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Soutnern Region 

May 16, 1996 

Suie Lava  
Lead Negotiator 
Room E56 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
Birmingham, AI. 35243 

Dear Suzie: 

Attached are the Total Ser. -;e Resale open issues for Account Maintenance, Data 
Transfer, Carrier B&g and Security. Please respond to the BellSouth action items by 
May 23,1996 or the date s p e c 5 4  so we c811 continue our negotiations. 

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

Sincerely, 



n ACCOUNT MAINTENANCE 

OUTPLOC Transaction Feed - AT&T's requirement is for BellSouth to 
notify AT&T, via a ConnedDiiect endsf-day feed, when a customer changes 
&om AT&T Local to another LSP by contacting the new LSP (Incumbent or 
another Reseller). 

BellSouth Action Item: BellSouth (Suzie Lavett/Shkley Wdcox) wiU provide status on 
the OUTPLOC Transaction Feed by 4/16/96 (PAST DUE). 

PIC Only Change Process - ATBT's requirement is for BellSouth to accept PIC Only 
changes, via the Provisioning Process and at the ament PIC Only Change Charge ($1.49), 
when a customer contacts ATBT Local requesting a PIC change fiom 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 requimnent except for sending "Completions." C i  Clark 
is working the "Completions" issue as part of the Provisioning process. 

M C  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 (ATBT'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 ag reewi thBdlSds  position on this^ it is inperah 
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 
needsthe same ability to process orders as aLEC does in the curreat environment. IXCs 
need to know who the customer's Local Service Provider is, and AT&T needs to know 
who their Local Customer's have dected as a MC. 

This h u e  has been d a t e d .  



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 &om 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. 

BellSouth'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 
fiom "rated" to "unrated" at the end of their process (BellSouth's quality edits are built on 
the fiont-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 inaxring charges ammated * withBellSouthprogrsdqtheir 
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 biU customers is of no value to AT&T. The 
additional edits BellSouth performs are also of no value to AT&T. AT&T wiU still have 
to apply their own edits on the messages BellSouth trawnita 

This issue has been escalated. 

Handling Wnbillablea" - ATBtT's requkment is an upfroat mechanized pnnxss to 
return m r e d  messages. 

BellSouth does not believe, due to their quality edits, that there will be a Sisnificant 
number of errored messages except in very unusual cir- 

BellSouth's position is basically that Vwhen we receive a sisnificant vohune ofemred 
messages; at that time, BellSouth work with AT&T to resolve them. AT&T does not 
betieve that is an & d v e  process. We need an upfront mechsruzed . procustonaun 
m r e d  messages to avoid time-coasuming work-arounds in the future. Examplea of 
mored messages are messages that fail the critical edits, ie. invalid N P 4  invaiid 
connect time, etc. 

BdSouth escalated this issuc 



/- 

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. 

%tu to be applied from AT&T local customelr to BellSouth local customers 
(collect, billed to BSTs customers 3rd numbers or BST's customers d i n g  cards) - 
ATbT's position is that the ''Originating'' Carriers rates apply. 

BellSouth's position is that collect, third number, credit card IocaVIntraLATA calls 
completed via BellSouth's network that are accepted andor billed to AT&T's end-user 
should be rated at the discount rate and billed to AT&T. AT&T may thm resell such calls 
to their end-user at AT&T's rates. LocaVIntraLATA calls completed via BST's network 
that are accepted by and/or billed to BST's end-user should be baed to the end-user at 
BST's rates. 

This issue has been escalated. 

BellSouth proposed that the OCN be populated in positions 26-29 in the 
HeaderfSniler record. 

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

BellSouth would l i  8 copy of the detailed record editr AT&T plans on utiliting. 

AT&T Action Item; AT&T (Lisa Caro) is working this issue and will provide status on 
our May 28,1996, confenna call. 

BellSouth (Karta Mosey) defined their control records for AT&T to review, 

-t ATBtT's SME (Lisa Caro) is in the proccss .of reviewing 
BellSouth's control records and will provide status on our May 28,1996 confaence 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 diffaaa until standardized). 



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

BellSouth Action Item: BellSouth will review the matrix and provide status on our M a y  
28, 1996, conference call. 



CARRIERBlUMG 

CABS/SABR - AT&T's long-term requirement is for BeUSouth 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 (CABSISABR) 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: BellSouth (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 utiIize 
CRIS/CLUB to bill AT&T for local services ifBdSouth 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 th9  could meet our r e q h e n t  of one BAN p a  RAO with the 
high-level (master) number included in their "Analyzer Software". 

AT&T Action Item; AT&T (Ma Thompson) is analyzing ifBellSouth's "Analyzer 
Sofhvare" will meet AT&T's interim requirements. 

Identify Incurred State - AT&T's requirement is for BellSouth to provide aU charges by 
identifying incurred state. 

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

Identify Businear and Widenee Services - AT&T's requirement is for BellSouth to 
separately idartify business and residence services. 

BellSouth stated that they could meet our requkmnt for identifyine Business and 
Residence by the lFBllFR on the ''Analyzer So- Diskate" (details of the 
CRISlcLUB biu) they could provide to AT&T (Mer Thompson). 

AT&T Action Item: AT&T (Ma Thompson) is analyzing XBellSouth's "Analyza 
Software" will meet AT&T's interim requirements. 

PmBiU Certification Process - ATBtT's requirements are: 



' -  

- BST and AT&T Wiu jointly define measurements and controls for 
bill accucacy 

- 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-biU Certi6cation discussions 
stating that it is to early in the process to discuss this issue. 

At a mbimum, AT&T requires a aggressive timeliae 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-bfl certification 
process. 

B-q. BellSouth (Craig Steel) will discuss this issue intanally 
and provide AT&T (Sue Ray) with status by 5/23/96. 

On Ma y  15,1996, BellSouth provided AT&T with a sample Summary Bilt and a 
demonstration on their "Analyzer Sofhmre''. 

-' ' I em. AT&T (Ma Thompson) is reviewing the Summary Bilt a d  

items that AT&T nads is the ability to obtain nportslinformation by "Mater Billing 
AccountNumba". 

BellSouth Action Item; By 5/23/96, BellSouth will v e  that the "Aaalyzcr Soffware" 
reportdiirmation can be rolled-up to the "Master B&g Accoum Numba" level. 

"Andyzer Soflware" to detemme . ifthymeetAT&T'sinterimnquiremat* oaeofthe 



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

BellSouth Action Item: BellSouth (Sude 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. 

h 



Kathy Taber 
AT&T 
1200 Peachhee St., NE 
Atlanta.GA 30309 

Dear Kathy, 

I am wrltlng to confirm wr various voice messages regarding your latter fwed to me on 
May 1, 1996. Below is a summary d ow rasponsea: 

WSouth dM net have any matfix available for feature htwadOns and is 
reseanhing tho need for such mabiqe8 for BST aervices. 

w BellSouth was raavaluating its ISDMl burineu case and on May 10,1996, I 
advised Pam Nelson that BST plans to deploy in Atlanta but fum deployment b 
not planred. BellSouth's podtion regardlng whether or not ISMDl will kr available 
for resale. the real l S R  issue, has newr wavered. BellSouth will offer SMDl and 
ISDMl for resale whom war each k available. 
I noted that I M S  to pnWldc how yW would be M e d  Of the MemoryCaW PIN. 
This number WH k sham, on the firm ordor confirmation (FOC) provided by BST, 
aa shown on page 64 ofthe Resab Ordering Guideline$. Several copies ofthe 
Guidelines have been pmvICkd to Jay gradbury and Cindy Clark. Tho MemoryCoY 
service d d p t i o n  is being added to the GuMelitws. 
Updates to LIDS for reoab customers will be handlad via rervice orden 01 it b 
today for BST Imd users. In an unbundled sefvIc(N onvim~, whem BST is not 
the awitoh provider, updates will be handkd vlo a file transmhsi. Criag StWa, 

During our April 18.1998, conference call, ATB'T mquestd a pmentatii  regardim 
ESSX service. ATB'T agreed to mview BellSouth's Wotlarlng and advise me of 
specmC qumtiom before I Mng in another BST SME to discuss thb sewice. I ham 
not mewed onytkine regprdingthii item. 
ATB'T agreed to cleMy its "O+ TLN is ported" requirement I do not show that we 
haw mcelved thls danfication. 

e 

talephone nwnkr 601 961-803a. is your COm contact for acwonal UDB qwBuofm. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Slncerdy, 

4 Suzie Lawn 

cc: CraigSteele 



May 17, 19% 

Vic Atherton 
BellSouth Teleco~nn~nkdic 
North N3El 

In 

3535 ColonnadeParlovay 
Birmingham, Alabama 35243 

Dear VlC, 

The purpose of this letter is to clarify what was agreed to by AT&T and BellSouth at the 
Unbundled Network Elements meeting that took place on 5/8/96, On May 16, 1996 you 
received a fax &om 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 (S/lal%), 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 waa not to misrepresent what waa agreed to at the msetine, but 
rather to capture to those elemmta to which AT&T and BellSouth agreed. Now that you 
and I have talked, it is my understsnding that we have agreed to the foUoWiag: 

1) On S/W% AT&T and BST discussed 15 of the 17 elements that are in the 

2) Ofthe 15 unbundled network elements that were discussed, BellSouth agrees 
Unbundled Network Eleanents Local Platform doarment. 

in principh to the following: Local Switching, Digital Cross connect Systems, 
Data Switching, SS7 Message Transfer and Control, Signaling Linir Transport, 
SCPdData Basea, and Tandem Switching. 

a) Unbundled loop e l m  @ellSouth has unbundled the loop into 3 
3) No agreement in principh was reached on the foUowing: 

subloop compontntl, that do not coincide with AT&T's sub loop elements. 

take place on 5/20,) 

dprifiution on these elements on 5/20) 

WuPsep-matine. 

Further *m regarding the technical feasiity of these elements will 

b) Common and Dedi@ Transport. (AT&T will provide additional 

c) AINwas d e f d  to anotha meeting (Chris Weekley and Jerry Latham to 

Vic please let me know if you concur with this clari6cation 



May 17,1996 

Memo To File: 

Subject: 

Andre’ Mule’ 

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 be& 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 h o w  that Scott will also get a call. 

Jim Carroll 
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Room sec~6/cY Neil E. Brown 
Regional Director 1200 Peachtree St 
Access Management Atlanta, GA 30309 - 404 810-7269 

May 17,1996 

,n 

Yi? Fax to; 
Ms. Suzie Lavett 
Mr. Bob Scheye 

Dear Suzy and Bob: 

Attached is a detailed Agenda and back-up attachments for Tuesday’s CodPrice 
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 CostPrice 
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 allocate appropriate resources to properIy support the 
negotiations effort is just another complication on top of the issue raised in our 
request for mediation and m e r  delays reaching agreement on pricing issues. 

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

Sincerely yours, 

Attachments 

001845 
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AT&T/ BELLSOUTH COSTlPRICE MEETING 
MAY 21,1996 - 8:30 AM and 1030 AM 

1200 PEACHTREE ST, NE, ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30309 

AT&T: N. Brown, M. Guedel, M. Harper, W. Ellison, A. Lema,  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 830 AM UNLESS BOTH PARTIES AGREE TO AN ALTERNATE DAY=. NOT 
HAVING THE RIGHT PEOPLE PRESENT CONSTITUTES UNACCEPTABLE DELAY. 
AT&T IS CONCERNED THAT BELLSOUTEI 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 1030 AM meeting on Access 

FINAL AGENDA 

8:30 AM - Non-Access Discussinas 

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

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

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

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 LavetVScheye 

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

B r o d a v e t t  

EllisodGuedel 

Suzie Lavett 

Suzie Lavett 

cess D- 
AccessAnterconnectionAJSF 

001846 
SEE ATTACHMENTS 133, and 4 

All AT&T 
Cathey/srinkley 

File: Agenda7.doc 



BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Hearing Request No. 4 of Lorraine Maddox 
Georgia PSC Docket No. 63524  
Page 1 of 1 
April 1, 1996 

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

RESPONSE: The nonrecuning 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 1 1.6 percent for residence and 9.6 percent for business. 

RESPONSE PROVIDED B Y  Robert c. Scheye 
Senior Director 
615 West Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 



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. I h o w  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/Rice meeting. 

Finally, please note that any previous data requests apply to all states wherein we have 
initiated negotiations. For example, please provide your Looplportlusage 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 OOP848 

File: Lavctt3.doc 
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May 15,1996 Core Team Meeting 

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. 

RiMte/Roprietary: No use or disclosurr outside of AT&T and BellSouth. 
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Network Interface 
D e V i a ,  

BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

When will BellSouth submit prica 
proposal and cost documentation for this 
element, by listed type and use? Not addressed. 

Twisted Pair Not addressed. 
Fiber Not addressed. 
coax Not addressed. 

\ 

I I I When will BellSouth submit price I 
proposal and cost documentation for this 

BELLUB1 .XLS Page 1 gwe/5/17/96 



BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Item 

,OP 
Dmbination 

4 '' 

8 
c.3 r/t 
).r 

Questions for BellSouth Explanation BellSouth Proposal Type use 

Flat-rate exchange access loop and Will BellSouth provide loop costs by 
distance sensitive IOC. Rates for loop density zone? When will BellSouth 
meeting same parameters as residence or provide addlional requested data 

From MDF or DSX panel in CO (or 
remote) to terminal on customer 
premises. business exchange access line. regarding loop-is-a-bop study? 

Twisted pair 
common line Subscriber loop Term in CO to $30.03 in North Carolina. Provide supporting cost studies. 

Loop rates ranging from $17.00 in Florida Provide rationale for proposed rales. 

511.85 to $50.00 fixed monlhly charge plus 
mileage charges of appmx. $2.00 per mile Provide rationale for proposed rates. Twisted pair 

common line IOC Mileage LEG office to ALEC offw (varies), plus NRC charge. Provide supporting cost studies. 

BellSouth offers channelization service to 
convert VG local channel lo DSI. Monthly Is channelization capability offered only 
charge per system, plus charge per circuit. in CO? Provide rationale for proposed Twisted palr 

common llne Channelkatbn plus NRC charges. rates. Provide cost studies. 

Twisted pair private 
line Term in CO Not addressed. proposal and cost documentation? 

When will BellSouth submit price 

When will BellSouth submit price 
TCXR Term in CO Not addressed. proposal and cost documentation? 

When will BellSouth submil price 
SONET ring Term in CO Not addressed. proposal and cost documentalion? 

Twisted pair privata 
line Between Customers Not addressed. proposal and cost documentation? 

When will BellSouth subml price 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost documentation? 

When will BellSouth submit price 

Between Customers Not addmssed. TCXR 

SONET ring Between Customers Nol addressed. proposal and cost documentation? 

BELLUB1.XLS Page 2 gwe/ 5/17/96 



BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Item 

Local Switching 

0 
0 

TY pe Questions for BellSouth Use ExplanatIan BellSouth Proposal 

ine Interfaces 

Unbundled switching not offered. BellSouth When will BellSouth submit price prop. 8 
proposes a port that permits users to cost for unbundled local switch? Provde 
transmit or receive information over rationale for prop. rates 8 cost studies. 
BellSouth’s publlc switched ndwork, at How are local operajor services. local 
fued monthly charge plus distance DA. BLV. Interrupt, Intercept, term. to 
sansitive usage charges. ICOlALEC provisioned with port? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
Feature network Not included in BellSouth proposal. proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
Feature proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 

Route traffic to LEC or non-LEC 

Routing 8 screening per customer 
AND routing 8 screening per class Not provided in BellSouth proposal. 

Residence and business port offered, 
bundled with transport. Standard tip & ring 

Includes public, semipub, COCOT, 
Coin and options. Not address@. proposal and cost support? 

On hook signaling Not addressed. proposal and cost support? 
When will BellSouth submit price 

I 

BRI ISDN 

PRI ISDN 

BELLUBl .XLS 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

Not addressed. 

Not addressed. 

Page 3 

io Features 
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When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

Does PBX port include DID capability? 

When will BellSouth submit price 

Not addressed. TR 08- 04 Loop Cxr 

TR 303- Dig Loop Cxr 

Dired In Dial 

Not addressed. 

PBX port offered. Not clear If Direct dial 
Included In rate. 

Residential Features Not addressed. proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
CLASS features Not addressed. proposal and cost support? 



BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

lop/ Port cmss- 
Inned 

DS 3 Not addressed. proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 
64 kbpr elear channel Not addressed. proposal and cost support? 

Switched digital- 56 6 
64 kbls Not addressed. 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

Charges for conneding port and collocated 
loop based on croskconnection rate 
elements in Section 20 of BellSouth 
Interstate access tariff. 

Connedion of unbundled switch and 
colocated loop elements. Provide mst study. 

3 
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Item I Typ. I UI. I Explanatlon I BellSouth Proposal I Questions for BellSouth 

Opr. Call Processing Svc. ind oper. and 
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

0 a 
!.a rn 
w1 

ng. grooming. cross 
X or LGX. Includes 

ALEC or IXC. Must 

Leased to connect unbundled equip 

SONET line sWached 

BELLUB1.XLS Page 8, gwe/ 5/17/96 



BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Auto x-wnnect, grooming, pt to multi- 
PI. auto tesl, broadcast capabilities. 
Include x-wnn to DSX or LGX. ATBT 
has real time access. real time 
wnfiguration capabilities 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and wst support? 

When will BellSouthdmii price 
proposal and cost support? 
When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 
When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

Not addressed as an unbundled element. 

Not addressed. 

Not addressed. 

Not addressed. 

BellSouth offers connection to and 
utilization of BellSouth SS7 nelwOrk for call 
setup and nonc811 purposes. 

56Kbps slgnaling connection to STP 
offered @ $155 per month, STP port 
termination @ $355.00 per month. call set 
up msg @ 5.000023 per msg.. TGap Msg 
@ 5.00005 per msg. Provide cost study. 

Between ALEC local switch and LEC 
STP. A link layer shall mnsist of two 
links satisfying inter and intraomos 
dwrsity requirements. proposal. charge include diversity? 

Appears to be included in BellSouth Is ATBT assumption wrrect. Does 

Appears to be included in BallSouth Is AT8T assumplion wrrect. Does 
Eelween LEC STP and ALEC STP proposal. charge include diversity? 

Between Other POI designated by 
AT6T 

Not cbar that lhis anangement included in Is this arrangement included in BellSouth 
proposal. proposal? 

. .  

Item 

U i a l  Cross 
ionnecl System 
XS)  

I t a  Switching 

57 Msg 
ransfer and 
ontrol 

ignaling Link 
rnsport 

'acket transport 

'rame Relay 

.TM 

links 

A links, B links, C 
links. D links, E 
links 

Use I Explanatlon I BellSouth Proposal I Questions for BellSouth 

BELLUBl.XLS Page 7 gwe/ 5/17/96 
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Explanatlon 

BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Questions for BellSouth BellSouth Proposal Item 

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

Each time an ALEC's data is used 
BellSouth will compensate that ALEC at a 
rate 0140% of BellSouth's LlDB valiklation 
rate per query compensation. 

Charges apply for LlDB validation Qt.038, 
and query trpt from RSTP to SCP @ 
t.0003. Addnl. charges for Orb point code 
establish and SS76 network. 

ALECs may use BellSouth 800 SCPs for 
obtaining 800 Service routing Infonation. 
at rates, terms, conditions in Sections E2, 
E5, E6. and E13 of Intrastate accass tariff. Provide cost study 

Is both read and write capability 
included? Rationale for proposed 

Provide cost study. 

Not addressed. 

Tandem switching not addressed as 
unbundled element. 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

ALEC must provide two dedicated Irk. grps. 
from ALEC SWC to appropriate 01 1 
tandem. May be provided using dedicated 
transport facilitiis from Sedion E6 of 
BeltSouth intrastate a m s s  tariff. What rates will BellSoulh bill 
BellSouth will bill municipality other rates. municipality? 

CPsl Data 
iases 

lne Info Databaw 
LIDB) 

011 Free Number 
'oriabillly 
latabase 

oca1 Number 
ortabilii 
tatabase 

andem 
NitChing 

Storage Agreement 

Use of ALEC LlDB 
data 

Validation 

l /EBl l  Acces! 

BELLUB1.XLS Page 8 ewe/ 5/17/96 



BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Questions for BellSouth 

When will BellSouth submit price 

Item TY P use Explanation BellSouth Proposal 
Waned  
ntellisent 
letwork AIN triggers Not specifically addressed. proposal and cost support7 

Interconnection of 
AT&T & LEC SS7 
for exchange of 
AIN TCAP 
messages Not specifically addressed. proposal and cost support? 

When will BellSouth submit price 

BellSouth proposes termlnating traffic 
arrangements from the ALEC POI using 
access rates from the intrastate amass 
tariff. Arrangement only applies to traffic 
originating In BellSouth basic local calling 

Local channel rates apply from intrastate 
swilched amass tariff. 
Dedicated transport rates from Intrastate 

Dedicated transport rates from intrastate 

Common transport rates from Intrastate 

Will all access rates. incl CCL, apply to 
traffic from expanded local calling area. 
Who detenines POI. Meet point 
precluded7 If not. what arrg't for meet 
point span7 Limitation on Z-way vs l-way letwork 

iterconnect area. trunks? Credit for BellSouth Use? 

Provide cost study. POI to Bell swc 

SWC to EO switched access tariff. Provide cost study. 

SWC to Tdm switched access tariff. Provide cost study. 

TDM to EO amass tariff. Provide cost study. 

Explain intermediary charge. What is 
Included7 Does this provide for 

Not clear. It appears that an intermediary terminating to ICO. ALEC7 What other 
charges apply7 Provide cost study. tandem switch charge applies. TDM to ALEC, IC0 

EO 

Other Charges 

FGD local switching charge applies. 

Info Surcharge applies. Eliminate. 

Provide cost study. 
There is no cost basis for this charge. 

Mutual Comp 

BELLUB1.XLS Page 9 gwe/5/17/96 

CompensaUon limited to 105% of billed 
mlnutes of use of party with lawer billed 
lnlerconnectlon mlnutes In same month. 

Achieve common understanding on what 
this provision means. 



Item 

umber 
ortabiiity 

BellSouth proposes number portability 
through two arrangements. The first is 
SPNP- Remote. The second is SPNP- 
Direct inward dlaiing 

Automatic forwardlng of 7 or 10 digit 
number within BellSouth’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 calling 
area? Provide cost study. 

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. Is the $13.00 per VG equivaienl? 
location. plus S.01 monthly per number. Provide cost study. 

BellSouth proposes no charge for primary 
customer listing. Addlional listinas and 
optional listings at rates in BellSouth‘s 
intrastate GST. 

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

Provides for message distribution charge 
and data transmission charge par message 
to deliver massage data as described in 
Attachment C-12 (not attached). c-127 

Provide cost study. Where is attachment 

rectory Listings 

zess to 
imben 

IDS- Hosting 

PNP- Remote 

PNP- DID 

BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Explanation I BellSouth Proposal I Questions for BellSouth 
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BELLSOUTH PRICE PROPOSAL 

Questions for BellSouth ExplanaUon BellSouth Proposal Item Type Use 

Mechanized report system providing 
mpan ies  within BBllSouth region info 
regarding Non-Sent Paid message 
and revenue distribution inside US and 5.16 outside US description. 

Non-Sent Paid 
Report System 

BellSouth proposes charge of S.05 per msg Provide cost study. Provide system 

Poles, Duck. 

Rohts of Way 

BetiSouth proposes to provide under 
standard License Agreement. No tens, 
condlions. or rates provided. agreement? 

Rates. terms and condlions set forth in 
SecNon 20 of BellSouth Interstate access 
tariff Provide cost study. 

Rates, terms and condlions to be 
negotiated. Current offer language limits to 
termination of transmlssion links, but 
BellSouth has stated that limitation will 
probably be dropped. 

When wiii BellSouth submit price 
proposai, cost support, standard license Conduits and 

Virtual 
Collocation 

Physical 
Collocation 

When will BellSouth submit price 
proposal and cost support? 

Does this need to be addressed as Unbundled 
Element Power Not addressed. separate cost item? 

BellSouth proposes to provide at no charge 
boundary guide to assist in deployment of 
numbers to conform with BellSouth existing 

Local Caiiing 
Area Boundaly 
Guide local calling area geqraphics. 

EELLUE1.XLS Page 1 I gwe/ 5/17/96 



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

Participants Name Title 

Notes: 

This package includes: 

Follow up on action items provided by Kathy Ma 
Premise Access Guidelines 

jey of BST LCSC 

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 Cames regarding non-discriminatory training. 

Submitted by: Cindy Clark 
Tel: (404)SlO-3 119 

1 
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PREMISE ACCESS GUIDELINES 

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

CONSUMER SERVICQ 

Access is normally not required for residential activity. w a n  
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 

ACCESSREQU IR E D WHE N 

h i d e  wiring or jacks are ordered, moved or rearranged. 
The Network Interface is located inside the budding. 
“Special” (Complex) services are ordered. 
Non-Basic wiring required. 

NOTE: Non-Basic or Complex winng is wiring that connecte a aystem of 
telephones and related equipment. A system ie any group of 
eetalcomputerdfax krminalaletc. Whch all ehare the same controlling 
equipment. 



DATE JOB -1HELPFUr. 

I The LCSC will make every effort to meet cuscomer ready data. . Many factors affed the ovaihbility of due datcs including but not limited to the following items: 
Presence of facilities 
New installation vs. Previous service 
Number of lines 
Numbered vs. hnumbered address 
Premises ViSh vs. No visit 

Negotiare when the end usu Will k ready for service connection. Use he  helpful guidelines below along with 
any additional end uscr information obtained to determine an appropriate due date. The LCSC will inform you 
of the actual order due date on &e Finn Order Contimation. 

I 

Select day plan (available centml office work days) 
work load 

Interfaring service 
Servicea and feanucs requested F 

/- 

R AND SM- 
HEW COMJECT OR MQYE TO NEW ADD- - 

Numbered adaress. 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 dale 3 business days 

Numbered address, address has did tone, and customer can place calls from addms - 
due date.3 busiws days 1 

Numbered address, address has dial tone, and asloma can only call BellSouth - 
due date same business day, if coNIecting 1 line and no premix visit is needed 
due datc 2 business days, if connecting 1 line and premise visit is d e d  

Unnumbcred address, get street name, route, box. previous occupants number, previous 
occupants namc, neighbors number, and driving directions - 

Trailer service, negotiate service pole placement and connection. 
due date 3 busincss days 

duc date using appropriate numbered or unnumbered address guidelies 

-der t' a1 servicrLRECORD O r d a  (record work on). a& 
ee end user t a- r I e r v i c e s d  featurg& 

Received in the LCSC before noon - due date same business day 
Received in the LCSC after noon - due date next businus day 

'Same day due dates are not available when the following applies: 
Central office t k t e  - due date i n t d s  will vafy 

Prestige Communications - due datc next business day 
Ring Master (swapping telephone numbers) - due date n m  business day 
Mernosy call - due date 2 busineu days 
Call Waiting Deluxe - due date 2 business days 
ViSUd Director - due date 2 business days 
Georgia OEAS - due date next busitteas days 
Premise visit needed - due date using New COMCC~ guide 

Cdler ID - due date 2 businas days - 

Not appliublc fer swibh-as-u 
B U S J I ~  
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N ON-PR B F C T  COMPLEX SERVICFS JO B A D  I /H-!&DFUN L ES 

The LCSC wi// make every effon to meet customer ready dares, 
The intervals below are mmmendations only. 

Many factors affect the availability of due dates Including but not llmited to the following items: 
Presence of facilities 
New installation ws. Previous service . Work had 
Number of lines 
Numbered vs. Unnumbered address 
premises visit vs. No visit 

Negotiate when the end user will be ready for service conneelion. Use the helpful guidelines below along wim 
any additional end user information obtained to detetmine an appropriate due date. The LCSC will inform you 
of the actual order due date on the Firm Order Confinnation. 

The following sewces are considered non-Project. If me quantity exceeds a service specific thmhold. project 
treatment will be required. This list is not all inclusive. 

Select day plan (available central off~ce work days) 

Services and features requested 
interfering service . 

SERVICF 0- 

OIGlT41LPBIB; 
2.4kb - 64kb 

1-8Ckts.. 

9 or more (each adl. 4) 

YYBIS; 
1-8 lines 

9-16 lines 

17-24 lines 

25 or more (each adl. 24) 

(Alarms. Tie lines. Analog Data) 

1-8 Circuits 

9-16 Circuits 

17-24 Circuits 

25 or more (each adl. 24) 

J 
15 days 

+2days' 

7 days 

10 days 

13 days 

+ 1 day 

7 days 

10 days 

13 days 

+ 1 day' 



NON-PROJECT COMPLEX SVCS. (con't) 

m C E  OR= 

c VOlCF GRAD E SERV- 
(Foreign Exchange. OPSs. Trunks) 

1-8 CircuPsArunks 

9-16 Circuitflrunks 

17-24 Circuitsrrrunks 

25 or more (each adl. 24) 

M U L T I - P W  

3-5 Points 

6-8 Points 

9 or more (each a5l. 3) 

ISDN. 
(Basic RatelSingk Line) 

1 4  Circuits 

5 or more (each adl. Ckt)  

J 

CONDITIONIE 
Add 3 days to standard interval. - 

* PROJECT TREATMENT REQUIRED 

s 

7 days 

i o  days 

13 days 

+ 1 day * 

14 days 

16 drys 

+ 2 days 

10 days 

+ 1 day * 
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OLEC-to-BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES 
RESALE 

Confirmation of 
Service Request 

Mer 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, 
relephone numbers (as applicable to the service), and the BellSouth service 
representative name and telephone number. Additional service specific 
data may also be provided. 

Note: The FOC does not constitute, and is not, a guarantee that facilities arc 
available. The committed due date is based on an 
facilities arc 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 compladcorrect service 
request. 

that 

> 
Service Request 
Changes and 
Cancellations 

BellSouth should be notified as soon 85 possible of any service request 
changes or wncellations. Early notification will allow adequate time to 
process the change and notify all afected departments. This will ensure 
the order properly r c f l e  all requested service and appropriate billing. 

. 

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

Missed 
Appointments 

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

Scrvice 
Jeopardies 

The OLEC should ente-r a new requested due date on the notification form 
and return the form via facsimile to the LCSC. If a new due date is nor 
provided within 14 calendar days, the original service order will be 
canceled. 

If it is determined, after the Finn Order Confirmation but prior to tbe due 
date, that a cornmifled 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 h e  service cannot be provided on 
that date, the OLEC will be notified promptly by a telephone call from 
network personnel. 

DRAFT 
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Southern Region 
Susao D. Ray 
LmlsavirtNcpdi.ta 

Room 12N04 
RmvnrdcU 
1200 pafbhrc r. NE 
w.I9., GA30309 
404-810-3121 

May 17, 1996 

Suzie Lavett 
Lead Negotiator 
Room E56 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
B d g h a m , A L  35243 

Dear Sude: 

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, aa an interim basis, BellSouth to 
continue to bill Information Service Provider calls in the normal manner (icluding 
ATBrT's Local Customer's calls) instead of sending AT&T this information in "rated" 
format. We will nor@ you when we are ready to receive the "rated" Infoma.ti.cn Ser.ice 
Provider usage. 

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

Sincerely, 

. - 
~ 



to: Pem Nekon 
Phone 810-3100 

Fsrphorn 8103131 

pk copy to: 
pharn 

hxmonm 
to: 
-ne 
FmPhOne 

Cindy Clark (Lm 



EMR Field Study - Rated Vs. Unrated 



nrr ABOVE INFORMATION IS BASED ON AN INITIAL INVESTIGATION ay IT-E - -  - -  _-___ 
PROCESSES. IT IS NOT GUARANIZED TO BE CORRECT AND COMPLETE FOR ALL 
SCENAIUOS. 
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5/17/96 Audix from Neil Brown 3:03 pm 

This is Neil. I'm folwarding 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 have it transcribed for the record, I think we would want to keep it. 
He actually called me at 1:45 pm, Wayne Ellison did, and tells me about a 
conversation he had with Frank Kolb. By the way, I have not heard from Suzie 
Lavet! or Bob Scheye regarding what I 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 2100 now. Frank told me that they had reviewed the 
list of questions that I 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 I sought, with the exception of 
manuals and prices for Fujisu and Northern Telcom equipment, which he said 
they could not do because of proprietary agreements with those companies. 
SpecificaUy what he said was that he would provide state-spedfic data for 
Louisiana on all the cost factors that I'd asked for. He would 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 d i m s  it after I 
looked at it to see whether the questiins I 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 wre going to 
be ready or not. I will write this all up and get it to you Monday. Thanks. 



