are an appropriate method for resolving these issues.

Finally, I acknowledge and understand the importance of resale opportunities to AT&T, as well as AT&T’s
desire to use resale as a means to establish a presence in the local services market. [ hope that the information
contained in this letter can move us another step toward a mutually acceptable agreement for total services
resale. I look forward to further discussions in this regard.

Sincerely,

. Scott Schaefer
Vice President - Marketing

InterConnection Services
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ATTACHMENT 1

rvices Excluded From Resale

Company Wi rvices
Grandfathered/Obsoleted
Promotional Rates

Contract Service Arrangements
Instatiment Bifling Option
Lifeline Assistance

Link-Up

911 Service

£911 Service

Mohile Interconnection Service
N11 Service

State Specific Services

Classroom Communications Service (AL)
Special Bllling Arrangements (LA)
Education Discount Program (LA)
In-Classroom Computer Access (TN)
Distance Learning Video Transport {TN)

Other State Specific Offerings

le Allow out Discount:
Non-Recurring Charges
State/Federal Subscriber Line Charges
IW Maintenance Plan Charges
Pass-Through Charges (E.G. 811, TDS)
Taxes

Legend:

C; TN .

Tariff Section

All

All

All

A2 (AL); Ad
A4

A4

A13

A13

A35

A39

A3.32
A5.8
A5.14
A3
87

TBD

Exciude
Filed
N/A
Offer
T8D

um

AL

Exciude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

Exclude

TBD

Exclude
Exciude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

EL

Exclude
Exciude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

TBD

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

GA

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

TBD

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

- SERVICES TO BE EXC £D F

KY

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
N/A
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
N/A

TBD

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

LA

Filed
Filed
Filed
Filed
N/A
Filed
Filed
Filed
Filed
Filed

Filed
Filed

N/A

Filed
Filed
Filed
Filed
Filed

MS

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
N/A
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
N/A

TBD

Exclude
Exciude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

NC

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
E£xclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
N/A

8D

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exciude
Exclude

Planned for Exclusion {Either Existing Service or New Service To Be Filed)
Resale Tariff Filed with Exclusion

Service Not Available
Service Wil Be Offered for Resale
To Be Determined

sC

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
N/A

TBD

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

N

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude

Exclude
Exclude

T8D

Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
Exclude
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Attachment 2

STATE : KENTUCKY
TARIFF SECTION SUMMARY

TARIFF TARLFF SECTION
SECTJON AND SERVICE

FILE DESCRIPTION

th (2
A10300 A103 OBSOLETE-BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SVC
A10400 A1Q4 OBS-SERVICE CHARGES
A10700 AT OBSOLETE-COIN TELEPHONE SERVICE
A10800 A108 OBS-TELEPHONE ANSWERING FACILITIES
A10900 A109 0BS-FOREIGH EXCH AND CENTRAL OFFICE SVC
A11100 AT OBSOLETE-ESSX-1 SERVICE
A11201 A112.01 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - ANALOG
A11213 A112.13 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - DIGITAL
A11226 A112.26 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - VINTAGE I - ANA
A11227 A112.27 OBSOLETE-ELECTRONIC TAKDEM SWITCHING-ANA
A11228 A112.28 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - VINTAGE I! - DIG
A11229 A112.29 OBSOLETE-ESSX MULTI ACCOUNT SERVICE
At1230 A112.30 OBSOLETE-DIGITAL ELECTRONIC TANDEM SWITC
A11231 A112.31 OBSOLETE-ESSX 1SON SERVICE
A11232 A112.32 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - VINTAGE 1 - ANAL
A11234 A112.34 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - VINTAGE | - DIG!
A11300 A113 OBSOLETE MISCELLANEQUS SVC ARRG
A11400 A4 OBSOLETE-AUXILIARY EQUIPTMENT
A11700 ATTT OBSOLETE-MOBILE TELEPHONE SVC
A11900 A119 OBS-WIDE AREA TELE SERVICE
A12000 A120 OBSOLETE-OPTIONAL CALLING PLANS
A12300 A123 OBSOLEYE-ESS CO FEATURES (ESSX-1)
A12500 A125 OBSOLETE-LIGHTGATE DIGITAL SVC
A12900 A129 0BSOLETE-DATA TRANSPORT SERVICE
A13100 A1 (0BS) MULT1-LOCAT[ON BUSINESS SERVICE
810300 8103 OBSOLETE-CHANNELS
510400 B104 0BSOLETE -EQUIPHENT