May 20, 1996 

Via Fax and Hand Deliverv (fax: 205-977-0 164) 

Suzie Lavett 
BellSouth 
3535 Colonade Parkway, Room E5H1 
Birmingham,AC 35243 

Suzie: 

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

In a May 7, 1996 letter to Scott Schaefer, J. Carroll clearly describes that AT&T requies 
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 .I. Carroll to S. Schaefer for your 
convenience. 

Prekon Foster 
AT&T Lead Negotiator 

attachment 
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WiIIian J. (Jlm) Curoil RoCm4170 
vce Resident ~ 

1200 Peachtree SI. NE 
A1LUIU.GA 50309 
404 81&7262 

May 1, I996 

W. . b n  Schaefer 
Acting Vice Resident 
IntecConnection Services 
BellSouth Telecommunications. lnc. 

Dear soon: 
In  your kna dated 4/30, you announced BellSouth's intention to move forward with an ED1 
implementation. Accordingly, we have aligned systems development ~cswrccs from our 
companies and have scheduled two conference calls this week and a t w d a y  meeting for next 
week. while I am encouraged by thesc steps forward, I find it necessary to again point out that 
your kttcr provides only a partial response to ATBT's request. 

As you am aware, AT&T has requested real-time electronic interfaces and access to information * 
and systems rapired to support all aspects of local services resale and unbundled elements, 
including but not limited to ordering, prc-ordering, provisioning, and maintenance. Real time 
interfaces arc required to provide customers with competitive alternative service at parity with that 
of the incumbent LEC - BellSouth. and is totally consistent with the lcttv ud spmt of the 
Teksocamunications Act of 1996. To date. we have not seen enough of the details repding 
Bellsoutb's EM plan to determine if it is satisfactory as more than an interim solution 
Addiiaully, oyer the past months, AT&T hsr rrpatrdly rptod its d to hmm thcra i m  
miwC by 711196 in order to m a t  our mukct 
in a tim&ame which fkils to meet AT&T's required avaihbiiity data 

targets Your W pmpaar ED1 wdabiliry 

Accordingly, bezed on our cumnt understanding of BellSouth's planned ED1 implanent.tion. your 
prnposd fills short of meeting AT&T's requirements and further postporn, the introduction of 
meaningful competition in the marketplace. As a result, we cannot unconditionrlly withdraw this 
issue from our petition before the Georgia Public Service Commission. 

We would, however, be willing to withdraw this issw from our petition at the Geogia PSC upon 
tvll satisfinion of dl the following oonditions: 

1. BellSouth agrees to provide real-time electronic interfaces in d l  nine 
states within the BellSouth temtory. 

2. These interfaces arc madc opratiOnaf in Georgia 6y 711 a d  by Wt, 
BellSouth and AT&T will agm to operational dates for the other eight 
states based on our experiences in Georgia relative to clcctronic inmhce* 

3. BeIISouth agrees to a 15% opaatiolul inefficiencies dsoount (as 
compared to AT&Ts propod 10% opasticml inefficiencies discount 
now pending at the Georgia PSC) until tbcsc intufaccs arc deliwrsd, 
resulting in savioc parity. 

4. All Otha t a m s  and conditions dat ive to real-time e i c c t ~ ~ ~ i c  io t ab tc r  
arc filly negotiated. a@ to, and documented h Mthg by &IIso\ah 
and AT&T no later than 5/19, including AT&T's right to petition OT 

othenvise complain to any state commission or couit of competent OOiFr?a 



jurisdiction regarding BellSouth's failure to meet any of the above 
conditions. 

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

AT&T proposed ED1 as an interim solution. AT&T recognizes that scvcral approaches may result 
in the desired end of real-time access to information and systems. Although AT&T proposed ED1 
as one possible interim solution, other methods (including NDM) were also suggested. AT&T 
encouraged BellSouth to research any solution which would meet AT&T's d s  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 simultaneous 
development for resale and facilities-based only to the extent this would not jeopudizc our 
operational dates for total services resale. 

Regarding the timeline for delivery of &IISouth's ED1 implementation, we have talked rrpatcdly 
about the need for a 711 completion date of full real time electronic interfaces. howeva,bpssd on 
the process you describe. I believe availability of these interfaces will not occur until 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 q u i r e  711 availability and has the resourcec. required to meathis . 
date What we lack at present is your commitment to meet this date. 

Regarding your expectation that AT&T support BellSouth's proposed ED1 solution in the 
Operations and Billing Forum (OBF), at this time it is premature to deternine if the proposed ED1 
solution will meet AT&T's long term needs. However, as we more fully iindcrrtud BcllSouth's 
proposal, AT&T remains willing to advocate standards which are in the intcrrrcl of botb AT&Tud 
BellSouth at thiic d other indusby forums, both for interim as well as long term rt.ldrdr 

FirUtly. in conncum w i t b m y c o s b ~ w i t h r h o d a r e l o p m c D t o f ~  * - i t  
h a  bcQ AT&T"r cxpdeam a d  acpeohtion thrt Bellsouth wwld r v h b  d si- 
opauional efficicncia as a result of thii developmeat (u compucd t~ mamml opcntionsh md 
that development costs would k nominal. Accordingly, any such costs should be funded by 
BellSouth. If it is determined that development costs arc significant, thew costr shouid k bomc by 
the industry because all will benefit fmm the development of thue i n t d a c a  ud b reru- 
competition. It would not be acceptable for BellSouth to "net" these development cosm a@ut 
avoided cost discount 

I hope the fwgoing b helpful regarding the issues surrounding electronic intcmsn. I look 
forward to discussing thcsc issues in more detail when we meet this afternoon. 



William J. (Jim) Carroll 
Vice President 

Room 4170 
1200 Peachtree S i ,  NE 
Atlanta. GA 30309 
404 810-7262 

May 20, 1996 

Via H a a d  Del iveu 
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 operational 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 requires 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 TeMessee 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. 



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, 
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. 

including 

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 
BellSouth, within the spirit and intent of Tennessee law and 
Commission Rule 1220-4-8-.11, immediately begin processing 
the service order requests submitted by AT&T on May 15, 1996. 

P 
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BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICA~S @ 

May 20,1996 

-\ 

m. william J. carroll 
Vice President 
Room 4170 
1200 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

Dear Jim: 

. .  

h 

On Friday, AT&T raised some concerns over BellSouth's commitment to meet on 
pricingkosting matters in a letter from Neil Brown to Suzie Lavett and Bob Scheye. 
BellSouth 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 u n b d i n g  
as to technical feasibility and price. I look forward to discussing this approach in our 
Thursday meeting. 

W. Scott Schaefer Y 
Vice President - Marketing 
Interconnection Sales 

cc: Neil Brown - AT&T 
Suzie Lavett - BellSouth 
Bob Scheye - BellSouth 
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FAX Date 05/20/96 

TO: Pam Nelson 

Phone 404 810-31 00 
Far Phone 404 810-3131 

cc: 

FROM: Suzie Lavett 
BeIlSOutt, 
Tdewrnmunications 

Phone 404 529-7496 or 
205 9n-oio4 

Fax Phone FAX#: 404 529-7496, or 
205 977-0164 

R W R K S :  H Ursent 0 Foryourreview 0 ReprVASAP 0 ~ s e C m m n t  

Issue 6, LOA 

BellSouth will accept AT8T’s service orders under a blanketed Letter of Authorization. In the 
pre-order environment, BellSouth will release customer account information to ATBT under a 
Letter of 4ency or to the end user on a threeway call with AT&T. 

Issw 7, Privacy of end user mcods: 
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 certsin work group to ensure that any potential of even the of 
records privacy violation be avoided. Consequently, record restridian procedures are being 
implemented as follows: 

End user center access must be blocked except that negotiation systems (RNS, DOE and 
SONGS) must allow transactions t format disconnect orders. Wm the exception of disconnect 
orders, account restridions will bebiled similar to CPNI. Addiil~acce&?&~storner 
records system (BOCRIS) will be restricted. When a center employee attempts to access a 
reseller‘s end user record, a response will appear on the BOCRIS Message Lime - ‘OLEC 
Restricted Account - Rnnnn” - where Rnnnn is the Reseller Operating Company Number 
(OCN). This code can then be used by the employee to obtain the OLEC name and contact 
number in the event it is needed to refer an end user to their actual senrice provider. 



BellSomh Teleconunnnicninn. Inc. 

May 20, 1996 

Cindy Clark 
AT&T 
Room 12 W47 Promenade I1 
1200 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

Dear Cindy, 

In our May 3,1996, provisioning meeting, Suzie Lave8 made a commitment 
for BellSouth to provide you with a, description of OUT I&M (Installation 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 wann and fuzzy” 
about our training curriculum for the i&M forces. 

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

Definitions 

Reseller Company 
Facility Based Carrier 

This section of the training material is to educate the I&M 
forces that we are entering into a competitive environment with 
two ’ypes of OLECs (Other Local Exchange Camers) and the 
distinguishable differences between the two. 

For example: “A Reseller leases h e s  fiom BellSouth (1FR 
and IFB, etc.) and resells the total service to their end user”. 
“A Facility Based Carrier has their own network and switching 
systems”. 



/- 

Introduction 

This section of the training materia1 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 fiom the procedures 
we use for our customers today” and “Our approach in this 
endeavor is not only non-discriminatory, it also minimizes 
the impact on our f&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 Reporb 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 iind 
the information that will identify the work request as a 
Reseller. This is so that the Technician will h o w  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 Wdining is to educate the Technicians as 
to who is billed for all applicable charges. 
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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 Merence is that billing will be to the Reseller. 

Billing Reseller 

Trouble Determination Charges 
Tariffed Rearrangement Work 
DetarEed installation and Rearrangement Work 

This section of the training is to educate the Technicians 
as 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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Sylvia E. Anderson 
Chief Commercial Counsel 
Southern Region 

May 20, 1996 

SENT VIA FAX 
ORIGINAL U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Mary Jo Peed 
General Attorney 
BellSouth Telecommunications, hc: 
675 West Peachtree Street, Suite 4300 
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001 

Dear Mary Jo: 

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

sal 

Promenade I 
1200 Peachtree Street. N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
404 810-8070 
FAX: 404 810-8629 

D resolve the 

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, you and I 
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 &om 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 will 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. 



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 # I ,  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 retum, 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. 

Siacerely , 

Sylvia E. Anderson 

sea/sgc 
cc: AT&T Leadership Team 

AT&T Core Team 
Hank Anthony, General Attorney, BellSouth Telecommunications, Iac. 
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William J. (Jim) Carroll 
v:ce President 

Room 4170 
1200 Peachtree SI, NE 

- Ailanla. GA 30309 
404 610-7262 

May21, 1996 

Via Fax and U.S. Mail 
Mr. Charles B. Coe 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Suite4514 
675 W. Peachtree Street, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30375 

. .- 
Dear Charlie: 

We had agreed that our work on Cosflrice would be pursued in parallel with our work on 
services and network operations for Total Services Resale and Unbundled Network Elements. 
We have encountered numerous delays and have made little 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/Erice meeting. Mr. 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 agesda which identified those 
issues (Attachment I). Additionally, on Friday of last week, Mary lo Peed assured Sylvia 
Anderson that the appropriate individual (s) from BellSouth would attend today’s 8:30 a.m. 
CostPrice 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 A M  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 CostPrice team delivered detailed descriptions of our 
requirements for underlying cost data which would support pricing proposals for LINES. 

QO2??C5 
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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 Cosu’Price team meeting and at a Core team meeting. I t  
continues to pqzle  me that BellSouth 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. As to 
the technical feasibility of AT&T’s proposed UNEs, that is a issue on which I hope we will 
reach closure. 

I would appreciate . _. your support. 

Si lyyours, 

$2 
Cc: Neil Brown - AT&T 

Suzie Lavett - BellSouth 
Bob Scheye - BellSouth 
Scott Schaefer - BellSouth 

. 



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.&ll 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 CostPrice 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 invhved are having to split 
their time between these two efforts, but that does not limit ourtommitment 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 mediation and 
further delays reaching agreement on pricing issues. 

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

Sincerely yours, 

P 

Attachments 



Attachment I 
Page 2 of 2 

AT&T/ BELLSOUTH COSTPRICE MEETING 
MAY 21,1996 - 830 AM and 10:30 AM 

- 1200 PEACHTREE ST, NE, ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30309 

g&Kk 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 
Scbeye has stated he cannot attend again before June. 

THE WEEKLY COST MEETINGS HAVE BEEN SCAEDULED FOR EACH 
TUESDAY AT 8:30 AM UNLESS BOTH PARTIES AGREE TO AN 
ALTERNATE DAY/TIME. NOT HAVING THE RIGFIT, 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 
A T T E ~ A N C E  IS UNEXPECTEDLY CANCELED. 

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

FINAL AGENDA 

8:30 AM - Non-Access Disclrssions 

Conflicting NRC Positions (See Attachments 1,2, and 3 - Refer 
Questions to Neil Brown on 8 10-7269) 

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

List of Cost Studies Completed & Available i/c/w W E  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 

Next Meeting: 
Tuesday, May 28 Meeting: 8:30 AM 

. 

Non-Access Discussions 

AccessllnterconnectionKJSF 

Brown/Laven 

Ellison/Guedel 

Suzie Lavett 

Suzie Lavett 

LavettlScheye 

All 

All AT&T 
CatheyBrinkley 

P 



May 20.1996 



~~ 

William J. (Jim) Carroll 
Vice President - 

May21.1996 

. .  
V 

Mr. Scott Schaefer 
Acting Vice President 
InterConnection Services 
BellSouth 
675 W. Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, GA 30375 

Dear Scott: 

~ 

Room 41 70 
1200 Peachiree S t ,  NE 
Atlanta. GA 30309 
404 810-7262 

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 b m  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. 

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”. 

OC?!ZO 



4 In rl1/18 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. 

5. A significant 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 t h i i  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. 

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. (Le.: Louisiana Education Discount 
Program) 

As you know, Section 251(c)(4)(A) of the Act requires local exchange c&ers “to offer 
for resale at wholesale rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at 
retail to subscribers who are not telecommunications carriers.” Section 25 l(c)(4)(B) 

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 effciently by resellers 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. 

. .  
flatly prohibits local exchange carriers from imposing ‘‘unreasonable or discnrmnato ly 

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 OUT 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. 

e 97-3 of! &. :-a 



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

Grandf atheredobso leted Serv ices * 
List of services, date obsolete, and replacement service, if any 
Current revenue for each service 
Number of customers for each service - 

Link-up/Lifeline 
Amount of revenue 
Number of customers 
Number of lines 
Sources and amounts of funding for program 

N11.911.E911 
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 Grandfatheredobsoleted 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. 

Services included @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 

Services included (Le.: ESSX, 800, etc.) and % revenue share of all 
SBAs 

Number of SBAs 
Amount of SBA revenue 
Number of SBA customers 
AmountWo of discount off list retail 

Disco- 
Amount of revenue 
Number of customers 
Amount/% of discount off list retail 
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Proinotional Rate$ 
Examples of promotion types; services included 
Number per year; term 
Amount/% revenue off list retail 

-en t Billiqg 
Number customers utilizing this feature in 1994 and 1995, by year 
Amount of “deferred installment billing in 1994 and 1995, by year 

c.%?mex 
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 
limitedrestricted Centrex services, the amount of “restricted” (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 @on-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 discussiondclarifications should occur during. the 
CostPrice Team meetings. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Regards, 
7 
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William J. (Jim) Carroll 
Vice Prestdenl 

Room 4 170 
1200 Peachlree S; , NE 
Allanla. GA 30309 
404 810-7262 

May 21, 1996 

VIA HAND DELI VERY AND FACSIM ILE 
Mr. F. D. Ackerman 
BellSouth Corporation 
1 155 Peachtree Street, NE 
Room 20 1 0 
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 is resolved. 

- 

It is BellSouth’s obligation under Section 25 1 (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. 
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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 reconmendation when we’re still in the dark. 
After we get a sizing and specificity of the costs, then we’ll make 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. 

W 
cc: 3. Drummond 

c. COR 
S. Schaefer 



n 



--". L.OL I J 7 U  BAPCO SYSTNS DSN 

m A L  NONDISCLOSURE AGRJ3MJZNT 



P 

/-. 

3. 



@ 0 0 8  BAF'CO SYSTXS DSN . _  

n 



u s / i i ~ i l o  U I I : O J  ZX404 882 7370 BAPCO SYSTMS DSN BO08 



05.,21/88 cl9:4J =A04 982 7370 BAPCO SYSTXS DSN UO10 

P 

P 

1 1. 
trade names wr trademarks of the other without the prim express written consent ofthe 
O h .  

puBLIcITI. Neither party shall disclo~e the terms of this Agreement nor use the 

12. 

(a) ]Each party shall name. one or more npresentatives for contacts bawan 
the parties which shalI be autbonzed ' toactonitsbehalE Suchrepresentativesmaybe 
changed fhm time to time upon Writtmnoticetothe othapaq. 

by hand delivery, certified or rrgistered mail, or by fecsimile folowed by artiEicd of 
@) Noticcs rcquirod by kw OT under this AgraWntW be givenin writing 

n g i s t a c d m a i l a d d r e s s a d t o t h c n a m e d ~  'w9 of the parths with copies to: 

If to BAPCO 
Dircctor-LEC/BST Intafacc 
BeLlSouthAdvertising&PublishingCorpol;ltion 
Room 270 
5 9 ~ v c P a r k s o u t h  
Atlanta,OA 30329 

Wlth copy to: 
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oral or written, express or implied, not herein contained. fhis Agreement shall be 
gowaned by the laws of the state of Georgia 

authorized +tatiiws in one or more countapts, each ofwhich st,mli mnstitutc an 
on- on the datcs sct fonh below. 

IN WTT?GSS WHEREOF, the parlies have Qtecuted this Agreement by their duly 

BELLSOUTH ADVERTISING & 
PUBLISHING CORPORATION 

By: 

Title: 

C m  

By: 

Title: 

Daoe: 

a011 

. 
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CA'RRIER Listing hIfOrIMtiOD, Format, Schedule for Revision 

C A R W R  Delivery I n f o d o x ~  Fonnat, Schedule for Provision 
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(s) 
s u b m i  to o h  local exchange tdcphone service providm, except as may be 
requid in relation to publishing of Dimtories or as may be pemittd by CARRIER for 
dirccmy assistance or 0th purposes. 

BAPCO will not provide information obtained &om CARRIER Mmfeming its 
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Residence Business 
* Foreign Listings : * Foreign Listings 

I 

* Additional Listings : * Additional Listings 

e B  for C u s t w  

All 

Residence Business 
* Foreign Listings * Foreign Listings 

I 
I 
I 
I 

* Additional Listings : * Additional Listings 

I 

* Designer Listings ; Advertising 
: (Bold, Logo, etc.) 
I 

All 

* Designer Listings : Advertising 
; (Bold, Logo, etc.) I 

* Tariff items 
I 

BAPCO bill 
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Bellsouth Advertising & Publishing Corporation 

Call Guide Pages Information 

for 

Local Exchange Carriers 

General I h d p t i O B  

All BellSouth AdvertiOing & Publishing Corporation (BAPCO) White Pages dhctories 
published in the nine  southeast^^^ soltcs contain CuStoMt Call Guide Pages. The Call 
Guide Pages provide infomation to customen tbat is umsidaedkl~  in 
 communi^ in the local market and also information thetisrequhd by the state 
Public M c e  Commissions. 

Call Gmi&Paecn C .enera 1 Informatine 

+ 9 I l f f i ~ ~ I n f o r m a t i o n  
+ Table ofcontents (Includes MOnnaQ -on about The Covcr) 
+ I n f o d o n a b o u t t h e P u b ~ M ' C O )  
+ Establishing phone servia(for alI Local Excbangc Cauias) 
+ RepairNumbas(ForAllLocalExchangcCanie~s) 
+ BillingIdx~nab 'On(f0rAll Local Exchangt cenicrs) 
0 lnformaton for customcR with dissbilitics 

~ & ~ S & ~ 0 & 9 7 6 s M v i c e s  
+ u. s. Area C M i C  zonc Maps 
+ T>irrctory CoverageMaplZip Codes 
+ Localcalliag&s@uctions 
+ LongDktauceCaUin~ualAcaJsnntcmationalCaUing 
+ Intemationelcallingcodes 
+ Need to Know informatiOn(Not an Exhaustive List) 

o Call Mre you dig 
o Call BlockingflBlockiag calls to area code 906 numbus 
0 credit for Loss of service 
0 wketapping 
o Obsocnc or harrassing calla 
o Insidewiring 



o No telephone sales calls 
0 calltracing 
o Other utilities 

The information listed above is generic for the directory market area Information that is 
provided on the Local Exchange Carriers, Establishing 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 hiive on file with BST or BAPCO the following 
documents to be eligible for inclusion in the Call -de Pages: 

4 Tnterwnncction agreement with Bellsouth T e l ~ m m u a i c a t i ~ S T )  
t Roof of PSC/PUC Certification 
+ Proof of Tax Excmpt status(TfApplicab1e) 
t operatingCompanyNumber(0CN) 
t ACNAandCICcode 
+ Blanket Leaex of Authority (LOA) 

Unless on EIe with BST, the above documents should be sent to: 

Rook Barretto 
Director-LEC Intaface 
59 Executive Park Drive South 
Room 270 
Atlanta, GA 30329 

Attached (1) is aseries of draft example Call Guide pages of general infarmation. i he 
general i n f d o n  section will contain h m  13 to 19 pagesprwiding infonaation on 
categories pviously lised. fhe general information section will provide atl LEcs 
telephont numbers for: 

EstablishingSemia 
t RepakSaVices 
+ Billingsavico 

The LEC telmhone nun %to be used forthe above -must beprovidcd by each 
localexchan~carriausingtbeattachcdLFX-ContadNumbcrsF~ Thefbnn 
must beretuned to the LEC Interface gmup M, later thanthe Buskss 086kr Closc 
(BOC) date for the directory market involved. All telephone numbers provided by the 
LEC forthetbru categories above must bc opcratiod and being anmacd 
appropriate m i c e  people. 

b y k  

2 
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CaU Guide p- 

call Guide Pagcs are available for purchase by all Local Exchange Carriers. Pagcs must 
be purchased in multiples of two pages up to a maximurn of six pages. All pilges 
p m W  in mulitiples of two will be facing pages. 

LEC specific pages WiLI 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 LEUBAPCO contract for directory senices and receipt 
of an agreement to purchase the pages for each specific &et 

The call Guide Pages provide all LECs the opportunity to communicae with their 
customers, as well as potential customas, information about their semicq howthey 

way residence and business and M available for ~ h c e  24 hours pa day, 365 days 
pa year. The directories provide a onc-stop source for information for all bhesses, 
including LEC communications services. 

oprrate, arul when lo d l  to gel !hex xrvicrrs. These dircctoris art placed invirtually 

- 
The content ofthe Customer Call Guide Pagespurchascd by thcL.EC will be at- 
&isuetiim, but BAPCO remves &e right as publisher to have final applwal on both& 
contcnt and presmtzhon of the materials. In tbc LEC's specsc section, the d e r  may 
lis& describe andapl2iutheprodwts andsaviccJo&rrd, as w as addtothe 
informationaboutth~customasaviccsdescn'bedinthegenericcustoma~paecs. 
Typical content may include an overview ofthe company, optional scsviocs, and other 
infomationthatmsyassisttheMotmaiudoing~withthrcorapny. 
Attachmmt III provides -le pages for a LEC section end Altachment IV plovidcs 
possible categories of iafomylton thc LEC may consider providing. 

WhiIC!%fbXm& 'onal advertising"0f savices and how to olda these &will be 

l gmp iak  Yellow PagLyhCadingto scethl:carricradvcrtisia& irpurrhsyed Remotion 

allowed, mdccthg packages and bundles, specific item pricing, service rates aad other 
laxgepphics will not be allowed. The canier may however refa the ~ m t k  

of products and savices in this section will be narrative only in keeping with thc wty 
of the CUJtonrer Call Guide scctioa Traditionsl and large graphic advat&@ haweva, 
m a y b e p r a e h a s e d f h t o u g h B A P C O i n t 6 e c ~ ~ ~ s e c t i o n o f t h c ~ a t t h c l o c a l  
dkecto~ a d d s i n g  rate. 

3 
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CaU Guide P e e s  Text and Gnphiss D ue Data 

Requests for Gall Guide Pages by the LECs along with dl text and graphics must be 
submitted to LEC Intcrface by the Business Office Close date fw the dirrctory. Attached 
(V) is a copy of the top 10 directories and Business Off ia  Close dates for each. Other 
appropriate directory dates wi l l  be pmvidal BS requested. 

W G  uide Plncs - 

Call Guide Pages pricing will be based on the pricing of pages in the dirrctory h t h e  
market Examples of Call Guide Pagcs Ricing rn as follows: 

. .  

- Q p . n e r f a m s -  

Small Market Book (Roc- GA) S4,968 S9,936 $14,904 11,130 

Large Markct Book(AtIantl, GA) 

Contact LEC Intaface for ratcs of W f i c  markas. 

The above guidelines providc basic information artd pmcdue~  on UIC Call Guide Pages 

questions that arise concerning the Call Guide Section should be r e f a d  to: 
sectioe ~cdploccdureswillbeprovidedasrrquirrdinthenearfusllrc. any 

RookBamtto 
Dinctor-LEC Isterface 
59 Executive Park h. S. 
Room 270 
Atlanta, GA 30329 Td 404-982-7105 

4 



M a y  21,19% 

Suzie Lavea 
BellSouth 
Lead Negotiator 
Room E56 

Bimngham, AL35243 

Dear Suzie: 

We an requesting a presentation from BellSouth focused on the Centrrx 0% M u l t i k ~  and 
MultiSem Plus. In the presentation we would Wa you to address the following iMBF 0fhttrrSr 

3535 Colonnade Parkway 

, 
1. Provide FeaturrlFunaionality on the following: 

Main Station line definition and NARS definition 
Automatic Route Selection 
private. Facilities Termination, Le.. T1.5 
Signaling options over PF T ~ t i o n s ,  i.a. ANI, Station ID 
SMDR options 
Customer Control option 
DISA option 
ACD option 
Telephone Number Retention capabiity 
Multiservc Multi Account suvicc (MMAS) 
what featum require p d r  CqUipmCnt 

2. Provide ProCesJ Flows on the following: 

orderingandpmvisioning 
Initial Setup 
sub- order activity 

Maintenance 
Numkr reservation and 'on 

3. provide clarification on MSouth's position with regard to ESSX aud Digital ESSX and the 
abiity to resell to existing ESSX customcr~. 

The items listed above an the highlights that we would Wa cowed in ap-tationalthou& any 
additional Molmab 'on you have to share will alsobc appndated We would liketo schedule r k  
p-tation within the next fwo we&. Please call mc at 404-810-3102 to scheduk a day. 



@ BELLSOUTH 

BellSouth Interconnection Fax 205 977-8241 

South E511 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
Birmingham. Alabama 35243 

May 21,1996 

Mr. Christopher Weekley 
AT&T - Local Services 
1200 Peacthree Street NE 
Promanade I1 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 

n 



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

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

Sincere& 

Je&thath 
Manager - LocaI Interconnection 
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AL, FL, GA, KY, LA, NC, TN 
Unbundled Network Elements Cost Studies Summary 

5/22/96 Status 

Element 

Network Interface Device Unbundled 
Loop 

Loop Distribution 

Loop Concentrator/ Multiplexer 

Loop Feeder 

Loop Combination 
Unbundled Loop 

Loop switching 

Local Operator Services 

Local Directory Assistance 

Common Transport 

Dedicated Transport 

Digital Crossconnect System 

Data Switching Element 
Packet Transport 
Frame Relay 
ATM 

557 Message Transfer and Connection 
Control 

Switching Link Transport 

SCPs/Databases 

Tandem Switching 

Advanced Intelligent 
Network (AIN) 

Status 

No Study 

No Study 

Study Incomplete 

No Study 

No Studv 
Provided, 

Port Study provided 

Provided 5/21/96 

Provided 5/21/96 

Provided 5/21/96 

Provided 5/21/96 

No Study 

No Study 
Still investigating 

Provided 5/21/96 

Provided 5/21/96 

800 DataBase Studies provided 5/21/96 

Provided 5/21/96 

Provided 5/21/96 



May 23,1996 

3:15 p.m. 

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 maximi communication and undmmding in an 
attempt to reach agreement as opposed to lobbing missiles back and forth. In sho& if 
you had not sent me the May 16,1996 letter on Electronic Interfaces, I 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 letter on 
formalizing the data requests in connection with services to be excluded h m  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 fmt 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. I told 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 

cc: A.Mule' 
The Govemance Team 



May 23, 1996 

Suzie Lavett 
BellSouth 
Lead Negotiator 
Room E56 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
Birmingham, a 3 5 2 4 3  

Dear Suzie: 

There are several Custom Calling Services that are not dehed in the BellSouth 
OLEC Handbook. We would greatly appreciate you providing a service 
description, including activation procedures, on each of the following Custom 
Services: 

Call Forwarding Busy Line 
Call Forwarding Don’t Answer 
Remote Access - Call Forwarding Variable 
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 3 1,1996. If you have any questions, 
please call me at 404-810-3 102. 

Sincerely, 

U 

cc: MikeLacy 



May 23, 1996 

Vic Atherton 
BellSouth T e l e c o d d o n s ,  Inc. 
North N3E1 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
Birmingham, Alabama 35243 

Dear Vic, 

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: 5120196 
Place: BellSouth Center, Atlarua Georgia 

Participants 
Vic Atherton 
Nancy Kallus 
George Jung 
Keith Milner 
Jim Pritchett 
En0 Landry 
Rob McKibben 
Pam Tipton 

Robert Oak- 
Michael cruz 
Wayne EUison 
John Hamman 
Chris weekley 
Fred Perrin 
Jim Pierson 
Sheila W h n  

Ranjit Nandi * 
Charles Snyder 
Neng Wang * 
* On conference Call 

Title 
BST - Technical Negotiator 
BST - Inftastructure Planning 
BST -Network Planning PrOViSiOIhg 
BST - S-C Management 
BST - Network OperationS Staff 
BST - BAND Produa 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 Neiwork Elements 
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements 
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements 
AT&T Negotiator, Unbundled Network Elements 

AT&T HQ S M E ,  Unbundled Network Elements 
AT&T HQ SME, Unbundled Network Elements 
AT&T HQ SME, Unbundled Network Elements 



n The following is a status on 13 of the 17 Unbundled Network Elements proposed by 
AT&T (Loop Combination, Operator Services, DA, and AIN were not discussed): 

1. Network Interface Device m) 
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 ifAT&T 
uses only the NID, BST's loop wiU not be grounded and therefor wiU 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 manufktucraprovids their NIDs 

Action Item Keith to check on NID with respect to business qplicoiions 

2. Loop Dstribution 

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

3. Loop Concentntion/Multipluer 

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

4. LoopFeedw 

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

Action Ilun: Keith t o p m * &  answer on Loop Fee& element to C b i ~  by ma 

5. Loop Combmation 

Not discussed 

6. Local Switching 



BST agrees that it is technically feasible to unbundle. BST indicates that routing calls to 
AT&T platfom (Operator Services, DA 91 1) are not possible because of possible line 
class code (L.CC) 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 Ziem Fred to clanfi ifAT&T wanls Customer Gmbvl of BusinerdCentrec 

AEtion Item Vi to talk to Beth or Suzie Lnvette about switch technoloa wirkin BST, 
capability of line elms, how much BST Vsing now vs to be used by new compctitorS 

Action Item. Fred is to clmifv "SOB dial tone" under this cafegoty. 

Action Ztem BST to provide &~es of local switches deployed, quatu5ty of &hes, 
Line Chaw Codes equipped, LCCmdlablc BST toprovidc an edmate of how many 
Line CIaSs C& io be used by a new enfront ALwprovidc an d m a t e  of how many 
newenirrrntr 

Action Item.* Vi wi l l  elariifv DS3 and Recording AkWAnnWneements 

7. Local Operator Servicer 

Not discussed at this meeting 

8. Local Directory Assistance 

Not discussed at this meeting 

9. Common Transport 

Vic Atherton (BST) agreed that this UNE is technically feasible but needed wnazrrence 
&om BST SME (Jane Raulerson). Additionally, airrent BST pricing bundles switching 
and transport. 

Action Item.. Vi check with Jane R a u k n  and prov ih  Robot with stolus on this 
element TvacLry mi% 

10. Dedicated Tranaport 

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

n 



11. Digital Crosa-conneet System 

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

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 moaitohg 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 si@s 

14. Signaling Link Transport 

BST agrees that this UNE is technically feasible. 

15. SCPdDatabrses 

BST that this UNE is technically feasible with the exception of providing W e d  traclong 
of usage. 

Action Item Sheik will call J a m  Raulrrson to discuss this dement f i  and 
pr& cbfiatikn of dove 

16. Tandem Switching 

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

17. AIN Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) 

No n e g o ~ o a s  on this item have ocaurrd. AT&T received BST written response on 
5/22. It appears that further developments an required in orda to meet AT&T 
requirements. AT&T is reviewing BST letter and will set up meeting. 

.P- 

Next meeting on unbundled elements - 5/28/96 . . . perhaps a! ATBrT location. 

, .  . .  5 

- .  



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 IOO?/a accurate at the time billing is established. The column listing the proccsSing 
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 @AB). NO 
enhancement is Lurrently funded to handle this request. Mer had also asked SBST 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 billing c d c a t i o n  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 a! 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 RST to move toward industry standard guidelines 
(CABSISABR) and provide a plan for doing so by yearend. 1996. BST's position is tbat 
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 ifthere are any other items that need to be addressed. 

Sincerely, 



# Cust column 
0 = no customers 
Blank = unknown 

Note: Accessthe 
CoDatabase 
fmm the Pmessing 
swelco Database 
site column. 

Asign State Value by 
refening to the 
Tariff State and 
stat0 valw cdumro. 

(norida & Tenn. 
aceaca$lbm - )  

c 
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Voice Mail from Suzie Lavett to Neil Brown on Thursday, 5/23/96 at 12:12 PM: /4 

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 will 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 Nnning 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 Ah4 flight. He said he had received a voice mail message from Suzie that he 
would be our primary contact. 

f i  

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. 

P 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 

O)o%%Ei 
File: call5-23.doc 



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 handle 
this and that he would get back to me. 

I asked Reg if he knew where BellSouth stood on the delivery of promised material flom 
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 mail 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. 

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

Meeting with Suzie Lavett on Friday, 5/24/96, at 11:OO 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. 

OOQ325 
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May 23,1996 

Suzie Lavett 
BellSouth 
Room E5G 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
Birmingham,AL 35243 

Suzie, 

Fax Delivery (404)4204031 

On May 22, you conveyed to the Core Team that in your opinioq the 5/22/96 meeting to discuss 
ordering 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 funaionality of the elements rather tban the ordering 
process. You are well aware that the functionality of the elements is being discussed by the subject 
matter expem 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 ED1 as the interface for ordering unbundled elements. Please refer to 
Mr. Schaefer's letter to MI. 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 k a m e  engaged in the 
discussion. BellSouth's diagram of your current loop and Iwp/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 



I hope I have addressed your concern abut the use of our time and resources. Please let me reasnrre 
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. 

Cindy Clark 

P 

P 



to 
May 23,1996 

Preston Foster 
Mason Fawzi 
Greg Follensbee 

Team, 

Attached is the ‘ED1 Project Timeline Milestones.’ Please call me or Jay if you have questions or 
concerns. 

Thanks, 

Pam 

Attached 

cc: Jay Bradbuty (letter only) 



P. 
PROJECT TIMELINE MILESTONES 

File: edi-tim.doc 511 7/98 

IuLEmZE START !aQ BEsE 
1.0 PHASE 1 SERVICES 

TOTAL SERVICES RESALE - IFR, 1F8, PBX 
INCLUDING ED1 TRANSACTIONS 850,85S, 
860,6SyCr), 865, AND 997 

TASKS 
1.1 Define ED1 proam flow from existing 

(BellSouth Ordering Guidelines) 
far pmcess ( compare €01 and OBF) 

1.1 .a document gaps, mismatches 
(where ED1 can't be m&opsdl 

1.2.a. document changes 
1.2. AT&T Wicw existing pleats 

1.3 Define sewicest0 be induded 
1.4 Include all sewics order request types 
1 .S Exchange data 

l.S.a Joint confemnce call to d i i  

1.6 Conference caU regarding transaction set 

gaps -8:30-11:30CDT 

a5o issues. 

1.6.0 Prepare Crs(ch0nge r~quosts) 

1.6.b Review, finalize and submit CR 

SI1 7/96 

SI1 1/96 

3 1  7/98 
5117196 
m2/96 

5/23/96 

5121196 

5121l96 

5/21/96 
5/21/90 
5/22198 

5/23/98 

mom 
5/28/98 

5/29/96 

2.0 D f f  INE LANGUAGE USOC VS ENGUSH 

TASKS 
2.1 Oocisiontokmsd.rsgrrdlngth. 

languaga to be used for receiving 
TuertS from AT&T. 511 S/m 5124198 W M r i n O n  

001930 
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3.0 FINALIZE THE DATA REQUIREMENTS 
AND LOWGAL MAPPING FOR PHASE 1 

TASKS 
3.1 Defineldocumnt BST service order 

data elements 
3.2 DeRnddocument ATBT reverse 

feed requiremenb 
3.3 AT&T to send revised document 

(includes all agreed upon ED1 
transactions) 5/29/96 
3.3.1 Complete review docummt 5/31196 

3 4 Joint data rodelinghgical mapping 
ED1 SME to €01 SMCB'ham 6/3/96 MM 

3.4.a EST to est logistics for meeting slit196 wirm 
3.5 Dsvelop test plan M198 Wl96 

31 7/96 

3 1  7/96 

3.8 Sin-off on technial spccmmtbnt 
(this date establishes change control) 

4.0 PHYSICAL MAppmO 

TASKS 
4.1 EDI coding into trans@tion sofhmra 

(formabng, comrcmion, i n p w o ~ u t  
tiles) BST 6. AfgT 8110/98 

W l W  4.2 ED1 internal testing (BST 8 AT&T) 

Not.: The abow fwdions are toking 
place in each cumpay, bu4 not 

AT&T has two depdmcm . assoc+ated 
with this rnileabw before AT&T can 
estabri dates, 

1. Resrnum- 
2. Hardworm inglace 

iointly. 

6nm 

6128196 
8/28/96 

Craig 

Britton 

Beechwood 
€01 Team 

EDI Tern 
€01 Team 



MlLESTdNE SIBBI JaQ RmE 
P 

5.0 COOING FROM EDI TRANSLATOR 
TO INTERNAL OS@ 

TASKS 
5.1 Begin coding 

(includes internal testing 

6.0 PHYSICAL COMMUNICATIONS 

7/1/96 W l Z 9 6  BST-IT/AT&T 

TASKS 
6.1 ATBT dotemine di& connect options 5/17/96 5/24196 Britton 

6.2 Order addiid cirwita by 6/14 (if approp) 
6.3 Back-up link Britton 

for event driven. 
Blittosllcao 

7.0 JOINT TESTING 

TASUS 
7.1 C o n m 1 # t i n g  7mitw 7m3196 

(Oependcncy on M i o n e  6 new anuitr 
r’. not needed) 

7 2 o s r d o p t e s t ~  7/08/98 7/12/96 
7.3 Syntax &sting (i.e.. testing the 

Standarda) 7 H W  711 9tW 
7.4 End to End tasting 8/13/98 8127198 
7.S Signdon user- testing 8/28196 8128198 

NOTE: eagi produch bial 9 r n w  
AT&T site to be determined 



MlLESTONE 
8.0 PR0DUCTK)N 

TASKS - 
R.1 Trial site ( one site) 9/03/96 

8.3 Full Entry 1 f/OltQ$ 

8.2 Ramp up (remaining sltes) or 
addiinal volume 10/01/96 

9.0 PLANNING MEETING FOR PHASE 2 
END OF YEAR DEUVERY 

TASKS 

9.1 .a Logistics scheduled by BST 

MultiServ 
'Private Line 
'AIN 
'ISDN 

'JIA 
'ReCOVWy 
*Error Resolution 
'Change Control 

9.1 Meetingscheduled 7/8/98 
5/17/96 
7/8/98 9.2 Senrias targeted for 12/98 

9.3 Processes to be completed by 1OM 7mQ6 

9130196 

10/31/96 
Onqoing 

7/9/96 
5/17/96 Wallace 
12/31/96 

10131m6 

NOTE: Weekly 8- calfs will be schedutod for length af pro* Boginnina 
BIJlge. 

001933 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

Mr.Eddie Roberson 
Executive Director 

460 James Robertson Parkway 
Nashville, TN 37201-3300 

Tennessee Public Service Commission t 
< 
S 

Re: Approval of the Interconnection Agreement Negotiated by BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. C'BellSouth") and hEXTL.INK Tennessee LLC 
("NEXTLINK") pursuant to Sections 25 1 and 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 
1996 

Dear Mr. Roberson: 

Pursuant to section 252(e) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, BellSouth and 
NEXTLLNK 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 
NEXTLLNK. The agreement was negotiated pursuant to sections 251 and 252 of the Act and 
contains the following items: 

P 

-the agreement provides for interconnection of the facilities and equipment of the two 
companies in accordance with sections 25 l(c)(2) and 252(d)(2) of the Act; 

-the agreement provides for the provision of the unbundled network elements requested by 
NEXTLtNK 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; 

A 



-the agreement provides for the provision by BellSouth of access to 91 1 and E91 1 savicei 
for NJXTLm 

-the agreement provides for the provision by BellSouth of access to directory assistance 
services for NEXTLINK as well as an agreement to fiuther 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 transacti on 
provided; 

-the agreement provides for the offering of busy-line verification and emergency interrupt 
services by each company to the other purmant to tar@ 

--the agreement authorizes inclusion of NwcIzIM( customers’ hstings in the BellSouth 
white pages directory; 

-the agreement requires BdSouth to provide to NEXILNK a su6cient quantity of 
numbering resources for the period of time BellSouth is the North American Numbaing Plan 
administrator; 

-the agreement provides for NEXlUNK 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 fonvardmg; 

-the agreement defmes local interconnection to include local dialing parity in accordance 
with section 25 l(b)(3) of the Act; 

4 

-the agreement provides for reciprocal compensation arrangements in accordance with the 
requirements of section 252(d)(2); and 

-the agreement authorizes NEXTLlNK to purchase telecommunications services from 
BellSouth for purposes of resale at discounts that rdect the costs avoided by BellSouth 
through wholesale arrangements. The parties will continue to negotiate the specific terms and 
conditions of the resale arrangement. 

n 



The parties have agreed that, to the extent items are included within the agreement negotiated 
by the parties, BellSouth has md the Chacklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)@) of the Act 

Pursuant to section 252(e) of the Aq the Commission is charged with approving or rejecting 
the negotiated agreement between BellSouth and NEXTLINK within 90 days of its 
submission BellSouth and NEXTLINK agree that this agreement or my portion of the 
agreement does not discnrmnat e against a telecommunications cartier 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, BellSouth and NE- are anxious to begin implementation of this Agreement and 
to hasten the benefits that Tennessee consumers d receive as a result of intermmedon 
between the parties. To that end, BellSouth and NEXTLINK have agreed to ~(ccutc an 
interim agreement that incorporates the tams and conditions of the intercomection 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, - 
Charles L. Howorth, Jr. 
Vice President, Regukory 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

s Dana r o w '  
Director, Regulatory & Governmental 
NextLink Tennessee LLC, Iat. 
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WHEREAS, NEXTUNK 
interconridon, unbundliag and rclzk 
Act of 1996. (the “Asi”); and 

WHEREAS. NEXTUN% .rda$outh dl nrbmit punuant tothe h a  uid 
agreement to the Tonnerscs Public Scrip CommuGon (”Commission”) for appro* 
and 

WHEREAS. b&usc ofthe n d  NEXTUNK’S matry into tho l a d  
c+lacommuniutions mukct and to M+r the bens6tJ far c o ~ l m u n  of intercanneetion 
between the parcics. NExrtMK and BIUSouth desire to intsrwnnscx on an interim 
b d s  while approval i s  pending W o r e  

NOW. -OR& for .nd in ytuidh+rion of the mutual prunira and 

~ & w t h  h v e  n e g o t i d  and ac-td 
plrm~t to the T e l ~ u t i o n c  

. 

.. 

CommiUion; + 
-. condition& sontaincd in the recitals abovo dd ~ W V ~ ~ O M  bdow, tho put iu  agreed u 

fdlows: 

The p d a ~   pee tht pmdi the approvd by thc Commission of the 1. 
Agresmcnc R g a r d q  Jncorumnccuo ‘ n, Un$mdllng and Red= (the ’Agrrarnt”) 

. uccadon  / I 199: , thy s w 1  imersonncn. exchange W ~ C  m d  
purchase s e M c u  fi& ueh other puma* 6 the rrtcs, t a m s  and conditionr sa fonh in 
the Agrcomcnt Slid Apeuinnt u Irufhoilihcroto uExhibic 1. and by this &“e 
incorporated herein. 

2. The p d c s  ngoo thot thq dptl both advocate to the Commi$rion the 
approvd of tho Agraament u quickly as po:$riilc and Wl make rl) reasonable &ON to 

.. provide the Cornmiasion wfrh whatever d@at rulevan1 infomration nccessaty t~ 
.. expedite the Agreement’s approval. .. 
.; ! 

10 mutudy determine the appropriate judicii1 or administratkc efforts n-ssary to Emin 
’ 3. Should the Commission denykpprovll ofthe Agreement. the parties agree 

I oIf9323 

, 

04/26 /98  THll 1 5 : X  ( T X I R X  NO 6 8 4 3 1  
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04/25 /80  TKU 15:36 CTI/RL KO 6 9 4 3 1  



5/27/96 

SI3 1/96 

191 OB6 

Provide service upebiity fmm NEXTLINK to BellSouth TelecommunicationS 

Rovide service capability fmm BellSouth TeIecommunications to NDCILINK 

Completc m a a d  M calls fmm each BellSouth switch to NEXTLW begin 
exchange of live W l C  no kta man this date 

6/25/96 Complete all service routing and billing t&g 

M WITNESS WHEREOF. this Addendum to the IntCrim Agrcqcnt Between B c l l S p  
Telecommunications, Inc. and 
by the undesigned rcprcscntalivn for the p a h s  herno. 

U.C., has been executed as the th isaday  of May. 1996. 

NEXTLINK, L.L.C. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
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D. Telecommunications Services Available For Resale 

BellSouth has set forth in T ~ c s s c e  Public Service Commission Docket No. 9640067 

the appropriate cosi avoided discounts 5% off the reteil rate for business services and 11% off the 

retail rate for rcsidcncc savices. 'Ihesc discounts will be available to NExfLMK as of the 

effective date of this Agmmca Should Bellsouth be required, jnxsuaut to a fully adjudicated 

order, to offer its teleconrmrmications saviees for d e  at diswunts different hrn  tho- 

advocated by BellSouth, those discounts will be available to NExTLIM( in lieu of the discounts 

set forth above. 

E. Liability and Indemaificntion 

1. With respect to any claim or suit by either party, a customer of either party or by 

any other person or entity, for damages associated with MY of the services provided by either 

party pursuant to this Agrrcmcu& including but not Limited to the installation, provisiod, 

P=PtioQ tilmula . tion, cnaintcnance, repair or restoration of service, the providing panyk 

liability shall not exceed an amount qual to the proportionate charge for the d c e  provided 

pursuant to this Agreement for the period during which the service was affected. 

2. Neither party shall be liable to the other for any act or omission of any other 

telecommunications company providing a portion of the services provided under this Agreemenr. 

3. Neither party shall be liable for damages to the other's terminal location, POI or 

other party's customers' premises resulting h m  the furnishing of a sewice. including but not 

limitcd to the installation and removal of equipment or associated wiring, except to the extent 

caused by such party's gross negligence or willful m i w n d u a  

14 
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10.000 mia m ALEC X ! AtEc X bilk BellSouth POI 10,000 6 BellSouth trrminrdcs 
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OSLk . .  
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URAFT 
FL. CA.  NC, TN. LA, AL. KY,SC & MS 
UNUUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENIS 

ServIrdNelnork Opervllonr and lnlereonnrrlioii 

I Nerds AT&T Poii l len B m m h  Position slat". Adion Items I 

~ur~ l iase  individual or in any requires ILECr (DcllSoath) in 

BSI) in order IO provide local 

IT&T may aka have the w e d  lo 
,,der unbundled network elrnirnl~ in 

(AT&T) for Ihe provision of a 

conliguour maimer until such time 
mi A T & l c a i i  deploy i l s  own 
acililier ill order 10 provide locsl 
twice. 

noiidircrimina*ory ~ C C ~ P S  lo 
network eiemcna on an unbundled 
basis at any technically feasible 
point.. .in a manner that allows lhr 
requesling carriers ( A I W  Io 
combine such elemena in order to 
provide such trlecominuiiicationi 
~ c r v l c c . ~ ~  Because il is 
economically inefticiunt for Ar&T 
to replicale a l l  o f  BellSouIh's 
infmnn,cture, AT&T intis1 have 
111 ability to piirchnse individual 
UNlis, or coinbinsiioiir of UNIs 
in order to provide the iiiost EOSI 
effective and efticient milnmr by 
which IO serve its E U I I U ~ E T E .  

AI&T mu11 Ihave the ability to I ~ u r c l m e  a IOOD 10 orovide local 
litbundled Network Eleniena: 
:onliguour Loop. A T & I  tnnm1 i h a w  

01 relfprovirioii. inni-inlegnled digilal loop carriers 

t'iihuntll~dOSlJ.dc,r 

iection 25 I (c) (3) requires 
IellSouih to provide to any 
equerting lelecommunicalianr 
.arrier forthc provision ofa 
eleeommunieations service. noti 
liisriminatory access to network 
:lemem on an unbundled busir a1 
my technical feasible point. The 
bllowing BellSoiitli positions are 
n compliance with lhat 
equirenienl. 

IellSoulh ollerr unbundled 
inetallic and nun-integrated digifal 
oop. 



DRAFT 
FL. CA. NC, TN, LA, AL, KY. SC & MS 
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS 

~ 

ServirelNdrork Operations and Inlrrcannrrliou 

AT&T Podlion BellSouth Position Slatus Action llrlns ' I 
Pasible. lhe a d  requires 
inbimdling. Olher Kl.ECs (Bell 
ktlantic) arc olkring a full range 

i l l lenial i~ei for IDI.Cr. 

a) Provide A l K I  willi coppcr facililies 



DHAFT 
FL,CA,NC.TN. I.A,Al..KY.SC&MS 
UNBUNDLED NETWOHK ELEMENTS 

~ 

ScrvirelNetwork Operslionr and l i i lrrrannretioii 

I Needs AT&T Position BIllSouth Position SI.I"E Action 1 1 m s  1 

tT&l"r position is #hat i t  i s  
:clinically feasible IO unbundle 
ne NID. Al&r has offered 
dul iom llial will remedy 
lellSoath's concerns (see action 
ems). ATBT recommends option 

BellSouth's poritiaii i s  that 
unbtsidling oftlie Network 
litterface Device (NID) is 8101 
leClinically feasible it) either 
residelice or business applications. 
Reasons include tlie requirement 
for loopdislribiilion plan to he 
grounded and bonded via the NID 
far residential service. 'The NID 
a l ~ o  provider P slandilrd test across 
poitit for lhe BellSouth loop. Ifthe 
NID is located oulride a buriiierr 
ciiwmec's premirrr. BellSouth 
would utilize a NID that is siinilai 
to that used for residence oiitdaor 
NIVopplicalioni. I f t h e N i D  is 
located inside Ihe ~ ~ s l ~ i i i c r ' s  
premises. several differen1 types of 
dsvieer are tired dependin8 on the 
number of lines tenninaled and the 
type of NIV requested by the 
:"OIO",CL 

Dirs i resnmt 
4'raTand Ilsldiragree on the 
Ccliiiical feasibility of the N I V  as 
m unbundled network eleiuenl (see 
%ellSouth and A T & l  poriliaw). 

3ellSouth agrees #hat sysleni 
:nhancementr wi l l  make ii 
echnically feasible 10 iinbimdle the 
rllD and loop dirlribulioii ar one 
:lemen1(6/4/96). 

3eilSoulh agrees Io provide A T & l  
111 additionsl NID 81 "lime and 
inalerial.. (614196). 



~ DRAFT 
FL. G A ,  NC, TN, LA,  AI,, KY. SC & MS 
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS 

ScrvicdNelwork Ol,cralionr and Inlrrrunnsclian 

[Needs A T & T  Posilion BdlSoulh Porilian SlI l lUI  Arl ion llcmr 

.aop Dirlribulion: Allows A l B l t o  
fficiently conned ID local exchange 
u~ton~eri when Am1 lw its own 
mp. ArT needs Ihr flexibility to be 
blc 10 seledvely purchase unbundled 
etwark elemenli iii coi!junclioii will) 
iT&&l"r assel deploymen1 plans. 

araunds would be required because 
currenl E S T  ryrtems 
(IIRKSJACS) are designed 10 

A M 1  bcliever than lhis elcmeiil 
isleclinically feasible. Such 
enhancements or workaraundr arc 
in01 relevan1 10 lhe A a ' s  
reqairemenlr. However. ryrlciu 
enhancCmenls or manual work 

RellSoulh's porilioii is lbal  
unbundling of Loop Distribution 
fadlilies is not lerhuicaliy fearihls 
until such time as operalions 
syrlcmr enhancements are 
accomplished thal rvoiild eliniinnle 
Ihe requirement for costly. imaiwill 
'workaraunds' iii existing 
nechanizd loop arrigiment and 
inventory systems. There 
'worksroundn' are exlenive. 
iiianual inlerveiilionr iim the 
iiiechanized procerrer IO ovcr~onie 
nilonmcd irrignment and 
lltvclllory lllelllOdr illld l i l l l P  i l l l 0 l Y  
lbc arrigiiment and inventory o f  
iub-loop elemenis. 

Under Sludy 
Vl'&'I and B~llSoulli disagree on 
he lechnieai feasibility of Loop 
Iirlribulion ax an unhiindled 
ietwork elemenl. As of615196. 
IST cam01 cornmil 10 B date IO 

e~pond IO Awn to 
."llance CUrrenl sys1ems. 

\T&T delivered a verbal service 
eqiierl to D S l  a1 llic 6120196 
wculivc nrgotiationr tn>ecling. 
lellsoiith agreed IO furnish a 'rim 
,nd Cor1 quote hy inid Aagan. 
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FL. CA. NC. TN. LA. AL. KY. SC & MS . .  
UNUUNULEU NETWORK ELEMENI'S 

ServIrdNrtwork Operations and I n I c r c ~ n i i c ~ l i ~ n  

1 Nerds AT&T Position BellSouth Poiifion Status Aclion Item1 I 

Loop MultiplrirrlConrrnlrsfor: In 
order IO emciently serve local 
oatamerr. Ar&T may need ID u l i l i a  
multiplexing and ~oncenlratoc 
funclioiis. A T 1  needs lhe flexibilily to 
be able Io purchase individual 
onbundled inelwork elemenlr in 
conjunction with ArBT's a s w  
deployment plans. 

AT&Tbelieven that i t  i s  
lechnically feasible to unbundle 
the inulliplexerlcanceiit~~t~~ when 
provisioned BI part ofa  non- 
iiitegrated Digital Loop Carrier 
( system enhancementr or work- 
*rounds may he required). Ar&T 
q m i B  that RST make the 
appropriate system eiiliilii~emenli 
(see action items). 111 those cases 
where lhe multiplexerleoncentralol 
i s  pun of ai inlcgrnled system. the 
mulliplcxcr/conre,ilrator shotild be 
provisioned over a non-integraled 
system The need for 
enhancemenlr or workatoundr is 
no1 relevaill 10 the A d s  
rcquirrmenls. 

BellSouth's position is lhat 
inbundling of  Loop 
UultiplcxerlConceiitralor is no1 
echnicnlty feasible tinlil such lime 
3s operations system 
:nhancementi are accomplished 
lhal would eliminate Ihe 
eqiiirement for cualy. manual 
wurkarounds' in existing 
nechsni id  loop asrigmneiil and 
nvenlory ryrtcmr. Thex 
workaround*' are extensive, 
naniial inlervenlioiis into the 
wchsnized proeerrer lo O Y ~ T C O ~  

iutomaled sssignmenl and 
iiveiitoly methods and thus allow 
Ihe assignment and iiwenlorying of 
.ub-loop elemenlr. Further, even 
iRer operations ryrlems 
inhaiicementr are accomplished. 
his ekinent is lechnically feasible 
~mly iii extremely limited instances 
"here non-Inregrated Digilal Loop 
:anier (DLC) equipmen1 is 

Jndrr Sludy 
LT&T and US1 disagree that this 
lement is technically feasible 

rr&r delivered a verbal service 
eqiiert to U S 1  a1 the 6R0/96 
recutive negotiations meeting. 
IellSoalh agreed IO funiirli s ' l imc 
ind Cor1 quole by inid Augurl. 

i 



DRAFT 
FL, CA, NC, TN. LA. AL. KY. SC & MS 
UNUUNULEU NETWORK ELEMENTS 

ScrvirelNelworh Operalions and Inlwconiieclion 

ATBrT's posilion i s  that 
unbundling of Ihineleinent is 
lechnically feasible. 

AT&'T'r ps i l i on  is that Local 
Switching is an unbundled network 
elemcnl and is indepcndcnl o f  811 
ollier unbundled nawork eleinrnli 
(inter-ofice Iranrpon, apralor 
syrlemn. directory service) 
Funhemiore. AT&T believes that 
mluiinns exist to solve routing 
issues arrucivlrd with Locrl 
Swilching BST. 

AT&T bclicver that a Iwo phased 
solulion wil l  remedy polenlial 
routing issues. 

Phase I: RST agrees IO work with 
A T & l  on a rouling resource 
conservatim program 

pliare 2: IJST is 10 develop and 
i ~ n p i m m i  a cvpacily expansion 
pmgran, 13 

deployed. Even aner operations 
syrtcnir eiihancenienln are 
accomplished. unbundling o f  lhis 
element is no1 technically feasible 
in those iiiilances where inlegrated 
DLC equipment is deployed. 

II appears lhal AI&TS LOOP 

Feeder needs can be inel by 
exirling special access ollerings. 

BeIiSouth'r I.ocal Swilching (I'on) 
ollrr ing incliider BCECII lo  its 
Operator Services, Directory 
Arrinance, Repair Service. a i d  
h e r - o f i c e  ~liaiispon. 

Loop Feeder: Allows Ar&I to serve 
lwal cusloiiier~ by self providing loop 
dirtribiiiioii and Ipurcllaring 10.1) 
feeder fro,,, RSI. 

Local Suilrhing: A l & I  iiiust Ihaw 
lhe ability tu purchase lwal  rwilching 
on an iinbundied basis scparille froin 
a l l  other unbundled inelwork e l c n ~ ~ n l ~ .  
Swialiing. and RII arswiated fealures, 
iniisl he purchnwd i f  i t  is 
ecnsoniically iiirflicienl lor AIMT IO 

relfpruvidc l oc~ l  rwiahing. 

A T & r  IIIUII ihaw ths ability to m i l e  
calk to AT&T provided I)ESIE 

'NOIE. AT&l"r dcfiniiion o f  Local 
Switching does iiot include functions 
such as ii>ter-offiee lraiisparl (as doer 
BellSoull,'~ definition of i w a i  

I 



DRAB1 
FL. CA. NC, TN, LA, AL, KY. SC & MS 
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS 

~. 

ServirclNelwork Operations and lnlerromirrlion 

I Needs AT&T Podlion BellSouth Position SlPlUI  Atlion 11ems I 

I & l b e l i r v e s  lliat Direclory 
yslcnir is e irchiiicslly feearihle 

provide Operalor Services as an 
unbundled nelworl rletnea~ only 
when calls are maled 10 I J S I  frow 
B non-IJSlswich 

A I K I a n d  BSldinagree on the 
lecltnical fcearibilily of Operalor 
Services when calls are swilchcd 
C h n  il IISI switch IO O S I  
Operalor Servierr~ LIS1 has rlalud 
lhal il c a l m 1  identify Ar&I  calls. 
POlCiilial I.CC exha~s1  prohibilr 
llie ideelificolion o f  AT&l'ralb. 
Af&l'dlragreer willn EST's 
arruinplionr aud seeks IO explore 
oplianr IO remedy any potential 
routing issues. 
BellSoiilh and A I & I  are 
padicipaliitg on join8 conferewe 
calls Io develop a sohition Car lhc 
routing issue. 

RSI' lhas advised AT&T lhat 
I)pcr.lor Services is mnot an 
unbiiiidled nclwork elciiienl. 





DRAFT 
FL, GA, NC. TN. LA, AL, KY. SC & M S  
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS 

~~ 

lcdiratrd Trsnrporl: A l & f  
:quires dedicated transpon IO coniiecl 
1 AT&f designated locations. May 
e n i m  ecoiioinical IO purchase 
edicaled lranrpon from L.EC lhan Io 
uild 

Srrv i rdNrtwork Operalions and Inlercunilrclion 

I Needs AT&T Position BellSoulh Parition S1.I"S Aclion Items I 

llnbundling of lh i r  elenienl is 
lechnieally feasible. I1 must be a 
reparale unbundled element. 
Al&T nesdr flexibilily 10 obtain 
lhc elenienl BE needed. and in 
combination wilh oilier iiiibuiidled 
elemena. 

I1 i s  not appropriale for AT&I  10 
purchase dedicated lranrpan from 
special acees tariffs. 

uild ils o w .  1 combination wilh other unbundled 

AI&r's posiliuii is 1ha1 th is  
eleiiienl i s  technically feasible. 

Ar&i's position is ihnt it i s  
Ieclmically feasible lo anbundle 

network. I1 provides coweaivi ly 
IO lhc switching feralurcr arrocialcd 
with tciephone line and teleplione 
iwmben: the line rwiiriii i ig 
functioiialily: Ibe line IO trunk 
witching fha ion;  and iiilcr-local 
wi tch cwiicr l ivi ly. Cownoii 
lranspon a$ defined by A l & T  i s  
nvaiiable as pari o f  HellSoulli'~ 
pon offeriiig. Traiiipon is also 
available 10 AI&T on 811 

unbuiidird basis. 

BellSouth offers lranrporl Ilia1 
I I ~ ~ F I S  AT&T'r requireinenis via 
Special Access lariffs. This 
lranrpon may no1 be used wilh a 
RellSoulb "Pon" for i#nlr&ATA, 
lnlrromce lrallspon. suc "l.OC"l 

Switching" for routing issues. 

HSI agrees lhal lliis is a Agree 

,1711,",6 
,,,.ill. I 

9 
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UNUUNDLEI> NETWORK ELEMENTS 

ScruirclNelaork Operalions and l i i lrrconnrclioii 

I Nrcdr AT&T Position BdISwlh Position Slatus Action I tems I 
F U I I O I C ~ ~  wi l l  hcnelil from 
quicker deployment of 
lrchnalogieal advancements. 

lnlrrconnrclion 
Section 25 I (c) (1) requires UBI 
'"IO provide. for the facilities and 
equipment of any requcrtiiig 
tolecommunications carrier 
( A l & I )  interconnection with the 
twal exchange cmier's (OBI) 
network." AI&F inus1 be able to 
coiinecl Io the BST nelwork IO that 
A I & I  cwlomers can rend and 
receive calls from R S I  castomerr. 
utilize B S l  data bares and 
signdine systems. 