TOTAL
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Attachment 2

STATE : Georgia
Obsolete Service Offerings

TARIFF TARIFF SECTION
SECTION AND SERVICE
FILE DESCRIPTION
QD] (2)
A10700 A107.00 OBS. SERV. OFF.-COIN TELEPHOWE SERV.
A108060 A108.00 OBS. TAS FACILITIES
A10900 A109.00 OBS. FOREIGN EXCHANGE
A11203 A112.03 08S. ESSX-1 ATTENDANT SERVICE
A11207 A112.07 0BS. AUX STATION LINE SERVICE

A11208 A112.08 OBS. ESSX - [ SERVICE
A11209 A112.09 OBS. ELEC. TANDEM SWITCHING

A11211 A112.11 OBS. ESSX S,M,L;CENTREX,ESSX-1 CUST MGT
A11212 A112.12 OBS. ESSX S,M,L 85

A11213 A112.13 08S. DIGITAL ESSX - 85

A11214 A112.14 0BS. ETS FEATURES - 85

AY1217 A112.17 OBS. PRESTIGE COMM PACKAGE

A11218 A112.18 0BS. PRESTIGE SINGLE LINE SERVICE
A11220 A112.20 0BS. PRESTIGE DELUXE

A11221 A112.21 0BS. ESSX SVC VINTAGE 2

A11222 A112.22 0BS. CUSTOMIZED DIALING PKG
A11223 A112.23 0B8S. ANALOG ESSX SERVICE

A11224 A112.24 0BS. DIGITAL ESSX SERVICE

AY122S A112.25 0BS. DIGITAL 1SDN SERV FEAT/CND, ALL
A11226 A112.26 OBS, ESSX ANALOG

Ar12z2y A112.27 0BS. ANALOG ETS

A11228 A112.28 OBS. ESSX DIGITAL

A11298 A112.28 0BS. ESSX DIGITAL

A11229 A112.29 08S. ESSX MULTI ACCOUNT SERVICE
A11230 A112.30 0BS. DIGITAL ETS

AtT120 A112.31 085. ESSX [SDN

A11300 A113.00 08S. HISCELLANEOUS SERV

A11400 A114.00 08S. AUXILIARY EQUIPMENT

A11500 A115.00 0BS. TERMINAL EQUIP AND SYSTEMS
A11600 A116.00 0BS. CALLING PLANS

A11800 A118.00 08S. MTS
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Attachment 2

STATE : Georgia

Obsolete Service Offerings

TARIFF
SECTION
FILE

A11900
A12400
A12900
A13000
A13100
A14000
810200
810300
B10400
810600

A119.
A124.
.00

A129

A130.
.DO

A131

A140.
B8102.
B103.
.00

B104

8106.

00
00

00
00
00
00

00

TARIFF SECTION
AND SERVICE
DESCRIPTION

OBS. WATS SERVICE

DBS. EMERGENCY REPORT SERVICES
08S. DATA TRANSPORT SERVICE

OBS. EQUIP. FOR DISABLED CUSTOMERS
MULTI-LOCATION BUSINESS SERV.

OBS FAST PACKET TRANSPORT SERVICES
08S., REGULATIONS

DBSOLETE SERVICE OfFERINGS - CHANN
OBSOLETE SERVICE OFFERINGS - EQP
0BS. DATAPHONE DIGITAL SERVICE

TOTAL