Rights of Way 
Seclioii 25 I (b) (4) stalei that BS'I 
has the duty to "slford acces to 
poles. ducts, ronduitr. and rights- 
of-way". Since i t  i s  economically 
incmcient for A r & r  to replicate 
all of BST'r infraslrueliire A T K I  
m u ~ t  have access to BSI"% 
eonduilr. pole atlachmcnb. 
pathways, entrance facilities. 
lelephoiie EIOSDIO. so that A I & f  

officer and provirions fur 24x7 
access IO their space in unmanned 
offices. UellSoulh will allow 
0l.lIC IO OLEC c m s  mmect ion 

BellSouth wil l  provide 
interconnection purruaiit to Section 
25l(c)ofthcAetand ~xpeclr 
AI&T Io intercaniiecl with 
BellSouth pursuant to ~ectioii2SI 
( 0 )  of the ACI. A r & r  may order 
me way or Iwo way trunk groups 
for interconnection. BellSouth 
expects to be provided the same 
option and intends Io order oiie 
way trunk groups. Iiitercomwtioii 
via inid-span meet may not be 
technically fcarihle. BellSouth is 
willing lo cngage in joint testing of 
this interconiicction option. 

BellSouth wi l l  provide ~ E E C S S  to its 
poles, ducts. conduits and rights of 
way pursuant to the requirements 
of section 224 as amended by 
ieclion 701 ofthe Act. AI-&T's 
requests go above and beyond such 
requirements. Negotiations In 
funher qualify amas uf 
diragreemem continue. 

Agrrcmcn( 
BBI agrees to provide transiting 
traffic to and from other carriers 
(IXCr. CLECr, nc.)  l lsr wil l  
provide signaling platform 
requested by AT&I. Ar&I #nay 
order tandem or direct cnd d i c e  
tnmk groiipr. Negotiations 
contiwe. 

Partial Agrement 
Initial conference call took plrce 
oil 512 I. U S 1  agreed to imeet soiiie 
nfAl'&T's reqairemeirr. H S I  
doer not agree to: pmvide A l & T  
with existing copier of pole and 
conduit prinir. allow AI&[ to 
"hreak out OF' HSI conduit. ailow 
Ar&r the L I S ~  ofinner d m  or 
coiithiit rpacc $1101 1381 plms 10 

~ 

I 



Friday, 5/24/96,2:02 P M  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 ofi Wednesday and Thursday, 5/29-30, to meet with you and anyone you 
designate to discuss your Avoidable Cost studies. I asked Frank to please call to confirm 
that this is okay because we are making the travel arrangements. 

Friday, 5/24/96,3:30 PM: Voice mail message from Neil Brown to Suzie Lavett: 

“Suzie, I know you are on the way home now but I wanted to let you h o w  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, 5i29-30, to 
discuss the BellSouth Avoidable Cost studies. We may bring one other person. Please 
make sure that BellSouth is ready for tlpt 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:OO AM on Thursday. You may leave me a 
voice mail at 404-810-7269. Have a great holiday week-end. Goodbye.” 

File: calls-24.doc 



$ 1  
/ , I  I FAX 

TO: Pam Nelson 

Phone 404 810-3100 
Fax Phone 404 810-3131 

PEMARKS; 0 Urgent 0 Foryourmview 

'am, 
Horn input 

Oalu, 05/28/96 

2 , Number Or pages indudinn cover sheet 

%OM: Suzm Levett 
BellSouth 
Telecommunications 

.ahone 404 529-7496 
Fax- 404420.0031 

4dd as first item in BST Position column just above Ekccrk I- 
BellSouth is prepared to provide AT&T with a level of service and ~ u d i  of service that 
is compatabk to the service and quality provided to Bellsouth's end u r n .  As such, 
EST proposals regarding pre-service ordering, ordering and provisioning are designed ta 
meet that commitment. 

BellSouth's original proposed ED1 availability date of August 1,1996, was amended to 
September 1,1996, to accomodate AT&Ts schedule. 

Pursuant to Section 251(c)(4)(A) of the Act. BellSouth has a duty to offer for resale its 
retail telecommunications services. The operator services at issue here are sold at retail 
as a part of residential or business services. Therefore. it is appropriate for  BellSouth to 
bill intralATA charges to its end users, including collect. etc., calk at its rates. It is also 
appmpriats far BellSouth to bill intraLATA applicable charges to A?&l'8 ond usom to the 

W to the S.tvlco Ordning prouulng and Ptovkloning: "Status" 

Collect, third number, etc., calls - Change 8ST Position to read 

ATaT resale account at the discount rate where appropri ate. 
offzza 



I IXC PIC Change - EST Position 

I Add to the first bullett which ends with *via BST"s mechanized CARE interface.": 
BST considers this to be a reasonable conditiin or limitation of its offer of services I available for resale. 



. . . 1 _  . _ _  

@ SELLSOUTH 
May 28, 1996 - 
Sue Ray 
AT&T Local Semice Negotiator 
Room 12N04 
Promenade I1 
1200 Peachtrec St. NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Dear Sue: 

In response to your concerns with AT&T incurring charm for the Diskette Analyzer Bill 
(DAB) software, that charge is a standard fee fw the service and ia applicable to rIl DAB 
users. Magnetic Tape Billing is also available but would require programming on AT&T'I 
part to pull the data as needed. Then is no charge for the magnetic tape ifno other billing 
media (paper) ir required. 

With respect to AT&T's possible need for additiod iafonnation on the CLUB Summay 
bill, BellSouth has no p l m  to incorporate DAB-like reports in its CLUB Summary 
process. 

Sincerely, 



/- 

May 28, 1996 

TO: VaISapp+ 

FROM: Dottie L 

RE: E911 

Following are some items from our May 16th conference call that I would like to review 
in more detail: 

1. For Total Service Resale (TSR), how will BellSouth handle updatednew 
customer input to the ALVDMS 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 providmg Master Street Address Guide (MSAG) data initially and 
on-going. 

4. Who are the Public Safety Answering Point contacts for E91 1 

As discussed via voice mail, I have time scheduled Thursday, May 30 or Friday, May 3 1 
to go over these items. Please confirm your availability as soon as possible. I can be 
reached at (404) 810-3124. 



- - -- 
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Room 1 2 ~ 5 4  Pamela A Nelson 
Districl Manager Promenade II 

1200 Peachtree SI NE Access Supplier Management 

Atlanta. GA 30309 
May 19,1996 404 810-3100 

Sude Lavett HAM) DELIVERED 
BellSouth 
RoomE5G 3535 Colonnade Parkway 
Birmingham, Alabama 35243 

Dear Suzie: 

Re: RSAG-PISIMS Agreement 

Anached am our suggested revisions to this agrement Pleasemdmtaud AT&T intends this agreement is to 

be effective only during our negotiations phase for purposes ofjoint development and operational testing 

Accordingly, AT&T has largely accepted the terms and conditions proposed by Bellsouth for this intaim 

period Our wecuting this agreement should not bc conmued as "buy-in" for purpogs ofncgotiating OUT 

ultimate interconnection agreunent which wiU include appropriate terms and conditions for acccsding B A G  

and P / s m  informafioe 

Finally please give me your asmame that Bell- is treatiq AT&T on the samc basis as it treats itself and 

the other local exchange carrias for puqmes ofacassingRSAGaudP/SIMS information. Thank you. 

P 



Revisions to Agreement for Reordering Momtion 

1. At 4.01, changc last sentence to read - The Local Exchange Company may contest o n W  own, or 
may have BST co-htest with the imposing jurisdiction, at the Local Exchange Compauy's cqeasc, any 
such taxes thattheLacal Exchaugc Company deems are impmperlylevied 

2. At V. TERM OF AGREEMENT - substitute -This Agreement shall continue in &ect until it is 
replacedbyprwisions incorporatedin an Interconnection Agreunmt nowbeingnegotiatedbythepalties 
under the Telemmmunicationr, Act of 19%. During the pendency ofthe negotiations, this Agreement 
may be termhated by the Looll Exchange Company upon at least thirty (30) days prior writtennotice to 
BST. AU obligations ofthe parties innuTed prior to the tCrmiaatondate shall swivetexmum . 
Agnuomt 

indemnification and savc llarnlh obligation shall apply only to direct damages which an proven and 
Shal l  not applytofircumstaaas resulting from any negliguux of BST, its Agmts, Scmuts, Employees or 
othas; anQ p m i w  liuttla, that such- ' ' nandsavcbarmlessobligationiscxp~ 
conditioned on the following (i) that AT&T shall be d a i  in wdtingpmntptly ofany such claim or 
demaad, (i) that AT&T shall have sole control ofthe dcfmse ofany actionox suchclaim or dmumd and 
of all negotiations for its settluncnt or compromise; and that (iii) BST shall woperatc with ATBT in a 
reasonablewaytofacilitatethesntlementordefenscdsuchdaimordrmand 

4. At 8.03, append the foUohg -which apprwal sball not be umaonably delayed or withheld 

'onoftbis 

3. At W. LIMITATON OF LIABILsry - md& following -pmvidcd, ~OWWCS, that SUA 

5. At 8.04, subaim "and" for 'which". 

6. At 8.05, append the following-ad the parties a g m  to immediately negotiate replacemnt hguage 
for the invalid ox Unmtoraabk prwisions. 

7. At 8.08, following %thhcld", add "or dehyd" and substitute the following -prwidcd, bowevcr, that 
either party may, without the othr's co11scllf assign this Agccmcntto aneutityownedinwhctcor in 
part by that pariy, or by one or mon dits dirst orindinct mhidk iq  andmaysubammathe 
perfoImana dany dits obligations hcmmda. 



AGREEMENT FOR PREORDERINO INFORMATION 

This Agreement. effective as of , 1996. is entend into 
by and between BellSouth Telecommunlcatlons. Inc. ("EST"), a Georgia 
corporatbn, and ("Local Exchange Company"). 

Whereas, in consideration of the mutual covenants, agreements and 
obligations set forth below, the parties hereby agree as folkws: 

1. SCOPE 

This Agreement sets forth the terms and conditions under which Local 
Exchange Company will access and u s e  certain proorderling information stored 
in BSfs  Regional Street Addras Ouide (RSAG) data base and! in fibs extradcd 
from the ProducWSenriCer Information Management System (PISIMS) data 
base. 

11. DEFINITIONS 

2.01. RSAG Infomation - RSAG lnfonnatlon is information obtainad from me - 
Regional Stmet Addma Guide (RSAO). For purpmes of this Agreement RSAG 
Infomation Q limited to indhridual customer locati#llsddmas data and 
associated serving central office WtcJtes. Data from RSAG can be associated 
with PlSIMS fila data to determine feature and service a v a W i i  and to identify 
pmvbioning carriers. Information in RSAO is accwrad wing a combination of 
the following indicators: a valid street addres8, previous tekphsn number, 
previous customer name, deaaipth address (ag., John Hancock Center). or a 
valid community name and state. 

2.02. PISIMS Informatm . - P/SIMS Information is inWmaUon obtained from the 
Products/Wvices Informath Man- System (PISIMS). Far purposes of 
this Agreement PBIMS Infometion is limitad to sewice/f&un availability (by 
central omce) and a listing of canienr providing interlAlA and (where applicable) 
intraLAlA wvices. 

2.03. NPA - Numbering Plan Area b an area code. Tha NPA is the primay 
code which identifh 
a spec& end user address. 

central office switch providing k a l  exchange service to 

2.04 NXX - NXX is a secondary central ofke cod.. In combination with the 
NPA it pmidea an identifier for each EST central office switch. 

Ill. RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTIES 



P 

3.01. EST will prwidc Local Exchange Company with access on a real tim 
basis to RSAG Infomtii .  Local Exchange Company may use RSAG 
Information to obtain the primary NPNNXX of the associated central w. 
RSAG is a 24x7 application: however. batch processing will necessitate p e w s  
of system unavailability during the morning hours. BST shall endeavor to 
maintain a satisfactory response time. Depending M the aceuracy and twel of 
detail of input data. =me transactions will complete In fiffcan (15) seconds per 
query or leas. EST shall have no liability to Local Exchange Company for a 
reqxme time exceding this parameter. 

3.02. BST will provide Local Exchange Company with access to data files 
containing PlSlMS Information. A separate data file will be prepared for each 
stam contained in BSTs nine-dato servica territory. Access to PISIMS 
Information will be provided through a data transmission line. The data 
transmission line may be obtained from BST pursuant to the provis i i  of t a m  
filed in each state jurisdiction sewed by BST. Using the data transmission line. 
Local Exchange Company will haw the capability of downbading PlSlMS 
Informatiin into computer f a c i l i  over which Local Exchange Company 
exemisas dominion and contra). PISIMS Information Wlobk to Lacd 
Exchange Company through this amngement includes, but is not liitod to. a 
listing of services and featurea avdable by central allies and a l i n g  of 
inbrtATA camfen and (where applkabb) intmLATA carriers sanring each 
central office. BST will update PISIMS Information a minimum of one time per 
week; how-, Locat Exchange Company may peffofm downloading of PlSlMS 
Information atwhatevefmwllcy it deems appropriot.. 

3.03. Local  Exchange Company will obtain from BST a security card featuring a 
unique password identification w h i i  will be changed parioditaliy by BST. A 
nonrecurring charge of One Hundred (SlOO.00) Ddlrn WAl be applied to each 
secunty card pravidd, including duplicate6 furnished to additional usen or 
furnished as a ~plaehment of last or stolen cardr. 

3.04. Local Exchange Company acknawbdges that RSAG Infarmatian and 
PISIMS lnformrrtlon obtained pursuant to mk Agrwmm k provided fw th. 
limited purposes of facilitating the establishment of new cwtomer accounts and 
idenMylng s e w m  and Mums available in BST central offices. Local 
Exchange Compsny agrees that it will not jdl w othmwk? transfer RSAO 
Information andlor PlSlMS InCormstlon to any third party for any purpose 
whatsoever without the prior mitten consent of BST. 

IV. FEE3 FOR SERVICE AND TAXES 
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taxes an EST's income) determined by BST or any taxing authority to be due to 
any federal, state or local taxing jUflsdidOn with respect to the provision of the 
servlcea set forth herein will be Paid by the Local Exchange Company. The 0 
Local Exchange Company shall have the right to have BST contest with the 
imposing jurisdiction. at the Local Exchange Company's expense. any such 
taxes that the Local Exchange Company deem are improperly levled. 

4.02. Local Exchange Company hereby acknowledges that future market 
conditlons may increase EST's provisioning costs and necessitate a charge or 
charges for the sewices provided pursuant to this Ageemant. Should EST in its 
sob judgment determine to assess a charge or charges for the sewices 
described herein, BST will provide Local Exchange Company with a minimum of 
ninety (90) daw' prior written notice of this determination, said notice to include a 
statement of me exact charge or charge8 to ba applied by BST. 

v. TERM OF AGREEMENT 

@ This Agreement shall continue in effect until terminated by eithetr party 
upon at least thirty (30) days' prior written notice to the other party. All 
obligations of the parties incurred priw to the termination data shaU sunrive 
termination of thk Agmement. 

. 

VI. DISCLAIMER OF WARRANTIES 

8 03. BST does not warrant that sewices provided under thb Agreement will be 
uninterrupted or emr free. In tha event of interruptions, delays, emm or othef 
failure of the sewieu. BSTs obligation shall be limited to using reasonable 
efforts under the drcumstencer to reatore the se-. BST shaU have no 
obligation to retrieve or reconstruct any mesmges or data which may be lost or 
damaged. Local Exchange Company is responsible far providi back-up for 
data deemed by Lots1 Exchmge Company to be n e u m a f y  to 'b owfatiom. 

8.02. THE SERVICES ARE PROVIDED "AS lal. BST MAKES NO 
WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMWED, Wrm RESP€CT to THE SERVICES, 
INCLUDlNG BVT Not UMmO TO ANY WARRANW 09 
MUICHANTAWUTY OR FffwESS FOR A PARTICULAR WRPosQ WHICH 
WARRANTIES ARE HEREBY EXPRESSLY MSCUlYCR 

VII. LIMITATION OF LUEKm 

In no event will EST be liable to Local Exthang. Company or any third 
party for indirect. inddenntsl, special 01 t0nerquenti.l domogw u i r i  out of w in 
conncctlon with the services provided under this AgfuemMt, including but not 
limited to losses or damages for any 1681 pfofils. errors or omissbncr in data, lost 
data or bat or delayed messages. whether caused by B 8 f r  n e g m  or other 

3 



legal fault. Owen if BSf has been advised of the passibility of such dmages. 
EST shall be indemnmed and saved hamkss by Local Exchange Company from 
all such craino asserted by third parties which arise, directly or ndirsttiy. from 
B S f r  proviriin of sewices to Local Exchange Company under this 4 r m ~ n t  
or from any act 01 omissbn of Local Exchan e Company in connection with the 
services ~nrrided under this Agreement. 6 
VIII. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

8.01. It is understood and agreed by the parties that 6Sf may provide similar 
sewices to other companies. 

8.02. All temu, conditions and operations undef this Agreement shall be 
performed in accordance with, and subject to, all applicsbb local, state or federal 
legal and regulatory tarifh. rulings. and other requirements of the federal courts, 
the U.S. Department of Justice and state and federal regulatory agemks. 
Nothing in this Agreement shell be construed to cauae either pady to wiMQ any 
such tegal or regulatory requirement and either party's oblisptkn to pwbrrn shall 
be S u b j e  to all such requirements. 

8.03. Local Exchange Company agrees to submit to RST all sdvsrthing, sak i  
P 

' press releases, and o t ~  publicity mattsn relating to t ~ i  ~ g d  
u E 2 k T s  corponta or trade n m ,  @os. t r a m b  or maw or 
those of BSTs affiliated companies am mentioned w language from which the 
connection of said names or trademarks therewith may be inlhned of implied; 
and Local Exchange Cornpony further agrees nat to publbh o( u8e such 
advettising, sales prmotions, pnrsb mass$. or publiccty matters without BSTr 

@ e  prior written approval. 
W 

8.04. thia Agnammt constllutea the entire agreunern ktmrcr L d  
Exchange Company and BSTv&&supemedw an prior agmn#nb or 
contracts, oral or written rapres~totians, statements, negoWom 
understandings, propowls md undertakings with respect to the subject matkr 
hemof. 

8.05. Ex- as expressly provided in this Agreement, i f  any part d this 
Agreement Is Md orcoI#tNbd to be invalid or una.nfora.blr. tho wnkdi iof  any 
other section ofthis Agreement shall remain in fuW f o m  and ecled to the extent 
permiorblo or appmprirts in further an^^ of the intent d thh @ 
8.06. Neither party shall be held liabb for any delay ot falhue in p#lormancr, of 
any parl ofthis Agreement for any caw l#yond ib control and without it8 fauH 
or negligence, such as acts of God, ectr of civil or miMay ruthwity, 
mguktions. embargoes, epktemks, war. tcrnorist acts. riob. insunsctknr. firer, 
expbsions, earthquakes. nudeer accidenb, floodr. St&m.  POW^ bladrwts. 

4 
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volcanic adon. other ma]or environmental disturbonees, unusually sevem 
weather conditions, inability to secure products or services of omer persons or 
transportatlon fac i l i i ,  or acts or omissions of transportatian common carriers. 

8.07. This Agreement shell 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 tfanractbns hereunder shalt be governed by the domestic law 
of such State. 

8.08. The rights and obligations of either pa 
otherwise transferred without the prior 4@ consent of the other party. which 
eonsent shall not be unreasonably withh provided, however, that BSf may, 
without L d  Exchange Company‘s consent, assign this Agreement to an enMy 
owned in whde or in part by 6Sf Or by one or more of its dbed or indinrd 
subsidiaries, and may subcantnrct the performsnca of any of its obligetian8 
hereunder. 

8.09. The section headings used herein are far con~eniena only, and shaH not 
be deemed to constitute integral provisions ofthis Agreement. 

y not be assigned of 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parttes have executed this Agrsamsnt by . 
their duly authorized npmentatives in d u p l i  counterparts. each of w h i i  lo 
deemed an orlginal. 

Local Exchange Company: 

By: 

Name: 

Title: 

BST 

By: 

NaflW: 

T i  



To: Andre Mule, Pam Nelson, Jay Bradbury. Gwen Davenporte 

Message from Keith Milner, May 29, 1996,4:03pm 
r' 

Hi Pam, good afternoon, this is Keith Milner with BellSouth, it's a few minutes before 4 on 
Wednesday afternoon; and I did get your message earlier today about our technical meetings. 
Apparently there's been some change in direction, I'm not sure that I understand all the details. I 
understand that there will be a discussion at the 300 meeting this afternoon and I 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 I call 
unbundled routing is to suspend its work that it had only begun so I 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 I get direction from Scott or the outcome of 
that meeting this afternoon, whichever. I know this is a little vague but I'm telling you as much as 
I 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 Ws not made clear in the meeting 
or during the conference call then I will call you after that and we'll talk about that tomorrow. Pam, 
I 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 I'm on 529-5489. Thank you. 

P 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

cc: 

Subject: 

NEBROWN[SMTP:poscotch!NEEROWN@rondo] 
Wednesdav Mav 7Q IQQR ?.?I? PM . . , ____, , . --, . - - - - .- - . . . . 
poscotch!CUMN/INGS; poscotch!GUEDEL; poscotch!JAKING; poscotch!LEHNERTZ; 
poscotchrMHARPER; poscotch!WAKING; poscotchhwkendall 
ooscotch!DRIPLEY: Doscotch!NEBROWN: aoscotch!PANELSON: oochariotlbzacharv. 

, s  ~ ~~~ . _ ~  ..___ ~~ ~~ ~ . r . ~  ~ ~ 

pochariot!rasul; attmail!crafton; attmail!gregan: atbnait!lerma; attmail!lgamgw!ajmule; 
attmail!lgarngw !follensb; attmail!lgamgw!krncneely ; attmail!lgamgw!lcecil; atbnail!lgamgwlrbriney; 
attmail!lgamgw!sanderso; attmail!rhshurter. attmail!tye: cs at11 laugier; csgatll !bjenkins; 
csaatll!dberaer: csaattl!icarroll; csaatll!rnfawzi: csaatll!r&ter: csaatll!rcavallo: . -  
t a i l  200a!gwker; law1 ZbOa!wineg%d; Igamgw!welkon ' 
Haffield Model: Cost Basic Network 

Q ... 

METHOD.PPT METHOD2PPT TSLRICBS.XLS 

Team: 

I have buiit off of Brend Kahn's "Method slides and edited them to suit my 
use. You may do the same. 

Jeff and Karen, I would like to fill in the numbers for Slide 2 and create 
alternate slides for SprinVUnited 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 possible and let Jim share it with Scott Schaefer. Following that, 
t would like to populate TSLRIC for GTE. then SprinVUnited to help support 
RaSut Damji and Bette Zachary. 

Thanks. 

Neil Brown 

/-- 

Page I 



AT&T UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS 
TSLRIC PRICE PROPOSAL 

Loop Distribution 

17. Tandem Switching 

TSLRlCBS.XLS 



Southern Region - BellSouth 

Hatfield Model TSLRIC study of a basic network line 
Alabama $ 
Florida $ 
Georgia $ 
Kentucky $ 
Louisiana $ 
Mississippi $ 
No Carolina $ 
So Carolina $ 
Tennessee $ 



Network Elements 

Loop Transport 
1. Distribution 6. Dedicated 
2. Concentration 7. Common 
3. Feeder 8. Tandem Switching 

w Switching Signaling 
Operator Systems 9. Link 

10. Signal Transfer Point 
11. Service Control Point 



TSLRIC Model Methodology 

Model Estimates TSLRIC of eleven unbundled network 
functions 

rn 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 

rn Adjusted to incorporate some assumptions made in Benchmark 
Cost Model (BCM) 
* Developed jointly by LECs and IXCs - US West, NYNEX, MCI and Sprint 



I 

TSLRIC Model Methodology - 
Data Sources 

~ 

rn 1994 Statistics of Common Carriers 
* Switched Traffic for all services 
* Switched and Special Access Lines 

1990 Census Data - Population Density by Census Tract 
* Census Tract Land Area 

rn Benchmark Cost Model 
* loop plant placement and materials costs 

rn Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) 



TSLRIC Model Methodology - 
Assu m pt ions 

BCM - Based 
rn Loop 

* Feeder is fiber and analog copper, digital loop carrier also 

* Distribution 100% copper 
used 

End Office Switching 
* 100% digital switching, 
* switch size varies by density range 

Hatfield Extension 
rn Transport 

* 100%fiber 
* all traffic is tandem-routed 



TSLRIC Model Methodology - 
Expenses 

Levelized Capital Costs 
* 10.5% overall return 
* state and federal taxes 
* depreciation lives by plant category 

* plant-specific operating expense based on relationship 

* 6% factor applied to represent variable corporate operations 

1 Operating Expenses 

between SOCC expenses and investment 

expense 



! 
The Cost of Basic Network 

Elements: 
Theory, Modeling and Policy 

I m pl i cations 

Neil E. Brown 

June, 1996 
(404) 810-7269 
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Before the 
=DER&' CO~C\~L%ICXTIONS COMMISSION 

Washngton, DC 20554 

) 
) CC Docket No. 96-98 
) 

AFFIDAVlT OF LEE L. AND PATRICIA D. K R A m  

1. our names ~ e e  L. Selwyn and Patricia D. K r a d ,  President and Vice 

hsident-Senior Economist, respectively, at Economics and Technology, lac. m. OW 

Statements of Qualifications appear as Attachments A and B to this atfidavit We submit this 
affidavit in reply to the Comments presented in response to the Commission's April 19, 19% 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM in CC Docket 9698, Implementation of the Locd 
Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "Act"). 

2. This affidavit addresses in parricular the claim made by Incumbent Local Exchange 

Companies (LEG) regarding their entitlement to recovery of historicai embedded costs in the 

rates charged competitors for interconnection and unbundled network elemcnu. A number of 
ILECs describe (but do not quantify) differences between historical embedded "revenue 

requirement" costl and the forward-looking Total Service Long Run Inawnentpl Cost 

(TSLRIC) of the services and facilities that the JLECs will k providing pursuant to Section 

251 of the Act, and arten that the failure to recover historical embedded costs wi l l  have 

deleteriotis effects upon the ILECs.' 

1. See. e.g., SBC Communications Comments at 8 9  Bell Atlantic Comments at 36; 
BellSouth Comments at 57; Ameritcch Comments at 68-70 sec also -davit of Rof. Jerry 
A. Hausman, attached to USTA Comments. para. 3-13. 



.Affidavit of Lee L. Seiu-yn and Patricia D. Kravtrn 
CC Docket 96-98 
Page 2 

. .  

3. In response to these argumenrs from the ILECs and USTA expen Hausman. we 

present specific empirical evidence from an ETI Study entitled Analysis of Incumbent LEC 
Embedded Investment: An Empirical Perspective on the "Gap" Between Hisroric Costs and 

Forward-looking T S W C  ("ETI Study"), which appears as Attachment C to this Nidavit. Io 
particular. the I37 Study examines criticidly the notion, implicit in the arguments raised by 

the LLECs. that their books reflect a relatively large base of old, obsolete plant, acquired 

under pre-competitive conditions at a high cost relative to cumnt prices, which the ILECs 

assen explains the divergence between ILEC accounting books and TSLRIC. 

4. Although En's empirical analysis was oefessanly constrained by the limited 

availability of ILEC data, we nevertheless find that as a general proposition and convary to 
ILEC claims arid other "conventional wisdom." the existence of a "gap" between historical 

embedded costs and TSLRIC results C M M ~  be ascribed to the obsolescence or (relative to 
cumnt prices) high cost of plant put in place to satisfy basic service demand as part of any 

explicit or implicit pre-competition regulatory bargain unposed upon the LEO. Rather, a 

pnmary driver of ILEC plant additions and retirrmcnu over the past few yean was related to 

and motivated by the ILEW pursuit of othet stratepc business goals and positioning for 

entry into new linu of business. 

5.  As desaikd firaher below. the analyses presented in the El7 Study providt specific 
empirical evidcnce dcmonsnating that: 

i 

The majority of plant carried on the ILECs' books is relatively new, having ken 
acquired during the 1990s - a timt period in which fundamcnul regulatory changes. 
,competitive inroads. and corresponding strategic rrsponse~ were clearly king 
contemplated and addressed by the U C s ;  



.&ifiaavir of Lee L. Selwyn and Patricia D. Kravrin 
CC Docket 96-98 
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In the aggregate, newer vintage plant 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 competitive local exchange market environment, the ILECs 

will have replaced or retired vimally all categories of their pre- 1990 embedded base 

of plant that has become economically andor technologically obsolete; 

Of the plant acquired since January 1. 1990 that now constitutes the majority of the 

LLECs' 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 suppon growth in basic service demand over this period, 

A large portion of the older (i.e.. pre-1990) vintage plant re-g on the Ucs' 
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 an likely to k greazer than 
the original (historic) acquisition cost. 

6. In addition, the 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. 

ILEC involvueent in the myktt for advanced Cenmx-type services which. unlike 

POTS seMces, required the w of digital (as distinct from analog) central office 
switches. may have motivated the unnecessarily early repkement of analog central 
office switching plant and the massive overconsuuction of outside plans 
i 

ILEC effons 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 orhenvise would have been required to provision basic local 

O<f21oC? 



exchange senice, and appears to ovenvhelm simple growth in basic local exchange 

line demand as a principal capital investment dnver: 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. 

The foregoing statements are true and comct to the best of our knowledge, information 

and belief. Executed on May a 1996. 

.- 

PATRICIA D. KRAVTIN 

.- 
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DR. LEE L. SELWYN 
~ 

Dr. Lee L. Selwyn has  been actively involved in the telecommunications field for moE 
than twenty-five years. and is an internationally recognized authority on telecommunications 
regulation, economics and public policy. Dr. Selwyn founded the fm of Economics and 
Technoloey, Inc. in 1972. and has served as its President since that date. He received hs 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 and a 
Bachelor of Am degree with honors in Economics from Queens College of the City University 
of New York 

Dr. Selwyn has testified as in expert on rate design. service cost analysis, form of 
regulation. and other telecommunications policy issues in telecommunications regulatory 
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 behalf of commercial organizarions, non-profit institutions. as well as 
local, state and federal 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, Conndcut, 
California, Delaware. Maine, Massachwm, New Hampshire, Vermont, New Mexico, Wmnsin 
and Washington Srate, the Office of Telecommunica~ions Policy (Executive Office of the 

'on. the Fedenl Resident). the National Telecommunications and Information Adrnmmaa 
Communications Commission. the Canadian Radio4evision and Telecommunications 
Commission, thc United Kingdom Office of TeIecommuniEations, and the Seaetaria de 
Comunicaciones y trans pone^ of the Republic of Meuco. He has also served as an advisor on 

'onadthe 
Ad Hoc Telaommmhtions Usus  Commintc, as well as to a number of major corporate 
telecommunications users, informarion services prowdcn. paging and cell& carriers, and 
specialized access services carriers. 

. .  

telecommunications regulatory matters to the Intemauoarl Communications Asxmatl . 

Dr. Selwyn has presented testimony as an invited witness before the U.S. Housc of Repre- 
sentatives Subcornmiate on Telecommunications. Consumer Protection and F i i  and before 
the U.S. Saute Judiciary Commiacc. on subjecu dealing with rrJmuxuriag and deregulation of 
portions of thc telecommunications iadusay. 

rd- 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 
researrh on the economic effects of telephone rate svucnm.s upon the computer timt sharing 
industry. This work was conducted at Harvard University's Program on Tahnology and Society. 
where he was appointed as a Research Associare. Dr. Selwyn was also a member of the faculty 
at the College of Business Administration at Boston University from 1968 until 1973. whue he 
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taught courses in economics. finance and management informarion sysrems. 

Dr. Selwyn has published numerous papers and articles in professional and trade journals 
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'' 
National T u  J o u t - ~ l .  Vol. XX, No.4, December 1967. 

"Pricing Telephone Terminal Equipment Under Competition" 
Public Utilin'es Fortnightly, December 8,  1977. 

"Deregulation, Compedfion. and Regulatory Responsibility in the 
Telecommunications Industry" 
Presented a! the 1979 Rate Smposiwn on Problems of Regulated Indwtries - 
Sponsored by: The Amcrican University, Foster Associates, Inc.. Missom. 
Public Service Commission, University of Missom'-Columbia, Kansas City, 
MO. February 11 - 14, 1979. 

"Sifting Out the Economic COSU of Terminal Equipment Services" 
Telephone Engineer and Management. October IS, 1979. 

"Usage-Sensitive Pricing" (with G. F. Bonon) 
(a three part series) 
Telephony. January 7, 28. February 11, 1980. 

"Perspectives on Usage-Sensitive Pricmg" 
Public Utilities Formightly. May 7, 1981. 

"Diversification, Dercpulation, and Increased Uncertainty in the Public Utility 
Industries" 
Comments Presented at the Thirteenth Annual Conference of the INNurr of 
Pvblic Uti'litlu. Wfiamsburg. VA - December 14 - 16, 1981. 

"Loul Telephone F'cicing: Is There a Better Way?; The Cosu of LMS Exceed 
its Benefits: a Report on Raxnt U.S. Experience." 
Pmcccdings ofa conference held at MontrenL Quebec - Sponsored by 
Canadkn Radio-Televi.sion and Telecommunicariorr, Commirsion and The 
Centre for the Study of Regdated Industries, McGill Univers&v. May 2 - 4. 
1984. 

"Long-Run Regulation of AT&T A Key Element of A Competitive 
Telecommunications Policy" 
Tekmatics. August 1984. 

.- 
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"Is Equal Access an Adequate Justification for Removing Resuicrions on BOC 
Diversification?" 
Presented ur rhe 'I&ure of Public Utiliriez €ighreenth Annual Conference, 
Williamsburg. VA - December 8 - 10, 1986. 

".Marker Power and Competition Under an Equal Access Environment" 
Presented at rhe Sirteenth Annual Conference, "Impact of Deregularion and 
Market Forces on Public Llrilirzes: The Future Role of Regularion" 
Inrtimte of Public Utilities, Michigan Stare University, Williamsburg. VA - 
December 3 - 5,  1987. 

"Contestable Markets: Theory vs. Fact" 
Presented at the Conference on Curren! lssues in Telephone Reguhxbm: 
Dominance and Cost Allocation in Interexchange Markxs - Center for k g a l  
and Reguhrory Sxudies Deparanent of Managemnx Science and Inf0-n 
Systems - Gridware School of Buiness. University of T e r n  ar Austin. October 
5,1987. 

"The Sources and Exercise of Market Power in the Market for Interrxchangt 
Telecommunicarions Services" 
Presented ax the Nineteenth Annual Conference - "Altema!ives to T r d x i o d  
Regularion: Options for Reform" - Instirwe of Public UtiUies, Michigan Stare 
University, Williamsburg, VA, December, 1987. 

"Assessing Market Power and Competition in The TelccomrrmniCations 
Industry: Toward an Empirical Foundation for Regulatory Reform" 
Federal Communicarionr Low Jolournol Vol. 40 N u n  2. April 1988. 

"A Penpective on Rice Caps as a Substitute for Traditional Revenue 
Rcquimmnts Reguiation" 
Presented at the Twentieth Annul Conference - "New Regulawv Concepts, 

University, W-, VA, December. 1988. 

""be Sustainability of Competition in Light of New Technologies" (with D. N. 
Townscnd and P. D. Knvtin) 
Presented at rh Twentieth Annual Conference - I N d a w  of Public Urilitiu 
Michigan Stare Universiiy, W-burg, VA. Derrmkr. 1988. 

"Adapdng Tekcom Regulation to Industry chaage: Promoting Development 
Without Compromising Ratepayer Protection" (with S. C. Luadquist) 

ISSWS md ~ Z 9 k S "  - ~ ~ ' W  Of Public ul i&kS.  Mkhl'gan StOrr 

I E E  ComrmCnicatiOnr Magazine, January, 1989. 
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"The Role of Cost Based Pricing of Telecommunications Services in the .4ge 
of Technology and Competition'' 
Presented at National Regulatory Rezearch Insritute Conference, Seatle. July 
20, 1990. 

"A Public GoodPrivate Good Framework for Identifying POTS Objectives for 
the Public Switched Network (with Patricia D. Kravrin and Paul S. Keller) 
Columbus, Ohio: National Regularory Research Instirure, September 199 1. 

"Telecommunications Regulation and lnfrattructurc Development: Alternative 
Models for the PubliJPrivatc Pannership" 
prepared for the Economic Symposium of the Inrernarional Telecommunicm'ons 
Union Europe Telecom '92 .Conference, Budopest, Hungary, October 15, 1992. 

"Efficient Infrasmcture Development and the Local Telephone Company's 
Role in Competitive Industry Environment" Presented ut rhe Twenry-Founh 
Annun1 Conference. Inm'tute of Public Utilities, Gr&e School of Business, 
Michigan Stare Universiiy, "Shifing Bow~&ries between Regulation and 
Competirion in Telecommunicarionr and Energy", Wfiamsburg. VA, December 
1992. 

"Measurement of Telecommunications Productivity: Methods. Applications and 
Limitatioos" (with Frausoisc M. Clones) 
Presented ot Organisation for Economic Coopcrarion a d  Development, 
Working Parry on Telecommunication and Information Services Policies. '93 
Conference "De jkhg  Performunce Indicarors for Competii?ve 
T e k c o ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ U a t i o m  Markrtc", Pa&. France, F e b m  8-9. 1993. 

"Market Failure in "Open" Telecommunications Networks Defining tht New 
"Natural Monopoly" 
Presented at the T& Michigan Conference on Public U&y Economics, 
Western Michigan Univcniry, Kulamazoo. Michigan, March 26, 1993. 

" T c h d d o n s  Investment and Economic Development: Achieving 
&%iency and balance among competing public policy and staLeholder 
iofcr#rs" 
P m d  at the 105th ANurol Convention and Regulatory SymposirCm 
N&nal Associorion of Regulatory Utility Commicsionm, New Yo* 
November 18. 1993. 
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"The Potential for Competition in the Market for Local Telephone Services" 
(with David N. Townsend and Paul S. Keller) 
Presented at the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
Workshop on Telecommunication Infrasrructure Cornperition. 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 Bottleneck Monopoly Power and the Local Exchange 
Carriers," (with Susan M. GUly.  et al) a report prepand by ETI and Hatfield 
hswiates. Inc. for AT&T, MCI and CompTel. February 1994.' 

"Commercially Feasible Resale of Local Telecommunicatiom Services: ~n 
Essenxiaf Step in the Transition to Effective Local Competition." (Susan M. 
Gatcly, et al) a report prepared by ETI for AT&T. July 1995. 

"Efficient Public Investment in Telecommunications Lnfrasuucture" 
kurd Economics, Vol 71, No.3. August 1995. 

"Market Failure in Open Telecommunications Networks: hefining the new 
natural monopoly," in Networks, Infrastructure, ond the New Tiask for 
Regulotion, by Werner Sichel and Donal L. Alexander. e&.. University of 
Mchigan Press, 19%. 

Dr. Selwyn has been an invited spcaker at numerous seminars and c o d d  on 
telecommunications regulation and policy. including meetings and workshops sponsored by the 
National Telecommunications and I n f o d o n  AdmmisUalion. the National Asscciion of 
Regulatory Utility Commissionas. thc U.S. General Services Administration, the Institute of 
Public Utilirics at Michigan Staoe University, thc National Regulatory Research Insritute at Ohio 
State University. the Hannrd Univusity Program on Information Ranma policy. the Columbia 
University Institute for Tele-Information, th International Communications Arcociaton, th Tele- 
communications Ass4clpn ' '0% the Westun conference of Public Service Commissionen. at the 
New England, Md-AmeriCa Southern and Western regional PUUPSC conferences, as well as 
at numerous confaeaces and workshops sponsored by individual regulatory agencies. 
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PATRICU D. K U V T I N  
.. 

Patricia D. Kravtin 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- 
& s u i 4  Organization, Government Regulation of Industry, and Urban and Regional Economics. 
while at M.1.T.. Ms. Kravtin performed research for the Sloan School of Management and the 
joint Center for Urban Studies of M.I.T. and Harvard. Her own empirical work has centered on 
multiproduct indusrries and has included econometric estimation of multiproduct cost functions 
and measurement of product-specific economies of xale and economies of joint production. 

white in Washington, D.C., his. Kravtia gained valuable insight into the regulatory pro- 
cess performing research and policy analysis at the United States Depanmcnt of Commerce, the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. and the Private Radio Bureau of the F M  am- 
munications Commission. 

Since joining ETI in 1982, Ms. Kravtin has been actively involved in telecommuni&ns 
regulatory proceedings in state jurisdictions throughout the country and har frequently testi6ed 
as an expert wirncss before regulatory commissions. ,MS. Kravtin has testified before the Rhodc 
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, th 
Delaware Public Service Commission, the Georgia Public SvVice Commission, the Tcmcssce 
Public Service Commission, the New Hampshire Public Utility Commission, the New Jcrsey 
Board of Regulatory Commissioners. tbe Arkansac Public Senice Conmission, tbe Knnsv 
Corporation Commission, and the California Public c'ul~tiet Commission. Ms. Kravtin hu atso 
testified as an expert wimeu in anti-trust litigation befae  rhc United Statcs Disnia Court for the 
Eastern Dismct of Tennessee at Grccncville. 

n 

Ms. Kravtin's assignmenu have involved ttu analysis of both rptc design awl revenue 
requirements issues. She has performed analyses of VMW cost methodologies used by telephone 
companies to detamw ' costs and set rates, and economcuic demand models used to develop 
estimates of rrprrssion and nimulndon of dcmand as a result of price changes. She has conducted 
numerous anal- of the costs and kncfia of local muuurrd ha. 

B&. Kravtin has also ken involved in the analysis of issues relating to telephone comprny 
modedat ion expenditures and plant utilizatian. Ms. Kravrin has presented teJtimony on the 
subject of i&aSfUCNdplant modemhtion before the Ohio General Assembly senate Select 
Comminee on telecommunications Infrasaucn~~ and Ttchnology and the New Jersey Senate 
Transportation and Public Utility Committee. 
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P More recently. Ms. Kravtin has gained extensive expenise in the area of video and multi- 
media information service mukets. .Ms. Kravtin has submitted nimerous filings before the FCc 
concerning the economics of video dialtone investment andlor VDT tariffs proposed by New 
Jersey Bell, Pacific Bell. ..2mentech. Sourhem Xew England Telephone. US West. G E ,  Bell 
Atlantic. BellSouth. NYNEX. Pt~eno RKO Telephone Company and Carolina Telephone in over 
25 Section Z 14 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." prepand for 
Unitel, submined as evidence before the Canadian Radio-television and 
Telecommunications Commission, March 1995. 

"A Public Good/Private Good Framework for Identlfying Pots Objectives for the Public 
Switched Network" prepared for the National Regulatory Research Institute, Octokr 
1991; 

"The U S Tel~communications Infrasfrucntre and Economic Development," presented at 
the 18th Annual Telecommunications Policy Research Conference, Airlie. Vi&a 
October 1990, 

"An Analysis of Ouuide Plant Provisioning and Utilizatioa Practices of US West 
Communications in the Statt of Washington." prepand for the Washington Utilities and 
Transporwion Commission, March 1990; and 

"Telecommuuicacions Mod+mitaton: Who Pays?," prepared for the National Regulatory 
Research Institute. September 1988. 

Ms. Krawin has as0 been Mivcly involved in the analysis of issues relating specifically 
to industry structure. BOC market power and MFJ restrictiorrs, re%uory reform, price caps 

'ODs 

industry at borh the sure and federal level. Ms. Kravtin has served as an expat w i m u ~  in 
antitrust UICS involving BOC monopolization. She has co-authored uumcrous papn and rrpons 

regulation. afccss charges, and local and long-distance competition in the t c i c c o ~  ' 

pertaining to these isJucs These iadudc tb following: 

"Reply to X-Factor RoposoLF for the FCC Long-Term LEC Price Cap P k "  prepared for 
&e Ad Hoc Telwmmuni&ons User Committee, submitted in FCC CC Dockct %-1, 
March 1.1996. 

"Establishing the X-Factor for thc FCC Long-Tern LEC Price Cap Plan." prepad  for 
the Ad Hoc Telecommunications User Committee, submined in FCC CC Docket 94-1. 
December, 1995. C . i . r p  T- o@ %L-3 
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"Fostering a Competitive Local Exchange Market in New Jersey: Blueprint for 
Development of a Fair Playing Field." prepared for the Yew Jersey Cable Television 
.Association, January 1995. 

"The Enduring Local Bottleneck: Monopoly Power and the Local Exchange Carrien." 
February 1994. 

"A Note on Facilitating Local Exchange Competition." prepared for E.P.G.. November 
1991; 

"Testing for Effective Competition in the Local Exchange," prepand for the E.P.G., 
October 1991; 

"Report on the Status of Telecommunications Regulation. Legislation, and modernization 
in the states of Arkansas. Kansas, Miss~uri, Neb- Okiahoma and Texas." prepared 
for the Mid-America Cable-N 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. V i -  
ia, December 1988; 

"Industry Structure and Competition in Telecommunications Markers: An Empirical 
Analysis," presented at the Seventh International Conference of the International Telccom- 
munidoas Society ha, July 1988: 

"Market Strucnur and Competition in the Michigan TdccommUnicatioas Indumy," 
prepared for the Michigan Divcstiave Resurch Fund Board, A@ 1988; 

"Impact of ~ntemvc switched ACCCSJ chpp~ on Information semi- ~ o v i d a ~  - 
Analysis of lnitipt Comments." submiDed in FCC CC Docket No. 87-215. oaokz 26. 
1987; 

"An Economic Analysis of thc Impact of Inumarc Switched Accesr Qatge Trratment 
on Infomation Mce Providers," submiad in FCC CC Docket No. 87-215, September 
24, 1987, 

"RegnMoa and Tcchnological chnnge: Assesmeat of tht Natwe and Extent of CompC- 
tition From A Natuml Industy Stnrolrr PaJpective and Implications for Rceuluory 
Policy Options." prrparrd for tb State of New York in collabodon with tbe City of 
New Yo* February 1987; 

"Long-Run Regulation of AT&T A Key Element of a Competitive TelecommuniCatio~ 
Policy." Telcmatics. August 1984, 
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"BOC Market Power and MFJ Restrictions: A Critical Analysis of the 'Competitive 
Market' Assumption." submitted to the Department of Justice. July 1986; and 

"Economic and Policy Considerations Supponing Continued Regulation of AT&T." 
submitted in FCC CC Docket NO. 83-1 147. June 1984. 

MS. Kravtin attended George Washmgton University on an Honor Scholanhp wheR she 
received a B.A. with Distinction in Economics. She was elected to Phi Beta Kappa and Omicron 
Deita Epsilon in ncogn.iUon of hgh scholastic achievement in the field of Economics. Ms. 
Kravtin is a member of the American Economic Association. 
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ANALYSIS OF INCUMBENT LEC 
EMBEDDED INVESTMENT I Preface 

In its Norice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) adopted Apnl 19, 1996 in CC Dockt 
No. 96-98, the FCC’s proceeding on implementation of the local competition provisions in 
the Telecommunicurions Acr of 19% (the Act), the Commission sought commenL inter alia, 
on the empirical magnitude of the differences between historical costs incurred by incum- 
bent LECs (JLECs) 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 rarcs that 
ILECs would set for interconnection, collocation, and unbundled network elements.‘ In 
commenls submitted to the Commission, a number of E C s  (andlor their expens) assert 
that there is a sigdicant “gap” between historical embedded “revenue requirement” costs 
and the forward-looking Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost (TSWC) 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. 

F 

Economics and Technology, hc. (ETXJ was asked by AT&T to undertake an empirical 
analysis of the embedded investment of major ILECs to examine criticaUy the notion king 
advanced by the ILECs that they cany on their books a large base of 016 obsolete plant, 
acquired at a high cost relative to cumnt prices. Funbarnore, the ILECs claim that it is 
this old. obsolete phot thu is responsible for creating a divergence between their embedded 
costs and TSLRIC. This report summarinS the results of ETI’s analysis of ILEC embedded 
investment and the conclusions to be drawn therefrom Thts project was conducted under 
the overall dirrction of Dr. Lee L. Sdwyn and Patricia D. Krawin. Resident and Vice 
President4eaior Economist, respectively. at EII. Research and analytical support for this 
project was provided by Sonia N. Jorge. MiChad J. Dewinter. Paul S. Kclla. and Ire= V. 
Tunkel, d m. 

1. NPRh4.pan 144. 

2. Id 
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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 !he NPRM and in the Comments of the panics concerning the nature of 
L E C  investments and the "gap" between historical embedded COSU and TSLFX. Accar- 
dingly. we have concenrrated our attention. at least initially. on rhe ILECs owned by !he 
seven Regional Bell Holding Companies. Where data was available. we expanded !he 
analysis to include larger independent telephone companies, such as Southern New England 
Telephone Company ( s m .  addition, as a result of KCCenK wark in several proceedings 
before the California Public Utilities Commission, we have benefined 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 reprexntatk of mcs in general, into these results. Although .€TI'S 
empirical analysis was necessarily constrained by the limited availability of ILEC data, we 
believe that the resulu we have obtained arc representative across Tier 1 U C s .  

Economics and Technology, lac. 
Boston, Massachwns 

May 30, 1996 
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INTRODUCTION 
AND SUMMARY 

Purpose of this Study 

In the FCC’s Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in CC Docket No. 96-98 
regarding the Implementarion of the Local Cornperinon Provisions in the Telecommuni- 
carions Act of 1996, adopted April 19. 1996. the Commission seeks comment. inter alia, on 
the empirical magnitude of the differences between the historical costs incurred by 
incumbent local exchange carriers (ILEcs) (or histoncal revenue streams) and the forward- 
looking long-run incremental cost (LRIC)’ of the services and facilities they wil l  be 
providing pursuant to Section 251. The Commission funher asks to what excent incumbent 
local exchange caniers can “reasonably claim an enurlement to recover a ponion of such 
cost differences” in the rates set for interconnection, collocarion. and unbundled network 
elements.’ 

In comments siibmitted to the Commission. the U C s  (andor their expens) describe 
(but do not quantify) differences between historical embedded “revenue requirrmnt“ costs 
and the forward-looking Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost CSLRIC) of the services 
and facilities that the lLECs will be providing pursuant to Section 251, and assen that the 
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failure LO recover historic costs wiiI have deleterious effects on the ILECs.' USTX presents 
the affidavit of Prof. Jerry A. Hausman. who argues that the recovery of ILEC historical 
embedded costs is required on the basis Of "[plroductive efficiency." Le., to incent LECs to 
conrinue to make efficient investments in their neovorks.' According to Prof. Hausman, 
TSLmC does not p e h t  the recovery Of Tied and common costs. including "historical 
costs due to past network invesunents" in an "economically 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 aggrrgate TSLRIC results. In pdcular. this Study examines 
critically the notion, implicit in the arguments raised by the ILECs. that cmied on their 
books is a relatively large base of old. 6bsolete. and relatively costly plant, responsible for 
creating a divergence from TSLRIC results that the ILECs an entitled to recover. 

5.  ld. 
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Summary . _  

On the basis of E n ’ s  empirical analysis, we find that, as a general proposition, any 
“gap” between historical embedded costs and TSLRIC c m o r  be ascribed to either 
oid/obsoiete. or high Cost plant. or to plant put in place to satisfy basic service demand as 
pan of any explicit or implicit pre-competition regulatory condition imposed upon the 
ILECs. 

In particular, what we see is that the majority of plant carried on the ILECs’ books 
relatively new. representing investments made by the ILECs during the 1990s - a time 
period in which fundamental regulatory changes, competitive inroads. and corresponding 
strategic rcspows. were clearly being contemplated and addnssed by these companies. 
Moreover, of the plant acquired since January 1. 1990 that now constitur.~~ the majoriry of 
most ILECs’ net rate base, only 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 
(Le., pre-1990) vintage plant remaining on the ILECs’ books is associated with physical 
assets whose economic values may have actually appreciated in that similar plant is stiU 
being acquired at reproduction costs (such as reflected in TSLRIC studies) that in many 
cases arc l i l y  to k grearcr than the original (historic) acquisition cost. Thus, rather than 
placing RBOCs at a competitive disadvantage relative to new entrants, the composirion of 
the older plant remaining on the companies’ books suggest that this older plant may actually 
represent “hidden” valuable assets for the ILECs. 

The overall approach employed in this Study has as i u  foundation the following three 
basic premises: 

Fmt. the potuuial enay of competition in the local exchange markct has not (or 
should not have) taken thc ILECs by surprise. but rather has ken (or cenainly 
should have ktn) conumplatc$ by the LEG in ongoing investment and CODS~IC-  
tion planning o w  the past several yean. Accordingly. for  purpose^ of evaluathg 
ILEC claims of entitlement to recover revenues based upon historic embedded 
costs, it is appropiate to distinguish between “historic“ embeddtd costs incurred 
by the ILECs in went  yurn from the historic embcdded costs associated with tbe 
eartia prc-local exchange competition era; 

Second, the only embedded costs for which rhe ILECs should be even remotely 
justified in making a claim for any son of entitlemeat to ncovvy an those 
associated with the provision of basic telephony seMcs thpt nlate to a specific 
regulatory mandate under the tndifionzl rare.of-rctlllll resuivory e 

f a d -  
itics designed either to provide new non-basic services (e& advanced Or 
Embedded costs associated with suaugic ILEC investments in modunucd . 

3 (-J@X?ZS 

ECONOMICS AND 
TECHNOLOGY. INC 



Inrroducrion and Summary 

A 

broadband digital) or to acquire excess capacity Over and above that explained bv 
demand growth for basic service are not relevant in the context of canier-to-cher 
interconnection rates; and 

Third. embedded costs associated with cenain rypes of plant (e.2.. 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 COS& camed on the ILECS’ books. That the JLECs in 
the current market envirunment 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 gemme, since those 
deployment choices can, as,a generai proposition. be linked to strategic positioning 
on the part of the lLEC to.provide non-basic - and often compctirivr - services. 

For these reasons, any attempt by U C s  to claim an entitlement to additional 
investment recovery over and beyond that supported by proper TSLRIC smdics based upon 
the existence of a “gap” that can be attributed to newer, undcrutilired plant is not 
supportable on economic efficiency or.public policy grounds. Indeed, the only purpose thu 
would be served by granting ILECs additional revenue recovery based upon claims 
concerning any such “gap” would k to impose a sigmicant 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 nlattd empirical 
analyses were performed to examine trends in ILEC investment, depreciation, plant acqui- 
sition. retirement and utilitation, among other factors, for the period beginning January 1, 
1990 to the pnsenr As described in thit Study, our empirical analyses demonstrate, with 
respect to the vinrugr, composition, und urilizurion of LEC plant, that: 

Vinrugc 

Thc ovemhelming majority of ILEC plant is not particularly old or obsolete; 

For the RBOCs, 60% of net Total Plant in Service (TIS) as of the end of 
1995 was acquired on or after January 1.1990;  

In the aggregate, newer vintage plant is replacing the older vintages at tht 
swdy pace of approximately 5 5 1 0 %  per year (as a result of additions, 
relirrmcars. and ongoing depreciation charges taken a p h ~  &sting plant). 
such that in thc next x v d  yean. during the transition to a mocc competitive 
local exchange environment, the ILEO will have replaced or retked v W y  
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all categories of theu pre-1990 embedded base of plant that has become 
economcally andor technologically obsolete; 

As early as the end of 1997, for example. for most RBOCs, only about 30% of 
net P I S  will be associated with older vintage plant. 

Composition 

The composition of plant accounts - in t e r n  of the proportion of surviving plant 
associated with older vs. newer vintages - varies with the typc of plant and h a  
significant implications with respect to the relative economic value of older versus 
newer vintage plant; 

In particular. for plant accounts such as metallic (i.e.. copper) cable, buildings. 
poles and conduit, for which current reproduction costs are higher than historic 
costs, there is a greater proponion (in the range of 70%) of prc-1990 vintage 
plant surviving in net TPIS; 

In sharp connasf for plant accounts such as non-metallic (is., fiber) cable, for 
which current costs arc lower than historic, a markedly lower proportion of the 
plant (roughly half of that existing for metallic) is associated with older (it.. 
pn -  1990) vintages; 

For a large podon of prc-1990 plant investment remaining on the RBOCs’ 
books, historic embedded costs may be lower relative to c m n t  rqroduction 
cost results. 

Utilizorion 

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; 

i 

For the RBOCs. only between 12% to 37% of digital CO switching capacity 
that was addcd over the pcriod January 1.1990 through th end of 1995 caa 
be characterized as demand driven. Le., explained by growth in the demand for 
basic services: 
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Wh& there is a broader range of results across RBOCs. for some companies, 
[he percentage of ourside plant disuibution facilities added between January 1, 
1990 and the end of 1995 that can be explained by growth in demand for basic 
service ranges as low as -15.8% to 9%. where the “negative” uullzation result 
indicates additional outside plant facilities were deployed despite experiencing 
an overall decline (Le.. negative growth) in basic service demand over the 
period; 

Even for companies at the “high end, demand-driven outside plant utdL&on 
figures in the range of 66% to 82% suggest a substantial amount of historic 
investment that cannot be attributed to meeting basic service demand. For 
example, for BellSouth. an estimated loop plant uulization factor of 71% in 
conjunction with an‘estimated digital CO plant utilization factor of 3445, 
results in an estimated 92.9-billion in excess net plant relative to that n q u h d  
to satisfy growth in basic service demand over the 1990 to 1995 period, 

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 genedly unfavorable competitive climate for new entrants 
in its region. and its aggressive investments in cellular and other acquisitions. 
Conversely, companies exhibiting the lowest outside plant utilizaton, 
(Amentech, NYNEX. and Bell Atlantic) operate in aruu where regulatory and 
market conditions arc relatively conducive to local competition: 

For RBOCs nationwide, we estimate in the order of magnitude of as much as 
W-billion of historic net TPIS (as of the end of the 1995) that cannot be 
explained by basic service demand grow4 over the 1990 to 1995 period. 

The time frame of the NPRM precludes thc comptetion of a large number of dam- 
intensive empirical analyses. However, this Study also examines s e v d  specific examples 
and other anecdotal evidence that funbsr suppons and expounds upon the conclusions of the 
quantitative empirical analyses. These include: 

ILEC involvement in the market for advanced Centra-type services; which unlike 
po7s services. required the use of digital (as distinct from analog) centrpl ofice 
switches, may have mtivattd the eariy replacement of analog centrpl office 
switching plaat. as well as the deployment of excess outside p h t  facilities: 
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- LLEC effons to expand the market for additional residential lines and other 
discretionary services. required the ILEC to design and consmct far more 
extensive feeder and distriburion lnfraswcrures (and expend far greater aggregate 
capital investments) than otherwise required to provision basic local exchange 
service, and appears to overwhelm simple growrh in basic local exchange line 
demand as a principal capital investment driver; and 

=C strategic 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. 

I 
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P. 

STUDY APPROACH AND 
METHODOLOGY 

General Study Approach ./ 

The overall approach utilized in this Study for purposes of evaluating ILEC claims of 
entitlement bared upon historic embedded costs has as its foundation rhm basic premises: 

(1) That the potential envy of competition in the local exchange market has not taken 
the ILECs by surprise, btit rather has been (or cenainly should have ken)  
contemplated by the ILECs in ongoing investment and construction planning over 
these past severai 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 support 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 awciated with cCnrin types plant (e+, copper cable. 
buildings) may actually represent "hidden" assets to the extent that the c w n t  
reproduction costs of such plant (as would k reflected in T S W C  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 acquisi~on, retirement and utilization. among other facton. 
based upon a dininction krweea "hinocie" embedded costs i n c d  by the ILECS in more 
rccsnt y w n  from the historic embedded costs associated with the pre-local utchange 
competition era. 

i 

For purposes of this Study, we have selected Januaiy 1, 1990 as the cutover point 
between "historic" and "current" ILEC operating environments. Whilc there cannot be a 
bright line separating these two "eras," January. 1990 is a reasonable break-poht for several 

/"- 
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Study Approach and Methodology 

reasons. During the period 1990 to the present (if not before), the EECs have argued For 
price cap regulation for interstate services and in a majority of intrastate jurisdmions largely 
on the premise that they needed increased pricing flexibility and eamings 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 remm 
regulation with its emphasis on historical embedded costs and to enjoy the increased 
fnedom 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 utilization of plant an extant for the ILECs, several related empirical 
analyses were performed to ex&e 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 avdable from ARMIS, 
supplemented with data from various state commission and FCC decisions, depreciation 
studies, and monitoring repons, as supported by OUT general indusuy knowledge. 

Vintage Analysis 

The ultima& 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 thex categories as between the preJanuary 1, 1990 arid post-January 1, 1990 
periods: In other words, for each year. starting in 1990, we distinguish how much of tbe 
TPIS can be characterized as prc-1990 vis-a-vis post-1990 plant 

The vintage analysis tracks several specific caqories of data with respect to Total 
Plant In Service (TIS) for each RBOC starting with the year 1990: 

Beginning TPIS brlnnce; 

Annual changes (additions, retirements. other adjustments); 

EadingTPIsbaiance; 

Beginning accumulated depreciation, accruals. ending accurrmlated dtpreciarion; 

6. Over 7 0 8  of cumnt ILEC revenue I- LIC mlucd on thc basis of 'purr pria ups" nplirdop 
Memll Lynch Repon 7elesorn Sernca - Led." 23 Awl 1996. 
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Composite depreciation rate; and 

Net TPIS. 

The data used in the analysis was compiled or derived from various public sources: 
M I S  Repons 4302 (Tables B1 and BS) were the source for all PIS data including 
values for annual additions, 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 lLECs to the FCC as part of their triennid 
depreciation filings w e n  the source for survivorship percentages by plant vintage. 

The methodology utilized in the vintage analysis can be summarized as follows: net 
pre-19% P I S  consists of: all plan1 acquired before 1990. the portion of retirements related 
to pre-1990 plant vintages, depreciation accruals related to prc-1990 plant, other adjusunents 
relared to pre- 1990 plant. and accumulated depreciation related to pre-1990 plant - derived 
on the basis of year-to-year uacking for each vintage plant. Correspondingly, net post-1990 
TPIS consists 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 post-1990 
plant, other adjusunents related to post-1990 plant, and accumulated deprccialion related to 
post-1990 plant. The prc-1990 TPIS amounts arc typically derived as a residual. by sub- 
tracting the derived post-1990 amounts from the total TPIS amounts rrportcd in ARMIS. 
Detailed spreadsheets following this methodology arc presented in Appendix A to the Study. 

The specific methodology used to assign categories to the pre- and post-1990 periods 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 wirh 1990 through to the pnsent arc. by dcf*tion, post- 
1990 PlanL 

Retirements 

Retirements apply to plant acquired before 1990 as well as to plant afquirrd after 1990. 
and actordingly. arc attributed to bob the pre-1990 and post-1990 periods. It is possible to 
estimare the portion of the total retirements charge attributable to each vintage of plant 
additions based upon generation arrangemnts data provided for each category of plant In 
our analysis. retirements are aaributcd ktpreen the two periods based upon a weighted 
average survival curve derived from the survivorship dara identifed in the genmtion 

,-- 
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arrangement tables described above. . -  The weighted average cune considers the survival 
factors assigned to each plant account. properly weighted by each account's share of total 
investment. For simplification purposes, we selected seventeen P I S  categories of accounts 
10 be included in our andysis.' These Categories collecuvely account for over 90% of 
1995 TpIs. The analysis ~ ~ u l t c d  in a weighted average survival cume (yearly survival 
facton), which was then used to estimate the ponion of retirements that relates to each 
vintage during the post-1990 period. For each year's retirement charge, we estimated the 
ponion relaring to the post-1990 period (Using the survival curve to calculate each vintage's 
rerirernent expense) and subtracted that amount from the total retirement charge reponed in 
ARMIS to derive the amount related to pre-1990 plant. 

Accruals 

The allocation of depreciation accruals to the prc- and post-1990 periods 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 example. for 
Pacific Bell, the California Public UtiLitier'Commission (CPUC) allows depreciation rates to 
be adjusted on an annual basis, so the composite depreciation rates were generated for each 
year b w d  upon annual CPUC-prescribed depreciation rates. In contrast the Bell Atlantic 
companies only file depreciation rates on a triennial basis, with fhc state commissions 
generally adopting the depreciation rates approved by the FCC. For all companies. thc 
composite rate was derived using a weighted average of the rates prescribed for each TPIS 
account, weighted according to thc level of investment in each account Composite deprr- 
ciation rates were then estimared at the RBOC level for each y w  in the post-1990 period. 
by weighting the relevant state-level composite depreciation ratcs according to relative 
access line counts. For each RBOC. we utilized data Lhu was readily available, and in all 
cases incorporated data for rhe largest sw operations. The composite RBOC dcprkciation 
rate was then applied to rhe annual additions and to rhc nec TPIS balance comsponding to 
the post-1990 period. The difference between the post-1990 accwl expense and th 
ARMIS reponed d e p s i a h n  expense dctetmincd the prc-1990 plant accrual expew. As 
with the retirement calcuIations. a l l  balances were cam& to the next year and consided in 
the followiag year's expew calculPrioa 
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Other Adjustments 

The category “Other Adjustments” in the Depreciation section (ARMIS Form 43-02, 
Table B-5) includes Savage. Other Credm. Cost of Removal, Other Charges and any 
discrepancy in Retirements. These amounts generally related to retirements and accordingly 
were allocated as between ~ ~ - 1 9 9 0  and post-I990 periods in proportion to retirements. 
Similarly. where there existed nOn-Zero entries in the ‘TransfcrdAdjustmenr” column in the 
cdculation of the ending P I S  balance (ARMIS Form 43-02 Table B-I), that amount was 
&SO allocated in proportion to retirements. 

The vintage analysis worksheets reproduced in Appendix A 10 this Study. 

Composition Analysis 

While the vintage analysis described above examines ILEC embedded investment at the 
aggregate TPIS level. the composition analysis uses the planz-specific &ra provided in the 
generation Jrrangement tables (submitted by the ILECs to the FCC as part of thti 
depreciation ffings’) in order to answer the question of how the composition of plant 
accounts - in terms of the proponion of swiving plant associated with oldcr vs. newer 
vintages - varies with the rype of plant, and to examine the implications of any observed 
variation in tenns of its impact upon the “gap” beween historic embedded costs and 
TSLRIC results. 

To the extent it can be show that for copper plant accounts there is a grater 
proportion of older vintage plant swiving 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 cosed out under TSLRIC. As another example. building space freed 
up by the lower space requirrmcnrs of digital switching quipmenl vis-a-vis the d o g  
equipment it replaces has sigrufcant revenue generaring potential for the ILECs, particulariy 
in the context of the demand for collocation. Thus, similar to the case of copper plant 
building plant accmu would provide another prime example of valuable older v h w  
aSSCts. 

For this study. we have examined generation arrangement data for the principal plant 
accouny for one reprrsentative staxe operating area (the largest based upon numbtr of 
access lines) per RBOC. B W . u p o n  our exlmination of the generadon arrangement dup. 

8. AC naed above. the data pmvided in the geoaa~on J m n g m ~  infonnuron . was tL0 uud in rbc vintage 
analysrs +( the 10u1ce of plant swivonhip CWQ from which pre- and poa- 1990 &menti \wR a d d  
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we observe a consistent trend across LECs with respect to survivorstup percentages for 
various plant categories. 

. *  

T’he composition analysis is performed directly from the information provided by ILEC 
generation arrangement tables. The generation arrangement table identifies for each plant 
account the proponion of plant surviving for each year, as well as the total amount 
surviving for that panicular plant account. Ln general terms. we .estimate the amount of 
post-1990 plant surviving on the ILEC’s books by simply adding together the respective 
amounts of surviving plant identified in the generation arrangement table for each of the 
years 1990 though 1995. An estimate of the pre-1990 plant is derived by subtracting the 
post-1990 estimate from the total amount swiving. The analysis is performed on plant 
account categories that together comprise generaily over 90% of RBOC VIS! 

Before doing these calculations, however, two intermediate steps arc required. In order 
to minimize data requirements, we fmt combine the various disagpgarcd plant account 
categories into a single composite category. For example, the various cable (e+, aerial. 
buried, and underground) accounts an combined into a composite cable category. Second, 
for most companies, the latest data available is for the year 1994. To estimate the post- 
1990 swiving 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 bs well) by applying the average annual growth rate for the most recent thm year 
period. 

The composition analysis woricsheets are reproduced in Appendix B to this Study. 

Utilization Analysis 

The purpose of the utilization analysis is to funha examine the post-1990 investment in 
order to determine what portion of agpgatc RBOC investment could actually be attributed 
to meeting growth in demand for basic k c e .  To &IC extent that a large ponion of 
investments in central office andlor outside plant can be shown to be underutilized relarive 
to that requ id  to meet POTS (for Plain Old Telephone Service) ~CCCJJ line growth 
demand, it would suggest that such investments may have ken motivated by strategic 
considerations rather than growthdriven requirements associated with the provision of basic 
seMccs (ad hence not appropriuely recovered in the rates for cankr-toemier inter- 
connetxion and unbundled clcmcw). .. 

9. These caegones ;ue the same ones used in rhe devebpmcru of survival curves in the maage uulysis 4 arc 
ldenufied in fourme 7. supra. 
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to loop plant capacity." Cenuex lines in excess of their PBX trunk equivalents ~e 
appropriately removed from. the analysis because they represent competiuve (non-basic) 
senice lines that arc used for intercommunication purposes that would not exist under the 
(basic service) PBX Uunk alternative. 

In estimating available capacity for the RBOCs, "DSPC Lines Served"" and 'Total 
Equipped Channels'"' were selected as the measures of digital CO switching and loop 
piant capacity, respectively. These estimates of digital CO and loop capacity taken from 
ARMIS. however, arc 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 counrs taken from ARMIS. A conservative adjustment for digital CO capacity was 
developed based upon the most recent actual reponed capacity data provided by Pacific BeU 
to the California Public Utilities Commission.16 A similarly conservarive adjustment for 
outside plant was developed based upon information available from the lamt FCC Fikr  

12. As described in- Repon Definitions. Row 370 - To& Working t h u d s  - uc cou(ucd on 1 4  kHz 
bandwidth (single voice channel) basis. W o h g  channels originating from a o moo swiPcb = traced rhc same o 
if the channels origuuted in the hast cenml office. 'Tocll Working Ctmncb" uc equal to the sum of row 380 
Tooral Copper (the numba of coppr worlring channels), 390 Fiber Digid CXR (the number of fibu digiul CXR 
[&crl working channels. convaed 10 voice frqeency cquivalao) and 410 Otkr (orha &g cham&). 
W h e w  the 'Tool Number of Access Liner in Service" masure includa only switchat tines. the 7d W h g  
Channel" counts include non-switched loop p k  in addiaon m switched. FCC ARMIS Repan 43- 
07. Repon Deftnitions Row Inrrmcdons, Augua 1993. 

13. As dexrited in ARMIS hpon DehniciOar. Row 180 DSPC Linu S e d  is dcfuwd as the numbsoflina 
served by Digital S m t d  Rugran ConauW switches. mwded to the - rhcusd. Id 

14. As described in ARMIS Rcpon Definidcnr ,ROW 420- TO& Eqvrppcd -& - m uwod a l l 4  kH7. 
bandwidth (sinpie voice chamel) basif. Equipped chmvtr originating from a - switch ae mud rhc same 
as if the channels aiginmrd in mC bolccnml offisr 7oul EquippsdCbnds" mqd to rhe sum o f m  
430 Copper (dm rnrmbcr of copper equipped cbmndr). 4-40 Fiber Digiml CXR (the n u d a  of fibu dim CXR 
quippd cbmneh) d 4tO Other (aha quipped chmnels). Id 

k "equipped" fa a far sauUu numb=. f a  uumpk 40.000 lines. ARMIS 
smaller.(i.e.. limiting) of thre w ctpdda. 

IS. A diripl CO switch d paara mry h w  a u p d y o i  up to 100,000 lioer. butbo m&lim? m8y only 
d n  vrill reflax d y  the 

16. Pacific Bell Moniroring re pa^ P.E-0I-W f a  digital CO crpuiy. We a p p l i  a apuity adjuamcm 
fvux of 7.5 pl~au. Le.. we gmsd up DF'SC W i n  Service daufmm ARMlS by 73%. Nob? *tbeREifc 
Bell repon is +Lro based upon 'moa limiting crpuity" and hmce doa rm repac ex- apdty  in orher switch 
components. such as the cenvll pnxewr. 
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Deployment Update and from general industry  owle edge." Applying these adjustment 
factors yields a second set of digital CO growth and loop growth figures that arr more 
appropriately analyzed in re1ati;nship to the corresponding growth in access lines and 
worbng channels. 

The respecuve growth levels for each of these measures is calculated by subtractlng h e  
1990 reported figures from [he corresponding 1994 data Once the growth levels a 
obtained, we develop plant addition utilization factors (Le., the percentages of digital CO 
capacity and loop growth, cespectlvely. that C a n  be explained by growth in demand) by 
dividing access line growth by the p w t h  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 channels (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 a c d  
1990.1994 plant additions to derive the amount of plant additions that appear to have becn 
driven by growth in basic senice demand. Investment data is taken from ARMIS Form 
43-02 reports for Account 2212 Digital Electronic Switch (for digital CO plant) and 
Account 2410 Cable & Wm (for loop plant). Estimates of demanddriven plant additions 
arc calculated by multiplying the dollar amounts of the plant additions by the percentage of 
capacity that is driven by demand. as determined io the preceding step. Since revisions to 
plant additions will also impact the levels of retirement of plant, we also calculate revised 
retirement amounts that cornspond to the revised new plant additions. The method 
employed maintains the same proponion of remmcnu to additions in any given year. 

In a few instances. utiiization percentages esumued for outside plant facilities wen 
negative, indicating that additional outside plant fvlliues were deployed despite the fact 
that the RBGC experienced an o v d  decline (I.c.. negative growth) in basic service 
demand over the period. In such cases. to be c o n s u ~ ~ u v e  and becaw SOB portion of the 
additions our m#hodology would mat as excess capacity may be n e e s a y  to suppon basic 
service & m i d  even in an overall negative growtb environment (e.g.. plant nplacunrnu 
caused by normal wear and tear of piant used to serve basic demand. and/or the Don- 
fungibility of p h t  due to geographic shifts in demand). we set a flcor below which we do 
not redwe additions. Specifically. in no case do we reduce plant additions by more thau 
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90%. 1.e.. we assume LLECs could jusufy a base level of additions of 10% of their actual 
leveis as being required to suppon the exisring base of basic service demand even under 
Zero- or negative-growth conditions. 

Calculation of revised net TPiS results for the  post-1 990 period 

ne revised additions and revisions data are then input into our vintage analysis model, 
which is then used to calculate revised net P I S  amounu for the 1990 to 1995 period. 
Based upon these revised net P I S  amoonu, we can then estimate the amount by which 
P I S  for any given ILEc is overstated as a result of invesunents made for purposes other 
than the satisfaction of basic demand growth. 

., 

'The utilization analysis worksheets are reproduced in Appendix C to this Study. 

i 
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RESULTS OF THE 
EMPIRICAL 3 1  ANALYSIS 

Vintage Analysis 

The vintage analysis determinCs the relative age of ILEC net book investment in order 
to test the validity of ILEC Claim that large amounts of obsolete plant - a q b d  at a 
high cost relative to today's prices - remain in the ILECs' embedded rate base. 

As shown in Table 1 on the following page, the results of the vintage analysis confim 
that the majority of currcnt 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 pattern quite consistent across the RBOCs as well as SNET, 60% of the net TPB caa be 
amibuted to plant vintages of 1990 or later. This fmding specificauy refutes the notion 
implicit in argumenrs advanced by the ILECS that a large embedded base of old and 
obsolete plant is responsible for creating a divergence from TSLRXC results. 

As Table 1 demonstrates, the amount of net ITIS falling in the catcgory of post-1990 
vintage plant is substantial. As of the end of 1995. of total RBOC net 'IPS of $119.5- 
billion, approximately S71.4-billion relates to p l a t  deployed in 1990 or later, while only 
S48.1-billion relates to plant deployed prior to January 1. 1990. At tht beginning of 1990. 
net TPIS for the RBOCs stood at S117.4-billios" such that by the end of 1995. the 
amount of older (Le., prc-January 1. 1990) net p b t  remaining on the RBOCs' books had 
failen by some S69.3-bfion - roughly equivalent to the amount RBoCs had added to net 
plant in the post-1990 period. 

, 

18. Oaivcd in E l l  Vinuge Analysis (Appndix A), usin# FCC ARMlS (USOA) Rcporr 434% Tabk 61. 
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c 

Table I 

The rnajoriv of current ILEC 
net plant in service is relatively new. 

Invesunenr and Percentage of Net TPIS Attributed to Re- and Post- 
January 1. 1990 Periods. as of the end of 1995 

Ameritech 
Bell Atlantic 
BellSouth 
Nynex 
Pacific Telesis 
SBC Communications 
us West 
TOTAL RBOC 

SNET 

Net TPIS 
Year Snd 

1995 f5oM)l 

S 14.874.907 
5 18.126.694 
522.990.452 
5 16.800.636 
5 14,629,943 
Sl5.116.818 
516.935.629 

S 119.475.079 

52.146.681 

Net TPIS Amibuted 
IO Re 1-1-90 Vintaees 

0 O ) -  

56.694.965 45.0% 
57,503,364 41.4% 
58.437.81 1 36.1% 
56.296.223 315% 
56.235.51 1 42.6% 
56.763.120 44.7% 
56.173.582 365% 
548.104.576 403% 

5872.912 40.1% 

Net TPIS Attributed 
to Post 1-1-90 Vintaees 

(5000)- 

58.179.942 55.0% 
510.623.330 58.6% 
514.552.641 633% 
510.504.413 625% 
$8.467.997 51.9% 
58353,698 553% 
510.762.047 635% 
$71.444.068 59.8% 

51.273.769 593% 

Source: Ell Vintage Analysis. Appendix A Data from ARMIS Repon 43-02. 

Moreover, as shown in Table 2 on the following page, the results of the vintage 
analysis funher demonstrate that in the aggregate, newer vintage plant is replacing 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 porcion 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. 
W l e  the specific percentages vary, the results across companies are quite similar. 

19 

ECONOMICS AND 
TECHNOLOGY, INC. 



N 
0 

- 

Tiilde 2 

Over the next Icw years, Ihe Il.liCs will huve repluced niosl of their enihcrlclccl liase consisling of oldcr vinliige ~I; I~I .  

Yearly Change i n  Percenlage of TPlS Allribuled IO Pre- ; I I ~  I'ost-l;liiii;iry I, 1990' 

YUY 

9YO 

991 

991 

993 

994 

995 

996 *si. 

997 *SI. 

Amcrllcch 

P,C/POU 

IlKl'nJ/U% 

- 

UU 6%/l I 4% 

77 n%lZlz% 

68 6%111 4% 

5998140 I% 

52 JW47 5% 

45O%ISS0% 

39 .(%I60 6% 

14 J%M5 5% 

75.6%124.4% 

66681114% 

49.9%130. I % 

41.4%/58.6% 

15.7%/64.1% 

10.9%/69.l% 

75.0%125.0% 

65.l%114.7% 

55.2%144.88 

45 1%154.3% 

36 1%16I.l% 

II 18168.9% 

26 i%ni . i% 

NYNEX 

Prcn'on 
IUl?i.Ill4 

117 I'M12 97" 

16 S M I  5% 

65 9%114 I% 

56 1%1439% 

46.4%151.6% 

31.5%161.5% 

31 9%/68.1% 

27.1%n2.9% 

10 4WZl 6% 

69 OW) I IM 

60 OW40 5% 

S I  Sal49 0% 

42 6%1579% 

37 OW61 5% 

1 2  I%/68 4'X 

Na TPlS m1u11 lor Pacific Tclrris in years 1993-1991 rliglilly exccrd 100% due lo dalr discrepancy i#t  AUMIS 
ourec: ET1 Viaage Analysis. Appcndix A.  

SIIC 

P,r.IRN 

iiniwwfi 

92 II'X.lU 11% 

836461164% 

14 4W25 6% 

63 9W14 I4 

51 78142 1% 

49 6%RO 4% 

44 I%ISS 9% 

19 1%/607% 

us WUl 

I ~ , d P O ~ l  
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762%12184 

64 S'XIIS 5% 

54 88143 2% 

45 3%154 5% 
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Results of rhe Empirical Analysis 

n 

The vintage analysis thus provides clear empirical evidence that. contrary to ILEC 
claims and other “conventiond wisdom,” the existence of a “gap” between historical 
embedded costs and LRIC results cnnnor be ascribed to the obsolescence of plant put in 
place to satisfy growth in basic service demand. Rather what we see is that the majority of 
plant carried on the L E C s  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 lLECs. 

Composition Analysis 

From the composition analysis, 
which examines data at the plant 
account level, we glean important 
i n fo rma t ion  conce rn ing  the 
composition of the ILEC installed 
base as between older and newer 
vintage plant. Specifically, we look 
for patterns with respect to the 
relative economic value of older 
versus newer vintage plant, and in 
particular, for the types of older plant 
surviving on the ILECs’ books, 
whether similar plant is being 
acquired today, and if so, how 
current reproduction costs (such as 
reflected in TSLRIC results) compare 
to original historic acquisition costs. 

The results of the composition 
analysis c o n f m  that for plant 
accounts such. as metallic (i.e. 
copper) cable, building, conduit, and 
poles, for which, as discussed further 

Table 3 

A much greater proponion of older vinmge plant is 
surviving for plant categories for which current costs 

may be higher than historid embedded costs. 

Range across RBOCs of Percentage of Plant Surviving 
(as of the end of 1995) for Largest Swc Operaling &a 

Re 1-1-90 Post 1-1-90 

Cable-Metallic 64.5%-80.5% 19.5%-35.5% 
Buildings 
Conduit 
Poles 

69.2%-84.4% 15.6%-30.8% 
69.8%-83.2% 16.8%-30.2% 
70.1%-83.5% 16.5%-29.9% 

Total RBOC 
Net P I S  from 
Table I 40.3% 59.8% 

SOIIKCS: Generalion Arrangemenu of AmeriteciAL. 
Bell Atlantic-PA. BellSouth-FL. NYNEX-NY. Pacific 
Bell-CA, S o ~ t h ~ e S t m  Bell-TX. a d  US West-CO. 

below, current reproduction costs may be higher than historical embedded costs, there is a 
markedly greater proponion (in most cases, roughly double) of older vintage plant surviving 
as compared with the aggregate vintage results. 

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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vintage plant surviving is only 40% (as 
found in ETI’S vintage analysis): 

As shown in Table 4, the four types 
of plant hghlighted in Table 3 represent 
roughly half of total RBOC net TPIS as of 
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 
vintage analysis and shown in Table 1. 

Thus, while the results of the vintage 
analysis demonstrate that the majority of 
the plant canied on the books of the 
ILECs is not in fact old, the composition 
analysis tells us that the types of plant 
comprising the older plant vintages have 
relatively high value to the ILECS, either 
because to acquire such plant may cost 
more todav as comuared with the time 

Table 4 

Four tvpes of plant for which current COS& 

may exceed historical embedded costs are a 
significant component of net TPIS. 

Net Investment of Plant in Service 
(as of rhe end of 1995) 

Cable-Melallic 

Buildings 

Conduit Systems 

Poles 
Subtotal 

534.566.728 

s13.295.3as 

59.675.255 
5 1.464.19s 

559.001.563 

Total RBOC Net TPIS 
Sources: F.C.C. ARMIS Repon 43-02; 

51 19.475.079 

Composition Analysis. Appendix B. 

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 L E C  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 

19. In the Commission’s Rice Cap Review proceeding. CC Docket 94-1. several panies including USTA. 
AT&T. and Ad Hoc Telecommunications Usen Comminee. relied upon various price indices IO deflate capital asset 
caregones of ILEC investment fmm annual current dollar expenditures into constant dollan. USTA originally 
relied upon Telephone Plant Indices (TPk) developed by the ILECs. but subsequently switched 10 the w e t  price 
deflators developed by the Bumu of Economic Analysis (BEA) and Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) in response 
to Commission concerns regarding the propriet~y wurc of ILEC 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 to the prices paid by the ILECs for 0th- kinds of telrsommunicationr plant the prices paid for plant in the 
categories encompassing metallic cable. buildings. poles, and conduir i n d  significantly over the paid 1984 
to 1994. By conuasr the prices paid by the ILECs for plant in the caregoricr encompassing g c n d  suppon. centnl 
ofice. msmission. and information originatiodunninadon. either dccMsed or exhibited a slower rate of increase 
depending on the price index used. Momver, both the TPI and BEA/BLS dur grossly OvMIate the rate Of price 
growth for these latter categories of plant because of their failtuc to adjust for changes in quality and/or capacity 
(so-called “hedonic” adjustments). Hedonic adjUSUnCfIK M particularly relevant for the high-technology capital 
inputs such a diem1 switching. digital electronics. and fiber optic vansmission plant whox characteristics have 

(continued ... ) 
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Taken together, the vintage and composition results suongiy suggest that in the next 
several years, during the transition to a more competltive local exchange environment, the 
LECs 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 attributed 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 explain only 
a relatively small fraction of ILEC 
cenrral 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 

Table 5 

Demand growth for basic service explains a relatively 
smnll fraction of r m n t  ILEC central otlice and 

outside plant investmeor 

Percentage of Digital CO and Loop Capacity Additions 
Explained by Basic Service Demand Growth. 1990-1995 

Ameritcch 

Bell Atlantic 

BellSouth 

NYNEX 
Pacific Telesis 

Southwestern Bell 

us West 
TOTAL RBOC 

Dipital CO 

12.3% 

18.7% 

33.8% 

15.3% 

22.3% 

343% 

37.1% 

23.7% 

Le92 
-15.8% 

9.0% 
71.2% 

4.9% 

33.2% 

82.2% 

66.0% 

24.6% 

Sources: F.C.C. ARMIS ~ p o r r s  43-07 and 43-08, 1990-1994: 
ETI Utilization Analysis, Appcndix B. 

19. (...continued) 
evolved rapidly over time and reflect substantial ttchnology&ven capacity and capability improvemenrs. Hedonic 
adjustments do not apply to plant categories such as metallic cable, buildings. pole, and conduit. for which the 
nature of the input has been ~latively stable. See Lee L. Selwyn. and Patricia D. Kranin. Errnblishing rhc X- 
Facror for rhc FCC Long-Term LEC Price top P h .  CC Docket 94-1. prepared for the Ad HOC 
Telecommunications Users Commiaee. December 1995. pp. 36422: also Appendix B. Comparison of TPIS used in 
the Christensen Study with BEA/BLS Asset Deflators. 

OQZ2l.yb; 
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January 1, 1990 through the end of 1995, that may be explained by growth in the demand 
for basic services. 

of 
as 

There is a much broader range of results across RBOCs with respect to their utllizatlon 
gross added outside plant capacity. As shown in Table 5 ,  utilization results range from 

~. low as negative 16% (for Ameritech) to as high as 82% (for SBC Communications). 
Bell Atlantic and NYNEX utilized only about 5% to 10% of their added outside plant, 
while BellSouth 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. 

P- 

/- 

Several interesting observations can be made concerning these seemingly disparate 
results for utilization of the recently-acquired outside plant. Fmt, for Ameritech, the 
negative uulization result indicates that this particular RBOC deployed additional outside 
plant facilities despite experiencing an overall decline (Le., negative growth) in basic service 
demand over the period. While the ARMIS data for Amentech 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 mesure basic service demand), tfus increase includes 
growth in non-basic Centrex lines. As discussed in Section 2 of this Study, the p w t h  in 
non-basic Centrex lines is not appropriately treated as basic service demand growth, and 
must be excluded from the total workmg channel counts provided in A R M I S .  
Correspondingly, any increased outside plant additions motivated by the RBOCs’ desire to 
compete in the PBWCentrex market 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, Amentech, 
NYNEX, and Bell Atlantic, operate in areas where regulatory and market conditions have 
hstorically been relatively conducive to competition. This is 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 to 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 consmcting 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 regulatory andor market conditions 

20. See Lesley Cauley. Steven Lipin. “Pacific Telcsis, SBC hre Holding Talks For What Would Be FInt 
Merger of Bells.” The Wall Sucer Journal. April 1. 1996, at A3-A4: also AI& R. Karr. ‘Texas defier Washington 
in Phone Deregulation. Protecting Irs Local Bell Against Giant Rivals.” The Wall Suat Journal. May 2, 1996. at 
A16. 
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Table 6 

.A substantial amount of net investment cannot be explained by basic service demand growth 

(SMX) as of the end of 1995) 

Actual Net ETI Revired Net Excess 
TPIS Year End 1995 TPIS Year End 1995 Net V I S  

Amentech 514,874.907 sio.si4.6os 
Bell Atlantic 518,126.694 513.522.224 

BellSouth 522.990.452 520.046.537 

Nynex 516.800.636 511.018.323 
Pacific Telesis 514.629.943 SI 1.364.364 
Southwestern Bell S 15.1 16.8 I8 S 13.679.177 
us West 516.935.629 5 14.037.08 1 
Total RBOC 5119,475.079 594.182.3 14 

Sources: F.C.C. ARMIS Report 43-02; ETI Utilization Analysis Results. Appendix C. 

54.360.299 
54.604.470 
52.943.915 
55.782.313 
S3.265.579 
s I .437.64 1 
52.898.548 
S25.292.765 

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, 
panicular, US West has made relatively large financial commitments to out-of-reglon cable 
operations. 

Thxd, even for these companies at the “high end of the “demand-driven” outside plant 
utilization &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 
histonc 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 P I S  (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 S2.9-billion in excess net plant 
relative to that required to satisfy growth in basic service demand over the 1990 to 1995 
penod. 

As shown in Table 6. for RBOCs nationwide, we estimate in the order of magnitude of 
as much as S25-billion of net TPIS (as of the end of 1995) that cannot be explained by 
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basic service demand growth. The results of this analysis suggest that a substantial amount 
of L E C  net plant placed in service during this period appears to have been motivated by 
other strategic gods 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) operational 
cost savings that accompany the replacement. andor (2) increased revenues associated with 
the offering of new services made possible by the replacement. With respect to the ftrst 
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 themselves, and that in the future as the 
changeover to digital plant is completed, such results could be observed. The emergence of 
such furwe porenriaf 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 fKSt place, and must not be recovered through rates charged to 
competitors for interconnection and unbundled nehvork elements. 

26 

ECONOMICS AND E U  I TECHNOLOGY. INC. 



OTHER EXPLANATIONS 
ANDSOURCES 41  OF THE “GAP” 

In addition to the quantitative evidence that we have presented here, there is strong 
anecdotal evidence of ILEC behaviqr that corroborates and underscores our analytical 
findings. In t h s  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 plant. 

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 cusromer’s site, the CO is involved only in public network traffic, which can be 
easily concentrated on a far smaller number of PBX trunks. TypicalIy, a Cenuex may 
require anywhere from 8 to 15 times as many loops as a comparably-sized PBX 
configurarion. 

To be competitive in this market, Centrex must provide advanced digital features 
comparable to those that are customarily offered in modem 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 CentrexPBX (or more generally the 
“business telephone systems”) market thus requires: 

that EECs deploy advanced digital cenaal 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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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 10 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 suppon 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 CentreflBX market, they must have 
in place sufficient outside plant to suppon 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 ILEC wdl 
typically deploy 5,000 pairs of loop plant (plus additional spare capacity) to serve that 
building whether or not the cusromeds) in that building actually order Centrex. Evidence 
submitted in CC Docket No. 96-98 by GTE indicates that Cenwx has maintained a 
consistent market share (of the combined CentrexPBX 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 consuucted 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 oppomnity and potential for this type of misallocation portends to be substantially 
greater as ILECs initiate program 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 suppon conventional voice telephone services, 
an ILEC may be able to improperly assign a large share of the costs of its broadband plant 

21. Dome. Michael J.. J. Gregory Sidak and Daniel F .  Spulber. An Empirical Annlysis of Pricing d e r  Secrion 
251 and 2SZ of :he Telecommunicnrionr Acr of 19%. Amchment 4 to Commenrc of GTE Corporation. CC Docket 
No. 96-98. May 16. 1996. at II-16. 

-me? g O@.-.&., 
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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 fmt time that ILECs have consuucted outside 
plant distribution networks with strategic, competitive gods in mind. In 1983, the 
California PUC found that Pacific Bell’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 7090.2’ 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.’4 
Several years later, in a study undertaken by Economics and Technology, Inc. for the 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.x €TI found that the low plant 
utilization rates present in Washington State could be explained by the precipitous drop in 
the demand for Cenuex 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 prc-1980 levels. Unlike PBX 
systems that require a relatively small complement of loop pairs (PBX trunks) to sewe a 
much larger number of individual PBX station lines (for a station:uunk ratio that is 
typically in the range of 8:l to 12:1, depending upon overall system sue and traffic 
patterns), Cenuex service requires one loop pair for each station line since the switching 
function takes place at the telephone company central office. n? speculated that Pacific 
Northwest Bell - Washington (PNB-WA, now US West Communications, Inc.) had 
continued to consmct subscriber outside plant assuming that the same loop demand density 
would persist. Thus, PNB-WA continued to deploy plant to serve new commercial 
development on the basis thar at some point u customer at that business location WOUU 
want to order Cenrrex. This policy, of course, resulted in large quantities of unused 
(“spare”) outside plant, whose costs would have to be spread to other services.’6 

~ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

22. California Public Utilities Commission. D.83-12-03, 13 CPUC 2d. at 479. 

23. See Lee L. Selwyn. -cia D. b v t i n .  and Paul S .  Keller. An Annlysis of Ourside P l m  Provisioning and 
Utilizution Practices of US West Communications in the Stare of Wczrhingron, prepared for h e  Washington Utilities 
and Transporntion Board. March, 1990. Attachment 8. 

24. Id. 

25. Id. at 9. 

26. Id. ill 22. 
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c. 

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. ET1 believes a significant portion of the “gap” may be 
explained by the amount of excess outside plant put in place for Cenuex. 

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. 

Cenuex 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 
capaciry that would have been needed to 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 bc 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 disvibution 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 rwo pairs per dwelling unit to accommodate the core demand for the 

27. In fact. the LEC can use market and demographic data to more accurarely target capacity deployment to 
likely additional line demand. thereby reducing by a considerable amount chat m a l  number of span pain that will 
be needed to suppot? additional lines in any given distribution mute. 
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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 inclusion of 
capacity capable of supporring 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 suppon 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 househ6ld 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, ILECs have deployed far more 
capacicy than would have been required to meet existing basic service demand. 

From the foregoing discussion, it is apparent that the aggregate quantity of distribution 
plant would have been less, and its costs would have been lower, if it had been designed 
solely to suppon 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 rime of 
initial consrrucrion 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 ponion 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 standud practice that if applies for buried dismburion cable. Calif. 
PUC L95OIMI. Deposition of W. Vowel. March I I .  1996. at 120-123. The Pacific Bell Cost Pmxy Model 
(CPM) assumes distribution plant is enginemd at a d o  of 2 lines per household for buried plant and 1.5 lines per 
household for aerial plant. Pacific Bell CPM Documentation at 9. 

29. Percenragc AddirioMl Residential Lines for Households with Telephone Service, FCC Indusuy Analysis 
Division. Match 11. 1996. 

30. See. Deposition of William L. Vowel, CPUC 1.9541421. May 11, 19%. af 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 LECs 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 to 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-looking 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 
consuained by its embedded copper network. Consequently, PaciJc's embedded local 
exchange nenvork is not representative of a least-cost network for either POTS services 
alone. or for POTS wirh a broad range of other services on the nenvork 

Funher evidence of ILECs' past investment practices is revealed in their depreciation 
studies, which aim at obtainins 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. Cumnt trends 
demonstrate that ILECs' strategic positioning in the market for advanced and broadband 

32 

3 1. CalifOmIa Put. R.95-01-020A.95-01-021. R u l e d i n g  and Invesngarwn on rhc Commission's Own Morion 
inro Universal Service and IO Comply wirh rhc Mandares of Assembly Bill 3643. 
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digital services has required the LECs to significantly increase feeder facilities relative to 
those actually required to efficiently meet demand for POTS services.“ 

In fact. Pacific Bell’s triennial Depreciation Studies submitted in 1985. 1988, and 1991 
indicated the Company’s intention to use the higher annual charges to suppon extensive 
modernization of its network. Each of the Depreciation Studies submitted by the Company 
in the rime period spanning 1985 through 1991 includes numerous assenions 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 te~hnology.”’~ 
The company argued thaL as a provider of a ful l  range of telecommunicarions services, it 
needed to invest in new techn~logies.’~ 

The LECs should 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 rcpon produced by m. which concludcd that many of the 
RBOCs wefc in fact disinvesring in plant in service. The repon argued that h e  RBOCs were not  adquarely 
investing in basic service inframunurc. Lee L. Selwyn, Sonia N. Jorgc and h n a  V. Tunkel. P m e m  of 
lnvermnt  by r k  Regional Bell Holding Companies: An Gamination of r k  Sources of Financing and rhe Relative 
Perfomrnncc of ,he Bell Operating Company and rhe non-BOC RBHC businesses, Ell Rescarch Repoh January 
1996. Our cumnt  analysis rakes a fvnher step and demonstrates that of those investments Laking place, many arc 
nor for basic telephone srvice. but mhcr arc for a network capable of providing a vast array of new 
telecommunications services. 

j 3 .  Pacific Bell 1985 Depraiarion Rate Study, October. 1984. Section I. p. 33 

54. Id. at 34. 
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5 I CoNCLUS’oN 

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 
ponion of those post-1990 ILEC plant additions and retirements were attributed to the 
ILECs’ 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 ILEC 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?6 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 ’bonoms- 
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 small 

35. B w m .  K e ~ a h  C. and HMld  Van GicJon. “Depla t ion  Policy in the Telecommunications Industry: 
Implicauons for Cost Rccovey by the Loul Exchange Carrim.” Mi-, PrepMd on behalf of MCI 
Telecommunications C o p .  December 1995, ax 3. 

36. Id 

37. Hatfield Associates, Inc.. ‘“The Cost of Basic Nwork Elemenn: Thheory, Modelling and Policy 
Implications.” prepared for MCI Telecommunications Corpoiation. March 29. 1996. 
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amount of economic overhead, and large amounts of overbuilt plant and excess 
~verhead.”’~ 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 ILEC 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 rhe determination of fonvard-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, ILEC 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 EZCs 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 should not be considered when 
determining interconnection or unbundled network elements rates. 

38. Id. at 35. 
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(. M*mi.Rorida 

A 2  GENERAL REGULATIONS 

A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd) 
AZ10.2 Descriptions (Cont'd) 
A. 'Ihcfolloaringpromotioar~.pprovcdbymecommrru . 'a (conc'd) 

A r a O f P I V U l O l h  scniec CaVpJ W d v d  pabd Authoritr 
29&scuihanBell'rl KugMma@ N- Mm1/95 

SmtiCeTarimy Scrvicc W 
-homccnrm oy31I95 

RingMpnep 
offietramuc 

Seniccis 
available 

Noancurring 

Nomarring 

OM1195 
W 

03/31/95 

02101/95 
to 

03/31/95 

02JO1/95 
W 

03/31/95 

M 
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BEUSOVIH GENERALSUBSCRIBERSERVICETARIPF 
'IELECOMMUNICA'IIONS. INC.' 

ISSUED. May 15.1995 

Miami. Florida 

FCORIDA 

B Y  Joseph P. Lacher. Recidcnt - FL 

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS 
A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd) 

At103 Descriptions (Cont'd) 
A. 5he following pmtiws are .ppiovsd by lk commissim (Cmt'd) 

A r e p O f R o m o t i o n  sa*e WdTtd p- - 
3co.SoutbunWS'3 Residaa S18.00 cxditon 04/01/95 DoclmNo. 80 

ServiaTcnitmy Mditiorvl Nmreamiag u) 940128-TL 
liner Qlgtra 05/31/95 -No. 

selcc( Tde@one T-94-036 
Esuipmmt 

301. Southem B ~ l l ' s ' ~  Open 800 Nmreamiag W01/95to AuthaDity (N) 

ofiiasarhcre Docks No. 

communi- 
catioru Suvia is 
SVailablr 

ScrviaTcnitoxy Option800 07/31/95 No. - h o r n  Ceuual T91-399 

Rtnige- 910978-n 

302 Southun kl l 'r '  custom calling 06/01/95 to 
ServiceTenitoxy Savi- 0713 1/95 
-horn Central 
offices W h  

Custom Calling 
suviais 
available 

303. Southun Bell's' RingMastere 
ServiaTaritory Sen ia  
-From Central 
Waas  whac 

ser..icc is 
available 

304. Southcm Bell's' TouehSta+ 
SmiceTcnitory Service 
-FmnCentral 
offices w h  
Touchstare 
Service is 
available 

Note k 
Note2: 

Cunomercan clectto pdcipstconlyonce during cach promotion p a i d  
If this promotion occurs during my othu scheduled promotion. the cu~mer may 
choose only one of the available promotionr m which IO pmticipatr 

Nom-wming 

06/01/95 to 
07/31/95 

06/01/95 to 
07/31/95 

N 

N 
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BELLSOUTH - 'IFLECOMMUNICATIONS.INC. 

FLORIDA 

ByJoseph P. M a ,  R a i d a t  -FL 
ISSUED: January 5.1996 

t. Miami, Florida 

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS 
A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont'd) 

~2.102 ~eocriptions (Gnrd) 
A. The following promotiolls yc .ppovcd by the Camniion: (cont'd) 

Aru OIhm66m ser**r Charge# Wsivcd Period Authority 

m January 20.19% 

Note 1: 
Note 2: 

CUnomn can clcct to participate only once during each promotion period. 
If this promotion occuls during any otha scheduled promotion, thc CURoma may choose 
only onc of thc available promotions in which to pdcipatc 

. 
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BELL.som 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS. INC. 

ISSUED: January 5.1996 
ByJoseph P. Lacha, h i d e n t  -FL 
Miami. Florida 

,-.‘ FLORIDA 

A2. GENERAL REGULATIONS 
A2.10 Special Promotions (Cont’d) 

AZ.103 DMriptions (Cont’d) 
A. Thc following promotions uc appmved by the commipion (Confa) 

~m orpmmo6oa s a r i e c  CL.rgaWaind 

Wla ID Gst 
Aquintcd Offer 

Package 1 - 
DSL 2 BshmKl CSVKSD. 
Z A D D I C I I I ~  
1 Con€ h p .  Hold & Tnnr 
1 WI Fwd Vuiable - Bwon 

Package I A -  
SMs.rPkglPL.US 
I V d  M s r r y  wliting 
I WI Fwd Bury Lins 
1 WI Fwd Don’t ANmr 

Package 2 - 
suns as Pkg I PLUS 
2 Scwndpy Dircaory Numben 

Package 2 A- 
SunC = Pkg I A  PLUS 
2 Scwnduy Dirraoy Nmkn 

original page sa24 

EFFECITVE: January 20.1996 

M 

lomlrps to 
I l m s  

OM119610 
ma96 

Note I: 
Note 2: 

Customa can eleff to participatc only ona during each promotion period. 
If this promotion OCCUR during MY other scheduled promotion. the customer may choose only 
one of the available promotions in which to participatc. 

M 

Br) 

(M 

Rn 



Neil Brown 
AT&T 
Koom 6142, Promenade I 
I200 Peachtree Street 
Atlanta Georgia 30309 

Dear Neil, 

We havc carefully coviewed your inmastate USF Reform Settlanent and wc prepand to respond to 
your counter &. initially, BcllSouth cotered into discussions with AT&T in hopes of 
developing a comprom'b apprcaeh for dealing with local loop rorovcly in switched access. We 
invested signifianr time and energy this year to gain internal nrppon fa a modified rccovety 
rnechaniim which included an increased SW, something Bell- had prcviwsly been silem on 
for rebalancing switched access. NaMIy,  w were v a y  disappointal WheD AT&T teversed itself 
on the SLC in its reply comments with the FCC. We ue also in totd disrgrament with the 
concept of TSLRK as an appropaiak basis for aFscssing USF meds. 

difficulty of trying to reach a compromise position on USF. Bsrsd on w analysis, in order to 
meet your pricetarge-ts, we would mal to h e r  mlmhte acccs~pricc$ USlM ia ysaone and 
W33M over the following 3 yws.  This  levd gf redoction is cluriy beyoad the hits of our 
financial planning view. 

Given our apparent differences in position at the FCC. your intmme p m p o d o a l y ~ f ~ t h e  

- 

As we agreed in our initial discussions, we each owed wr companies a good faith effort u, explore 
w alternative to an elongated regulatory rtruggle ifpossibk. To h i t  ad, we haw been 
successful. We have both tried to undastand aclt others' position and think acptivrly of a 
compmrnise. We have bo& presented a plan which we bdiwd our COmpanM d support I 
am satisfed that our investment in time was wcrttn*(llk . butdonotscerdditioarlvdnem 
continuing dscussioas unless major change in positions occurs. Thcnforc. I M raanuneadiog 
that we discontinue our m d d y  discussions until Octo&, 1996, to tssr our poeitioas again ma thc 
Joint Board considers alternatives toUSF. 

Sincerely, 

Marc Cathey, SctliorDi& / 
Product Managanent Bell&aud IntuConnection Services 

cc: ScOnSc~fer 
Q u i i n  Sanders 
Jim Brinkley 
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BELLSOUTH 
TELECoMMuNlcLLTKmS @ 

May 30,1996 

William J. 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 21,19%. 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, BellSouth will reply to it separately. 

R e g d i g  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 targaing to provide by May 30. 

AT&T's letter includes considerable detail regarding the scheduling of and lack of participation by 
BellSouth in the 5/21 Cost/Price meeting. It should be noted that this is the first CostPrice meeting in 
which BellSouth's key personnel were not present, BellSouth has dedicated a significant number of 
resources to meet and negotiate with AT&T and to r e p d  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 
BellSouth's May 20,1996, subsequent proposal to focus the discussions on developing a mutually 
acceptable set of unbundled features to form the basis for M e r  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 example, 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 headquanets, could not be explained by AT&T 
representatives attending the meeting. The group subsequently a g e d  to focus on BellSouth's unbundled 
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. Tke configurations presented did not 
make sense, and the remainder of the meeting was spent having the BellSouth expnts advise AT&T of 
BellSouth's view of possible UNE configurations. 



BellSouth has informed AT&T both verbally and in prior correspondence of similar circumstances which 
have occurred in the process of our negotiations. Notwithstandig 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. 

%de 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 plaos. Although the 
forecast provided by Reston 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 to 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 interhe’’ 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. Nothiig would preclude AT&T 6om 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 maease its volume of local 
service orders. The “fax interface” is capable of accommodating AT&T’s initial entry into the local 
service markel. BellSouth has always maintained that implementation of mechanized in- solutions 
would be driven by transaction volumes, business needs, and relevant timiig. 

n 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 local 
exchange carriers begun to request eleceonic 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 l e m  sent to AT&T on May 16, BellSouth reviewed the steps it has taken or is in the proecss of 
undertaking to sddnss AT&T’s requirements for pre-ordering electronic intdacw and ED1 (service 
requests and order confirmation). In addition to these steps, and as previously discusKd with AT&T, 
BellSouth has developed or is developing interfaces for daily usage information, electronic trouble 
reporting, and serving cenM office and feature availability. BellSouth’s current view of the costs of 
providing these electronic operational interface solutions are as follows: 

Pse-Orderine: Estimated at $7,000,000. However, the fiaal figure cannot be darrmined 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. 

: $200,000. 

Costs for this item have not been determined. 

p: 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 estimates for thii 
functionality have been developed. 

. .  



.n 
-: 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. 

-: InitiiI development costs of $125,000. Additionally, BCllSouth 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 preorderhg, ordering and provisioning of services to be resold by AT&T are not 
uareasonable or discriminatory conditions or liiitations 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, BellSouth 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. 

‘ J  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 Milner at BellSouth and it's 10 on Thursday. Thank you for the 
voice mail that you left me this evening. I understand you're in a meeting right now. Pam, I would 
like, if you don't mind, to reschedule our meeting that we had planned for 3:30 this afternoon. 
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 I 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 1'11 be in Birmingham 
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 already in the later part of next week. So if any time of 
Monday would work for you 1'11 make those arrangements or Wednesday afternoon. If you will 
check and see if any of those could work I think we'll have a much more productive meeting if I 
give my team a little time to recollect their thoughts and get refocused. I am pleased that we are 
going to go forward with the team I 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 I will be out of the office in the middle of the day 
1'11 be back here about 1:30 at the latest 2:OO and I have 15 seconds so here goes, if you'll call me 
I'd appreciate it at 529-5489. 



/ 

May 30,1996 

Memo To File: 

P. 

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 
1 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 probably 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 900 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 liie 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 liie 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 500 p.m. and we’d also keep our 
meeting on 6/13 firom 1:00 - 4:OO p.m. all right let me know I’m at 330-0180 - thanks 
This message is taken verbatum h m  Scott Schaefer’s voice mail. 



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:OO 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 l i e  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 617 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 616 if Allen Price’s schedule 
can be accommodated, if not we will maintain 6/7. 

P 
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May 31,1996 

Kathy Taber 
AT&T 

Attached please find copy of the modified contract bascd w the d t  of our last joint 
meeting. Itrust that you will share this withthe appropriate parties including Norman 
Rosner. 

RBarretto 

AnaChwnt 



BAPCO SYSTYS DSY 

P D M T  #W% 513 1/96 

AGREEMENT 
In considexation of the mutual promises contained herein, BellSouth Advertising 

& Publistwig Corporation, a Georgia corporatian (“BAPCO”) and 

a g m  as follows: 

1. 
for ccrtaia communities in the southeastcm region of the U-S (th~ “D~~o&s’’). 
CARKLER provides, or intends to provide, l d  exchange telephone mvice in 
comunitia in which BAFCO publishes Directories BAPCO and CARRLER hcrcby 
establish the terms by which BAPCO will inciude listings of CARRER subsai- in 
such Directoria and by which BAPCO will provide such Dirrctories to CARRIER 
subscribers. 

a corpodon CCARlWR”) 

&CITAI& BAF’CO is the publisher of alphabetical and classified dirrctoris 

2. CARRIERORLLGATIONS. cARRlERagrasasfoilows: 
- 

(a) CARRIER shall provide to BAPCO, or its designee, at CARRIER’S 
expense and at no charge, listing information conccnring its subscribers (d&grdng any 
who do not desire published listings), consist& of customer IWCIC, ad- telephone 
number and all other information rearollsbly requested by BAPCO as sct for& on Exhibit 

* ofwhatevu A for -0 or inaffrltam . inpublisbingJxmones 
type and format and for othu derivative purposts 

the schedule set forth in said Exhibit, or as otherwk mutually aped betwem the pattics 
from 6me to time. 

. .  
Such subscriber 1- infonnaton shall be provided m the fbrmat and on 

(b) CARRlER shall ais0 p r o v i d e  dircftory delivery inf’ormation to BAPCO as 
set forth in Exhibit A for all subsuikts 

(c) CARRIER shall advise BAPCO promptly of any dktocy-&tted 
inquiries, quests or complaints which it may receive from CARRIER subscnba - a n d  
shall pmvide rcasonable cwpaation to BAPCO in rcspbnsc to or rcsolutiw of the same. 



BAPCO SYSTYS DSY 
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be ht&d with the listmgs of other local exchange telephone Company subscribers and 
0th- publihcd in the manna of such other listings according to BAPCO's g d y  
applicable publishing policics and standards XdhoUt des' 1-w as to the subscriber 9 

gxchanve cargt~ 

- ,  

e n-mrnts with 

(+ BAPCO shall publish additional listings, foreign hb@ and 
Di-rylistings&offercdbvRfor&subscrikrouponem* 
consistent with BAPCO's generally applicable policies in BAPCO's dpbabc6cal 
Directories= 

other alphabetical 

.. .. 

(c) BMCO will diseibute its reguhdy published alphabetkd and classified 
D i n e s  to local CARRIER subscribas in accordance with BAFCO's pmaihg 

new CARRIER servicx, if a cumnt Dimaory forthat geogmpbicareahasnotprcvidy 
been provided. Such deliveries may include separate advertising metaids accompanyhg 
the Dmnes.  

praaices, including delivery following Directory publication and upon aabWmaU of 

- 
(d) BAF'CO will include CARRIER information in the curitomcr guide pages 

of its alphabetical Dimtones for communities whae CARRER provides locai exchange 

accordance with BAF'CO's prevailing studads for the same. CARRIER will provide 
information requested by BAPCO for such purpose on a timdy basis. 

. .  telephone service at the time of publication PI wdaa in 

(e) BAPCO shall make availabk at no charge to CARRIER orits d s a & r ~  
one listing for CARRIER business mstoums per hunting group in one appmp&c 
heading in BAPCO's appropriate local clasJified directory as published paiodically by 
BAPCO. Such listings shall be published according to BAPCO's generally applicable 
p u b l i g  policies and staodardr 

( f )  BAPCOagrrrstosolicit.acqtandpublish~~advertising~m 
business subscribers for CARRIER in communities for which B E 0  publishes 
classified D d e s  in the same manner and upon ~bstantially the sameterms as it 
solicits. accepts and p u b l i  advatising from advertisas who are not CARRIER 
SUbSClikS. 



B.APOO SYSTYS DS4‘ 

P 

c-. 

Ointhcsamewh ich in BMCO ‘ S j U d E l l l ~ L L € W Z U  A ’ conduct in 
f listiaes for CA- . .  W C O ’ S  u.&ldung 0 

5. LIABILITY A N D  -. 
(a) BAPCO’s liability to CARRER for any errors or Omissions in dinctones 

or for any d&dt otherwise arising hereunder shall bc Limited to One Dollar 01) for 
m n  or omissions in any subsniber listing m any directory published by BAFCO. 

(b) Each party agrees to defend, i n d d f y  and hold hamless the other h m  
damages, claims. suits, losses or experws, including without fitation cods and 

attorneys fees, to thc cxtent of such party’s relative fault, mising out of or raulting h m  
any error, omission or act of such p d y  h-. CARRiER q to limit its liabiliv 
and that of BAFCO by contract with CARRIER’S subscribers or by tariff to no more then 
the cost of service for any errors or omissions in any listiogspublishedhatunder for 
CARRIER subscribers. Each party shall notify in writing the other Prompily of any 
claimed aror or omission affecting this w k  and of any claim or suit arising 
hereunder or relaring to this Agreement and shall pruvide rrssonable ad h l y  - 
cooperation in its resolution of the same. Without waiver of any rights -, thc 
indemnified party may at its cxpcnsc: undertake its own dtfcnst in any suchclaim or suit. 

m. This Agreement shall be effective on the date of thc last signaturr hereto 
for a term of two (2) ycsrj and shall relate to Dkctories published by BAPCO during 
such period. Thereafter. it shall conhue in effcct uuless t e r m i d  by eitha parry upon 
sixty days prior written notice. 

7. 
orthe d e s  during its Term. 

8. P OF TWE P4BIIEs. This Agmment does not cnatc any joint 
venture, partnenhip or nnploymcnt rclatioruhip becmcn the parties or heir employees, 
and the dationship benveen the parlies shall be that of an indcpendmt matractor. Thae 
shall bcno intended third party burcficiarier to this Agnement 

9. NoNDrsctosm. 
Ihning thc term ofthis Agreement it may be nezcsay forthe partics to 

provide each other with information (“1nform;itro * 0”)- tobtpIivaeor 
proprietary. ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ s h a l l ~ s u c h I n f o r m a t i o n ~ m ~ ~ ~ d i s c l o s r n e ~  
disscminationto anyonc accept its employas or- withanecd to know such 
Information in conjunction haevdtb, except as otbenvi# authond * inwritingAllruch 
I n f o d o n  shall be in writing or other tangible fonn anddsarly markcd with a 
mdidcntialorpropricta~~legd I n f o I l n a t o n c ~ n v e y c d d y o h s l l b e ~ ~ a s  

- 6. 

ASSIGNMENT . This-t shall be binding upon any SUC~SSO~S or assigns 

(a) 

4 
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proprietary or co&&ntid at the time or such oral mnveyaace and shall be reduced to 
writing within forry-five (45) days. 

lnfonnation which: (I) is made publicly available lawfully by a nonparty to this 
~greemcnt; (2) is lawfully obtained from any source other than the providing party; (3) 
is pmriausly known without an obligation to keep it c0llfidCntid; (4) is rele2wd by the 
providing 
this Ageanent if such Information is not a trade samt under applicable law. 

w under the termshmof, and cach such copy will be marked with the same proprietary 
notices as appear on the originals. Each party aipas to use the Infomath solely in 
support of this Agreement and for no other purpost. 

10. Neither party shall be responsible to the otha for any &lay 

riot, ernbargo, govanmentai rcqukan- civic or military authoxity, act of God, or other 
similar cause beyondits rcatonablt control. Ea& party shaU use best dfoas to notify the 1 
other promptly of any such &lay or failure and &ail provide reasonable cooperaion to - 
ameliorate the effects tl-f. 

11. 
trade names or hademarks of the othe-r without the prior express written cansent of the 
Other. 

12. A m .  

Eachpawshallnamtoncormorerepnwmah 'vcs for eontseo baween 
h e  partics Which shall beauthond . toactonitsbehaif. Suchnpresntstivcsmaybe 
charged 6mm time to time upon mimn notice to the other party. 

by haad delivery. catifkd or@smed mail, or by faffimile foUod by catifid or 
rcgiJteredmaiL addrs#d to t h e n a M d ~ W O f  the priicr withcopia to: 

@) The parties will not haw an obligation to p r o t e c t  any p d O n  Of 

in writing; or (5)  CommCIlcing tvm (2) ytars after the t amination date of 

(c) Each party will make copies of the Information only as ncastruy for its 

or failure to per6xm hueunder to the extent caused by fire, flood explosion. war, 

PUBLiClTY . Neither party shall disclose the terms of this Agmmcnt nor use the 

(a) 

@) Noti- required by law or &this Agmmnt sbdl be given in em 

Ifto B M C O  
Dk&r-LEC/BST h t e  
B e l l s o u t h A d ~ & p u b l i ~ c n p o r a t i o n  
Room 270 
59 Exadive parlr south 
Atlanta,GA 30329 

- 
GenaalcormSel 

with copy to: 

-5- 
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- 

If to CARRIER. 

BAPCO SYSTYS DSY 

BellSouth Advertising & Publishing cmpodon 
Room 430 
59 Executive Park South 
Atlaata,GA 30329 

BELLSOUTH ADVERTISING & 
PUBLISHING CORPORATION 

Title: 

Date: 

By: 

Title: 

Date: 
- 



BAPCO SYSTYS DSS 
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BAPCO SYSTYS DSY 

P 

EXHIBIT A 

0 

. 
CARRIER Listing Infurmation, Format, Schedule for Provision 

CARRIER Delivery I n f o d o n ,  Fonnat, Schedule for Provision 

-8- 
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May 30,1996 

h4r. William J. Can011 
Room 4170 
1200 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta,& 30309 

Dear Jim: 

BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNlCA77ONS @ 

As discussed in our May 21,1996, Executive Team meetiug, BellSouth 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 ow current discussions. 

Section 25 l(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 l i e  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(~)(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. ( 3 @ 7 y 3  



BellSouth has made available to local exchange companies its directory assistance 
services to allow other companies’ customers 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 fdize our Total Services Resale agreement. I look forward to the successful 
conclusion of our negotiations. 

W. scott Schaefer V 
Vice President - h4arketing 
Interconnection Services 

. .  
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@ BELL SOUTH 

h 

Chadn B. Coa ~ ~ 1 1 ~  ~.lrsnmuiu(i.a hc. 
Suite 4514 404 529-81 13 Group President - Customer Operations 
675 West Peachnee Street N.E. 
Allanta. Georgia 30335 - 

Fax 404 524-1937 

May 31, 1996 

Mr. W i l l i i  J. Carroll 
Vice Resident 
AT&T 
1200 Peachme 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 
TeMeSSCe 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 1Z20-4-8-. 11 and suggests that 
BellSouth is required to make all service offerings available for resale at an interim discount of 25%. BellSouth 
understan& that these rules are not yet in effect, but are awaiting approval by the Tennessee Attorney G e n d  
Following approval by the Attorney General, the rules must be forwarded to the TeMeSSeC 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 
regulation, BellSouth has suggested that AT&T enter into a resale only agreement. A copy of the proposed 
agrement 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 hial and to expire at the end of the trial on septcmbcr 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 di&rmce. 

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 advauce 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 agnement 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 thii maner. 

f l  



May 3 1,1996 

Memo To File: 

RE: Telephone conversation with Scott Schaefer on May 30,1996 and with Hank 
Anthony on May 3 1,1996. 

On May 30,1996, I 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:OO am. today, I received a call fiom 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 &om 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 notifred us of these 
possibilities in writing. I stopped him at that point and told him it was unnecesary for us 
to reiterate the record. I told him the record was fairly clear in the multiple letters witten 
between AT&T and BellSouth and without going over these agaiu, 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 sti l l  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 andor Sylvia Anderson give him a 
call. 

p. 

P 

Jim Carroll 



May 31, 1996 

P. Foster 

Re: BellSouth List of Obsolete a d  Grandfathered Services 

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, I 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 grandfathend services, 
ATBT nads to have the current rmmber of customers and/or the revenue from each 
of the lppndfnmerrd services in each state, notjust a list of the tariff sections which 
contain gnn&thaed services. The amchd Bprrsents thc lml  of detail leceswy. 
I d y  compiled this data from the Market Basket Summaria and GSSTs for 
Florida and Nonh Carolina A cursory review of these Market Basket S e e s  
provided to the Florida, Georgia and Nonb Caroliina Commissions suggests that 
BellSouth could easily provide the information requested. 

cc: Al&&ttlka. 

anachments 



BELLSOUTH 
Florida GSST Obsoleted Services 

Tariff 
Section 

A103 

A105 

A107 

A108 

A109 

A112 

4113 

Services Name/Deaaiption 

Basic Local Exchange Service 
Local Exception - Res Unlimited - Unmeasured 
option 
Charges Applicable Under Special Conditions 
Reduration Priority Charge 
Coin Telephone Service 
Bootks &Special Mounting Arrangements 
Semipublic Extension stations 
Single Slot Panel Coin Telephone 
Telephone Answer Service Faciliti- 
Concentrator - Identifier Unit 
AUTOAS Answering System Concentrator 
Foreign Exchange Savice 

Central office Nan-Transport Service Offerings 
Centrex Service to US. Military Bases 
Centrex - CO Service 
ESSX-1 Service Attendant Service (50A Consoles) 
Automatic Call Distribution - ESS Systems 
Electrollic Tandem Switching Features 
ESSX-1 Service 
Electronic Tandem Switching Features 
Misc Senrice Arrangements by No. 1 ESS 
ESSX S, M and L Service; Custmner Mgmt Feataxes 

Intercept Arrangement 

ESSX S,MandLSenrice-85 
DigitalESSXservice-85 

Digital ESSX service - 88 
Electronic Tandem Switching Features 
ESSXsmriCe S, M and Lsenrice - 88 

Prestige Communications Package (F") 
Prestige Smgle Line Senrice (PSLS) 
Digital- ' BusmessSetserviceII 
ESSX Service Vintage 2 Feature - SMDI 
Prestige Deluxe Service 
ESSX Service Optional Features - SMDR - Premises 
Digital ESSX Service Optmnal Features - SMDR - 
P-iSeS 
Customized Dialrng Package (CDP) 
ESSX Service - Multi-Line - Caller ID 

Miscellmeaus Savice Arrangements 
GroupEmergencyAlerhng&DispatchingSystem 
Municipal& Industrial Emergency Reporting& 
Multistation One-way Circuit Arrangements 
Arrangementa for Night, Sunday and Holiday Svc 
Extension and Tie Line senrires 

Digital ESSXService - Mdti-Line- calier ID 

Date 
Obsoleted 

01/23/95 

04/08/91 

os/ 15/ 17 
01/01/83 
08/15/77 

W06/@ 
09/28/82 

06/15/80 

04/17/73 
09/ 29/ 76 
io/as/m 
12/30/80 
W28P 
07/01/85 
07/01/85 
07/01/= 
W @ / W  
11/22/88 
11/22/88 
11/22/88 
04/01/89 w w m  

10/05/92 
10/05/92 
10/05/92 
10/02/92 

10/02/92 
06/=/93 
06/05/95 
06/05/95 

= / w W  
06/06/80 
01/27/66 iz/=/m 

01/15/90 
01/15/90 

01/16/91 

current 
Revenue 

( 

W9t 
$5,612 
$6,005 

c 

c 

c 
$la,= 

$6,516 
C 

$1,217 
$215,184 

C 
C 

sl,7493m 
Wlrn 

a 
a 
a 

$481390 
$354239 

$4,049 
ss,m 

$86,155 
$=pap 

$ll,O% 
$92481 

$9,976 
as7 

0 
$5,706 

$483,729 



r- 

Tariff 
Section 

A113 

A114 

A115 

A117 

All8 

A119 

A129 

A130 

Services Namflesaiption 

Miscellanwus Service Arrangements (con’t) 
Custom Calling Services 
Network Facilities for use with Public 
Announcement services 
Central Office Local Area Network Service 
Network Facilities for Use with 976 Service 
TicketTaker Service 
TouchStar Service - Multi-Line caller ID 
Arurili;ay Equipment 
Specd Line Filter 
Private Line Sampling Arrangement 
ESSX-1 Customer Premises Attendant Services 
Connection of Terminal Equipment and 
Commdcations systems 
Recorder coupler Equipment 
Telephotograph Equipment 
Data Trammitting/Receiving Terminal Equipment 
Voice Transmitiing/Receiving Terminal Equipment 
Alarm Detection and Reporting Equipment 
Dictation Recording Quipment 
Connecting Arrangements - Voice Manual 
Connecting Arrangements - Voice Automatic 
Public Address and Loudspeaker or Radio Paging - - -  
SJshns 
Mobile Teleuhone Service - 
Airtime 
Dispaachingsenrice 
sinnalingsenrice 
Long- M q e  Telecpmmunicatfon 
savia 
Enterprisesenrice 
VALU-PAK Service 
saver service 
Wide Area Telecommunicatio~ Savice 
Access Line Charges- 800Senice 
800 Number Service Termination 
Cua&ma Payment plans 
ESSX Term Payment Plans 
Emergency Reporting Services 
E911 PSAP Equipment 
BnhancedUniversalEmergency Numberservice- 
E911 
E911 Service Features and PSAF‘ Equipment 
DataTraaaportService 
Dial Backup Service 
pLExsBRvEsenrice-DigitalAccessCroasconnect 
Equipment for Disabled Customera 
Outright Sale/Month-bMmth Option 

Date 
Obsoleted 

06/16/86 

04/05/93 

02/15/94 

06/05/95 

06/06/80 
12/ 12/ 80 
10/05/81 

06/29/93 

07/31/94 

12/10/70 
01/06/81 
01/06/81 

01/06/81 

01/06/81 

01/06/81 

01/06/81 

01/06/81 

08/14/92 
08/14/92 
08/14/92 

06/15/87 
09/o9/95 
08/02/95 

01/22/94 
06/a3/95 

01/08/9l 

11/29/85 

09/19/86 
06/15/92 

09/=/94 
02/05/93 

10/16/95 

Current 
Revenue 

$608 
0 
0 

$10,760 
w 

$61,038 
0 

$24,575 
$374 

0 
$34,829 

0 

0 
0 
0 

$1,601 



BELLSOUTH 
North Carolina GSST Obsoleted Services 

ThriftycallerService 

Centrex - CO Service 
ESSX-1 Service 
Automatic Call Distribution - E33 
DID to C u ~ t o m a  - P m i s e s  

E S X - l s e r v i c e  
Electronic Tandem Switching 
Miscellaneous ES Features 
E S X  S, M & L Custom Management Features 

SecretarialserViceIn-DialingArrangements 

ESSX S,M&L-85 
J3gIta.l Essxsenrife - 85 
EIectronic Tandem Switching 
Prestige Communications Package 
Prestige Single Line Senrice 
Prestige Deluxe senrife 

Arrangements fur Night, Sunday and Holiday 

Date 
3baoleted 

03/26/85 

12/09/95 
12/09/95 

‘09/13/?2 

10/15/80 

04/17/81 
09/01/82 

02/03/ 93 
m/oz/n 
12/19/79 

12/08/82 
12/08/82 
ww= w=/= 
w28/= 
01/28/87 
12/30/88 
12/30/88 
12/30/88 
07/25/m 
Q7/25/m 
08/05/- 
w28/- 
09/28/94 

w w m  
W W 8 0  
12/24/80 

06/23/86 
ww93 

current 
Revenue 



P 

Services Name/Description Tariff 
5ection 

4114 

4115 

9118 

4119 

4120 

4122 

9123 

9124 

9129 

4130 

Date 
Obsoleted 

Aruciliary Equipment 
Private Line Sampling Arrangement 03/03/82 - -  
ESSX-1 Customer Premises &tendant Services I 09/02/81 
Connections of Terminal Equipment and 
communications systems 
Recorder Coupler Equipment 
Telephotograph Quipment 
Voice Connectnr ' ity Arrangement 

CMent 
Revenue 

$116 
0 

$1,642 
$6,126 
$6m 
$7,474 

0 
$5,897 

0 

$1897 

sm 
$133,866 

$123&678 
$524.626 
$585,600 

lfaS7.189 

$1,675 

FkWQOlW . .  M ll?Cellt@' aS 12/09/95. 
** Rates lowered in pending tariff filing, to be effedive 06/01/96. 



June 3, 1996 

VIA FAX 
ORIGINAL U.S. MAIL 

Mary Jo Ped, Esq. 
BellSouth TelecommUniCation~, hc. 
Legal Dqartmcnt, Suite 4300 
675 West Peaehtrrc stmt 
Atlrmta, GA 30375-0001 

Re: Tmnessec Mediation Petition 

Fmmenadt I 
1200 Peacntree Strecc, N.E 
Allanra. GA 30309 
404 810-8070 
FAX. 404 610-8629 

Dear Mary Jo: 

This confirms our conversation of Friday, May 3 1,1996 conccming the 
Confidentiality Agreement BellSouth and AT&T mtcrd into telative to negotiations 
under the Telecommunicatio~ Act of 19%. AT&Ts demand of April 4,1996 for 
COR data including seMce specific cost data and AT&T's subscqumt rrquest of May 
8,1996, for mediation of Bellsouth's rrfusal to p v k k  the Service tpecfic cost data 

As wediscusscd, I agrathattheConfidcntialitA@tcmmt requiresthe 
disclosing party to protovide rrasQnable advance notice to the other party kfm the 
disclosing pafty may di~elos~ the other party's &dentid informrtion in a "Related 
P d g "  (ap that tcnn is d e f d  in our Co&dtntiality Agrement). L&cdly. 
d e r  thc terms of the Confidentiality Apemen& such advance notice must be 
pro6dcd by the aisCloSing party in orda for the other party to " a p e  IO cxccu~f a 
protection order (or similar order) providing for the con6dmtiality of the Co&datid 
Informrrion dis~loscd under [the] Agreement". 

I also agree that the parties must comply with the rules or proccdurrs 
established by the competent commission or court in a Rclatcd Rocding, including 
ruler that pcrtain to the disclosure of wonfidential inf '40~1.  Again, each 
obiigations in this regard have ban quite obvious from the datc of execution of the 
Confidentiality Agreemcnr bawd on the four comas of the Confidcntiaiity 
Agreement itself. 

Additionally, as we dirussed, the Con6dentiality A g r ~ ~ m ~ n t  docs not 
preclude the disclasing parry fkom requesting that certain "highly competitive- 



I' sensitive confidential information" be disclosed only to individuals approved by the 
disclosing party who have a "need to know." Of course, the pariy 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 propared by the RqueSting party. As we 
agreed, such dispute would k 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 Item 3 which were 
requested by AT&T in its letter 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 whcrc 
negotiations have commenced (GA, FL, AL, M, ICY, LA and NC). 

Upon receipt of both your cdhuation (as requested above) and delivery of 
the abovc-descnbcd data, AT&T will withdraw its rcqucst for mediation. 

May Ja, I must say tka! I and others at AT&T are extremely disappointed that 
it took BellSouth over four (4) weeks to finally appreciate that our exisling 
Confidmtiality Agreement covered all &e issues outlined above. In the funye, we 
would appreciate a more focused and timely response on issues such as these. 

SEA:* 

cc: AT&TLeaddu 'p Tuun 
AT&T Core Team 

.- 



June 3,1996 

Suzie Lavett 
BellSouth 
Room ESG 

Birmingham,AL 35243 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 

FAX Delively 

This letter is a follow up to the Total Services Resale Maintenance meeting held 5/20/96 with Bob 
Anderson ofBellsouth We discussed the interim process for residence and small busines re@. 

Bob presented a preview' ofthe TAFI scripts being prepared for OUT undustanding and conaumxx on 
the methcdology. Based on the scripts he presented, the methodology is clear and the infomatiion will 
meet our needs. Bob also delivered a document that AT&T can use to identify and m l v c  'yeahue 
use" related troubles. These two pieces of information will help AT&T praau trouble rcporLI to 
BellSouth in an expedient mamw. 

In your letter ofMay 15, you had some commcnro on my updates to the vscldng docummt that1 
provided. I understand your comments and I ham anachcd updated input forms form nViea. 

Also in your May 1s letter, BeLlSouthrrqutstcdto foldunbundledport andunbuadledportlloop 

teams. In our preliminary meeting on 4/22. BellSouth indicated that re@ for the unbmdkd port and 
unbundled prtnwp combination elements would k handled in the ACAC. However, if the Bushw# 
Repair Center and Residence Repair ccntu will k OUT interfaas for thae elcmcnts, ATBT is 
certainly agreeable to folding the discussions together. 

The next TSR maintmana meeting is scheduled for Junc 14 at 830. at 1200 Pcachtm Strat. 
Atlanta I will k on Vacation next week, but will g~% an agenda out early in the week dtbe lo*. I 
thinLtbacaresomeanacwberrwehavcreached~andwecanwork~mthenquircmmo 
uaddng document to clos some things out. 

Pleasc feel fra to call me if you haw q d o l u  or commcILt9. 

Sincerely, 

combination maintenance discussiollJ into the misting residence and business TSR . 



June 3,1996 

Suzie Lavett 
BellSouth 
Room E5G 
3535 Colonnade Parkway 
B-gham,AL. 35243 

Dear Suzie, 

Rmm 12W45 
Rarvrudcu 
1200 PufMrc+ %,NE 

A l h U ,  GA30309 
404810-3119 

F A X  Delively 

This letter is a follow up the my 5/17/96 meeting with Lisa Grifsn. We discussed the BellSouth 
businessrrpairprocessandfwtherdefinedourinterimmaintenanCeinterface. Thiswasaproductive 
meeting and I believe we are close to closure many items! 

The action items are outlined below: 

1. At our 5/2/96 meeting, Bob Anderson took the action item to provide AT&T scripts ofthe residence 
maintenance customer interface for trouble reponing. At this meeting, Lisa and I bad the same 
discussion regarding our need for the same type of information for business trouble reporting. Lisa 
and I agreed that it would make 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 TAR scripts, I anticipate that this action item will develop just a bit behind 
the time line for their development. 

2. Lisa to pmvide the conditions where a dispatch could result in a ~ M c e  charge to AT&T. 

3. Lisa to provide BST guidelines for repair status to business customers. 

4. Lisa to pmvide the % of “dispatched out” of BRC orders. 

Items 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, hv 
Cindy CI 

c 



06-03-96 06:28PM FROM WIRELESS 

I 
TO 914048103131 P001/001 

Forjwrnview Reply ASAP Pvoase Comment 

ith FCC Docket No. 91-346, BellSouth b e l i  that 
technically feasible. Phase I allows third party access 

Se II prwidar SS7 irderaxmedion of third party 
s network v a  a 'gateway'. Phase 111 plovtdes for direct 
' mica nodes to Bellsouth's AIN 

xoviders service 



June 3. 1996 

Mr. Carl Braun 
Room N408B 
1876 Data Drive 
Birmingham, AL 35244 

Dear Carl, 

1200 Peachtree Si.. NE 
Atlanta, w\ 30309 

The following two AT8T Action Items are now closed: 

OCN Populated in Positions 26-29 in Headernrailer 
ATgT 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. 

J 

Detailed Record Edits 
Attached is a copy of AT8T's detailed record edits. These Error 
Conditions are considered "critical errors' which will be returned to the 
sending LEC. 

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

Sincerely, 

*""J Sue Ray 

Attachment 

cc: Shirley Wlcox 
Craig Steele 
Suzie Lavett 
Pam Nelson 
Jay Bradbury 



I1ETURN 
CODE ERROR DESCRIPTION 

03 

4 

32 

40 

41 

42 

44 

45 

46 

52 

53 

n 

59 

i2 

i3 

;5 

'1 

9031 LEC Post Bill Adjustment Return 

9011 To Number = From Number 
9023 
9058 Invalid Credit Code 
9059 Non-Numeric Data in Numeric Field 

Invalid Rate Class/Meesaqe Type Combination 

9110 Invalid Appended Module 

9001 Invalid Record Catagory 
9002 Invalid Record Group 
9003 Invalid Record Type 

9006 Invalid Record Date 

9009 Invalid From Number 

9012 Invalid To Number 

9077 Invlaid LEC Owned CIID From/To State Charge 

9018 Invalid State or Local Tax 

9014 Invalid Billable Time 
1 

9021 

9024 Invalid Method of Recording 

9016 Invalid Rate Class 

9010 

9045 Invalid Ind19 and Ind23 Value6 

Invalid Message Type For Tewessee Prison 
9017 Invalid Message Type 

9075 Invalid Ind19 Value for CIID Record 
9078 Invalid Rounding Ind, Billable Minutes = 0 

Invlaid Unrated Conference Call Serial Number 9065 

9005 Cannot Derive Valid Bill NPA-NXX 

9076 

9019 Invalid Billing Number 

Invalid LBC Owned CIID Settlement Code 
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Atlanta, Georgia 
June 4,1996 

To: Kathy Taber, AT&T Products & Services Manager 

From: 

Subject: Independent Payphone ProvidedSemi-Public Documentation 

Pam Sims, Project Manager - Local InterConnection Negotiations 

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 2:0Opm, today. Additionally, we 
are providing a list of Semi-public servicedfeatures available for resale and unbundling in 
Georgia. 

If you have any questions prior to the call you may contact me on 404-529-6516. 
n 

Attachments 

cc: SuzieLavett 
Kathy Blake 
Sandy Sanders 
Dorothy Farmer 
Bob Flood 



Georgia IPP Services 

SmartLineB IPP Access Line 
(coin) 

BellSouth rate tables Originating l i e  
for local and 
intraLATA calls 
cagied, processed and 

I screening 

P 

Coinless IPP Access 
Line 

Originating line 
screening 

Service 

Specific 
Functions 

r 

completed by BST I 

intelligence required to 
perform answer 
dectection, coin 
collection, coin return 
and disconnect. 
Billed Number 

Screening Screening 

Screening 
Answer detection 
option to block all 1+ 
calls to international 
destinations 

Blocking for I+ intl, Blocking for I+ intl, 
lOXXXl+ intl, IOxXxl+ in& 
1 0 1 xxxl +intl, 1 +900, 10 1xxxxl+htl ,  1 + m  

, W1,976 , N11,976,7 digit 

at the Network I at the Network I theNetworkInterface I 

IntraLATA call timing 
Ability to “freeze” PIC 

Interface location I Interface location I location 
Detailed billing 1 Detailed billing I Wedbil l ing I 

local,I+DDD 

Ability to “freeze” PIC Ability to “freeze” PIC 

I showing all I +  traffic 
in paper, diskette or I in paper, diskette or I paper, diskette or 

shuwving all I +  traffic showing all I;bafiic in 

selection 
Option of one way or 
two way service on 

electronic format I electronic format I Cl&nic format 
Wire maintenance I Wire maintenance I Wiremaintenance I 

selection selection 
Two way service 
option only only 

Two way service option 

l i e  

- - 
screening 
I directory per line I I directory per line I 1 directoryperlinc I 

I I 

6/4/96 

One bill per line 
Point of demarcation 

based on rate groups 
One bill per line 
Point of demarcation 

based on rate gmu& 

Point of demarcation at 
One bill per lime 

option 
Touchtone service 
Option for listed or 
non-listed numbers 
Access to 91 1 service 
originating line 

option option 
Touchtone service Touchtone service 
Option for listed or Option for listed or 
non-listed numbers non-listed numbers 
Access to 91 1 service Access to 91 1 service 



AT&T rate tables for 
local and intraLATA SVC. 

SEMIPUBLIC TELEPHONE SERVICE 

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 
intemational destinations. 

call timing. 

PIC protection for al l  1+ local, 
inter, intra traffic. 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Option of one way or two way service. No 

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. 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Point of demarcation at the set location 
(at least for all outdoor sets). No 

Detailed billing showing all 1+ traffic 
in paper or electronic format. Yes 

DMOQs for service restoration. Need Clarification 

Wire maintenance option 
(even though it may be an 
unregulated service). No 

Unbundled 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

. No 

Need Clarification 

No 



SVC outage transfers to 
AT&T help center. 

Wish to keep existing 
serving tel #s if cutover 
to AT&T resale l i e .  

Touchtone Service. 

Block any 1+ service that 
cannot be rated by the 
coin circuitsTTsPs/osps. 

Special screen codes unique 
to AT&T andor its customers. 

Service outage call transfers. 

Single point of contact for bills 
and orders dedicated to public.' 

Access to AT&T DA. 

Option for listed, nonlisted, 
or non published #s. 

Protect against clip on 
fraud if available. 

Option to negotiate addl 
features in future. 

Access to AT&T's NAI. 

Provision 91 1 service. 

Access to ANI information. 

Use AT&T branded invoice. 

for Resale 

Only on a contract basis 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Only on a contract basis 

Negotiated 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Need clarification 

Yes 

Need clarification 

No 

Option to have LEC tech 
collect, count and deposit 
vault contents on behalf of ATBrT. Only on a contract basis 

Unbundled 

No 

N/A 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Need clarification 

No 

Need clarification 

No 

No 



Monitor vault contents for 
slugs and spurious non US 
currency or theft add 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 bill 
for access lime. 

Provide all information requested 
to ensure AT&T can bill 
for usage on the l ie .  

Except where designated, all calls 
originating fiom stations serviced 
by these l ies  should be routed 
to AT&T TSR lies. 

P 

Station or enclosure equipment 
should only bear the namehrand 
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 directoryhe install. 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Need clarification 

No 

No 

Yes 

Provide installation intervals per DMOQs. 

Protect against red box hud.  

Protect against blue box hud.  

Install the station to at least LEC 
standards (e.g., ADA, etc.) Yes 

? 

No 

No 

F--- 

Unbundled 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

? 

No 

NO .. 

No 



/- 

Perform repairs for DMOQs. 

Provide option for k e  of 
"bright station" technology 
including debit cards. 

Provide revenue, maintenance, 
collection reports etc. as 
specified by AT&T on order 
form on a periodic basis in 
in paper or electronic format. 

&&& for Resale 

Need clarification 

No 

No 

Unbundled 

Need clarification 

No 

No 



Atlanta, Georgia 
June 4.1996 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Kathy Taber, AT&T Products & Services Manager 

Pam Sims, Project Manager - Local Interconnection Negotiations 

Custom Calling Services - Resale 

As requested in your memo dated May 23,1996, please find enclosed documentation (Le. 
service descriptions and activation procedures) on the following Custom Calling Services: 

*Call Forwmding Busy Line 
*Call Forwmding Don’t Answer 
*Remote Access - Call Forwarding Variable 
*Customer Control of Call Forwarding Busy Line 
*Customer Control of Call Forwarding Don’t Answer 
*Flexible Call Forwarding 
*Call Waiting Deluxe 

Sin this infomation was not ready available in the format you requeste, - was unable 
to meet your May 3 1,1996 due date. If you have questions, please contact me on 404-529- 
6516. 

Enclosures 

cc: SuzieLavett 

Beth Craig 
Joy Lofton 

Kathy Massey 



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 MemovCall@ service. 

Customer Control of Call Forwarding Busy Line (SESS Only) allows the customer 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. 

rT4 

lw&G 

Basic Call Forw-: 

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 
completes. A service order is also required to deactivate the feature or change the 
forward-to number. 
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Customer Cmtrol of Cal I Forward ina Busv Line; 

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. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Depress and release switchhook. 
Listen for dial tone (current call placed on hold). 
Dial 82# Busy Line Forwarding activation code. 
Listen for confirmation tone (beeps) followed by dial tone. 
Depress and release switchhook to return 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. 
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES 

RESALE 
- I 

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 
hislher telephone will ring before a call forwards. This feature is used most often for 
forwarding calls to a voice messaging service such as Memo~CaIlt3 service. 

Variations 

Customer Control of Call Forwarding Don't Answer (SESS 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. 

luk2 

Call Forwarding Don't Ansm:  

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. 

1 of2 



mer Control of Call Fo rwardina Don't Ans wer; 

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 dial tone. 
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES 

RESALE 

REMOTE ACCESS TO CALL FORWARDING VARIABLE (IAESS, SESS) 

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) aRer dialing the Special Access Number. 

< T C  

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). 

How To Deactivate Remote Access To Call Forwar- 

1. Dial the Special Access Number. 
2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call 

Fowarding Variable. The dialed telephone number will be repeated to allow 
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. 
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How To Use Remote Access 
TELEPHONE 
I. 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 14, you will hear short tones followed by steady 
dial tone). 

To Call Forwa rd ina Variable ! FROM YOUR 

How To D e d v a t e  Remote Access To m b l e  (FROM YOUR 
TELEPHONEl 
1. Dial 73# with Touch-Tone service telephones (73 with rotary or dial pulse 

2. Listen for short tones followed by a steady dial tone. 
telephones). 

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. 

- 

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. 
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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 Forwarcling V a r i w  

1. Dial the Special Access Number. 
2. Dial the 7 digit home or office telephone number that has Remote Access To Call 

3. Dial the Call Forwarding Variable Code 72#. 
4. Dial the number to which you want your calls forwarded and #. 

5. The forwarded to telephone number dialed will be repeated to allow 

/4 

Forwarding Variable, followed by the Personal Identification Number and # (see 
note 1). 

If you must dial a 1 or area code to reach this number from your home or office, 
then do so (see note 2). 

for correction if dialed incorrectly. Dial 1 to confirm-two short tones will confirm 
your request. Dial 2 to change. 

How To D e i  

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 deactivation code 73#. Two short tones will 
fi confirm your request. 

1 of2 
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How To Use Remote Ac cess To Call Forwarding Var iable fFROM YOUR 
TFLFPHONE 

I. 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 14, you will hear short tones with no dial tone). 

/- 

HOW To Deactivate Remote Access To Call F o r w a r m  Variable (FROM YOUR 
TELEPHOW 

1. Dial 73# with Touch-Tone service telephones (73 with rotary or dial pulse 

2. Listen for two short tones. 
telephones). 

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. 
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n 
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. 

fi 

n 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 14, and no answer is necessary. 
(After you repeat steps 14, you will hear only two short tones followed by a dial 
tone). 

How To D e w a t e  Re mote Access To Call Forw- 

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 deactivation code 7%. Two short tones will 
n confirm your request. 

1 of2 
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.- 

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. 

HOW To Use Remote Access To Call Forward incl Variable fFROM YOUR 
TELFPHOE 

1. Listen for a dial tone. 
2. Dial 72# with Touch-Tone service telephone (72 with rotary or dial pulse 

telephones). 
3. Listen for 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 followed by dial tone). 

How To Deactivate Remote Access To Call Forwardina Variable fFROM YOUR 
TELFPHOW 

1. Dial 73# with Touch-Tone service telephones (73 with rotary or dial pulse 

2. Listen for two short tones, followed by dial tone. 
telephones). 

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. 
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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 to 
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 calling into 
the FCF access number. 

. 

Speed Forwarding -Allows the customer to set up codes (#I-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. 
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Priority Screening - (Customer must select Call Rescue option also) 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. If the call is long 
distance, depending on available call data, the customer may hear the calling patty'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 subsequent fotwarding instructions via the FCF menu. 

P 

Two main versions of the feature are available: 

Basic Flexible Call 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 ringmastern I service. FCF Plus users may also subscribe to the 
optional Audio Calling Name capability. 



A 

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 

2 Forward Here 

3 Forward There 

4 Audio Calling Name 

5 Priority Screening 

8 Help Desk 

9 Administrative Options 

Exit 
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OLEC TO BELLSOUTH ORDERING GUIDELINES 

RESALE 

CALL WAITING DELUXE 

Call Waiting Deluxe (CWD) offers various options for handling a waiting call. 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. 

ControllCancel 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 call: 

.Answering the waiting call, disconnecting the first call 

.Answering the waiting call, placing the first call on hold 

.Directing 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.” 

.Forwarding 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 Calling. (note: The Conferencing option is currently available 
in 1A/5ESS switch types and will become available in the DMSlOO 
switches during 1996.) 
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*Call Waiting Deluxe customers who have a combination of a Screen 
Phone and Caller ID adjuncts will receive the name andlor number 
information of the waiting call only on their Screen Phone, not on 
the adjuncts. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

BellSouth Telecommunications. Ins. 

June 5,1996 

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 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 “BellSouth has repeatedly changed its position on which services are excluded from 
resale”. I 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 BellSouth 
services be made available for resale. In addition, your reference to Section 25 l(c)(4)(B) suggests that 
BellSouth is imposing “unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations” upon “the resale of such 
telecommunications services”. Section 25 l(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 CostPrice 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 

documentation was continually revised and expanded. Updated versions were delivered in subsequent o@- . .I-. 

- 

which identified the company’s most current position on services restricted from resale. This 
P.a - 



n 
Core Team Meetings. Your example also 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 411 8 memo from BellSouth to Preston Foster regardng the exclusion of Special 
Assemblies ffom resale and the absence of the exclusion from the Louisiana tariff is represenultive 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. 

In reference 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 available (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 (l) ,  Attachment 1 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 statellocal governments, and BellSouth’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 miagate 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, BellSouth 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: 

/-. 

r‘ 

€.CQ&X: BellSouth’s currently available Cenmex offerings, ESSX or MultiServ depending upon location, 
are available for resale. Your statement that “certain restrictionstprohibitions do exist in some 
retail tariffs which limit or prevent resale by resellers” will require further discussion and 
clarification prior to a response. 

m: 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 

-4 ”r: QC- . - ~ -4.. ‘. 



Subscriber Line Charge plus an equivalent BellSouth funded amount. The amount of the 
intentate credit ($3.50) is reimbursed to BellSouth by NECA. For the states included in the 
BellSouth/AT&T negotiations, BellSouth averages about 200,000 Lifelime customers per month. 
Eligibility for this p r o g m  varies by state, but may be based on eligibility in other low-income or 
assistance programs such as Medicaid, Food Stamps, AFDC or SSI. 

This service is available in all nine states in BellSouth’s service area. Link-Up provides a credit 
for qualifying customen of 50% of the n o n - r e c d g  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 
included 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 NI I in 
Mississippi, Kentucky, North Carolina, or South Carolina, or to actively market this service in the 
states where it is currently offered. 

M: 

u: 

At the time that this letter was drafted, information could not be provided for Connact Service Arrangements, 
Special Billing Arrangements, Educational Discount Program, and Installment Billing. 

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 
BeIlSouth organization to another. In fact, BellSouth 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 CostiPrice 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. I 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, 

4L4a 
. Scott Schaefer 

President - Marketing 
InterConnection Services 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Services Excluded From Resale 

GrandfatheredlObsoleted 
Promotional Rates 
Contract Service Arrangements 
Installment Billing Option 
Lifeline Assistance 
Link-Up 
91 1 Service 
E91 1 Service 
Mobile Interconnection Service 
N11 Service 

State Soecific Serviceg 

Tariff Section 

All 
Ail 
All 
A2 (AL); A4 
A4 
A4 
A1 3 
A1 3 
A35 
A39 

Classroom Communications Service (AL) A3.32 
Special Billing Arrangements (LA) A5.8 
Education Discount Program (LA) A5.14 
In-Classroom Computer Access (TN) A3 
Distance Learning Video Transport (TN) 87 

Other State Specific Offerings TBD 

o i o n t :  
Non-Recurring Charges 
StatelFederal Subscriber Line Charges 
IW Maintenance Plan Charges 
Pass-Through Charges (E.G. 91 1, TDS) 
Taxes 

Legend: 

& - FL m 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

Exclude 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

NIA 
Ex c I u d e 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

NIA 

Filed 
Filed 
Filed 
Filed 
NIA 
Filed 
Filed 
Filed 
Filed 
Filed 

Filed 
Filed 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

NIA 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

NIA 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

NIA 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

NIA 

Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 
Exclude 

Exclude 
Exclude 

TBD TED TBD TBD NIA TBD TBD TED TBD 

Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude Filed Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude 
Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude Filed Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude 
Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude Filed Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude 
Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude Filed Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude 
Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude Filed Exclude Exclude Exclude Exclude 

Exclude 
Filed 
NIA Service Not Available 
Offer 
TED To Be Determined 

Planned for Exclusion (Either Existing Service or New Service To Be Filed) 
Resale Tariff Filed with Exclusion 

Service Will Be Offered for Resale 



Attachment 2 

STATE : KENTUCKY 
T A R I F F  SECTION SUMMARY 

T A R I F F  
SECTION 

F I L E  

( 1 )  

A 1 0 3 0 0  
A 1 0 4 0 0  
A 1 0 7 0 0  
A 1 0 8 0 0  
A 1 0 9 0 0  
A 1 1 1 0 0  
A 1 1 2 0 1  
A 1 1 2 1 3  
A 1  1226 
A 1 1 2 2 7  
A 1 1 2 2 8  
A 1 1 2 2 9  
A l l 210  
A 1 1 2 3 1  
A 1 1 2 3 2  
A 1 1 2 3 4  
A 1 1 3 0 0  
A 1  1 4 0 0  
A 1 1 7 0 0  
A 1 1 9 0 0  
A12000 
A 1 2 3 0 0  
A 1 2 5 0 0  
A 1 2 9 0 0  
A 1 1 1 0 0  
810300 
B l 0 4 0 0  

T A R I F F  SECTION 
AN0 SERVICE 
D E S C R I P T I O N  ..__...__...~__.____~~.....- 

( 2 )  

A 1 0 3  OBSOLETE-BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SVC 
A 1 0 4  OBS-SERVICE CHARGES 
A 1 0 7  OBSOLETE-COIN TELEPHONE SERVICE 
A 1 0 8  OBS-TELEPHONE ANSWERING F A C I L I T I E S  
A 1 0 9  OBS-FOREIGN EXCH AM0 CENTRAL O F F I C E  SVC 
A l l 1  OBSOLETE-ESSX-1  SERVICE 
A l12 .01  OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - ANALOG 
A 1 1 2 . 1 3  OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - D I G I T A L  
A112.26 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE . VINTAGE I I  - ANA 
A 1 1 2 . 2 7  OBSOLETE-ELECTRONIC TANDEM SWITCHING-ANA 
A 1 1 2 . 2 8  OBSOLETE-ESSK SERVICE . VINTAGE I I  - D I G  
A 1 1 2 . 2 9  OBSOLETE-ESSX M U L T I  ACCCUNT SERVICE 
A112.30 O B S O L E T E - D I G I T A L  ELECTRONIC TANDEM SWlTC 
A 1 1 2 . 3 1  OBSOLETE-ESSX ISON SERVICE 
A112.32 OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE - VINTAGE I - ANAL 
A 1 1 2 . 3 4  OBSOLETE-ESSX SERVICE ~ V INTAGE I - D I G 1  
A113 OBSOLETE MISCELLANEOUS SVC ARRG 
A l l 4  OBSOLETE-AUXIL IARY EPUIPTMENT 
A l l 7  OBSOLETE-MOBILE TELEPHONE SVC 
A 1 1 9  OBS-WIDE AREA TELE SERVICE 
A120 OBSOLETE-OPTIONAL C A L L I N G  PLANS 
A 1 2 3  OBSOLETE-ESS CO FEATURES ( E S S X - 1 )  
A 1 2 5  OBSOLETE-LIGHTGATE D I G I T A L  SVC 
AI% OBSOLETE-DATA TRANSPORT SERVICE 
A 1 3 1  (OBS)  M U L T I - L O C A T I O N  BUSINESS SERVlCE 
B i o 3  OBSOLETE-CHANNELS 
6104 OBSOLETE-EOUIPHENT 

TOTAL 



Attachment 2 

STATE : Georgia 
Obsolete Service O f f e r i n g s  

T A R I F F  
SECTION 

F I L E  

( 1 )  
_..._. 

A 1 0 7 0 0  
A 1 0 8 0 0  
A 1 0 9 0 0  
A 1 1 2 0 3  
A 1 1 2 0 7  
A 1  1208 
A 1 1 2 0 9  
A 1  121 1 
A l l 212  
A 1 1 2 1 3  
A 1 1 2 1 4  
A 1 1 2 1 7  
A 1 1 2 1 8  
A 1 1 2 2 0  
A 1 1 2 2 1  
A 1 1 2 2 2  
A 1 1 2 2 3  
A 1  122L 
A 1 1 2 2 5  
A 1 1 2 2 6  
A 1 1 2 2 7  
A l l 2 2 8  
A 1 1 2 9 8  
A11229 
A 1 1 2 3 0  
A 1 1 2 3 1  
A 1  1 3 0 0  
A 1 1 6 0 0  
A 1 1 5 0 0  
A 1 1 6 0 0  
A 1 1 8 0 0  

T A R I F F  SECTION 
AND SERVICE 
D E S C R I P T I O N  ............................ 

( 2 )  

A 1 0 7 . 0 0  OES. SERV. 0FF:COIN TELEPHONE SERV. 
A 1 0 8 . 0 0  OBS. T A S  F A C I L I T I E S  
A 1 0 9 . 0 0  OBS. FOREIGN EXCHANGE 
A 1 1 2 . 0 3  08s. E S S X - 1  ATTENDANT SERVICE 
A 1 1 2 . 0 7  OBS. AUX S T A T I O N  L I N E  SERVICE 
A 1 1 2 . 0 8  OES. ESSX . I SERVICE 
A l 1 2 . 0 9  OES. ELEC. TANOEH SWITCHING 
A l 1 2 . 1 1  DBS. ESSX S,M,L;CENTREX,ESSX-1 CUST MGT 
A 1 1 2 . 1 2  OBS. ESSX S,H,L 8 5  
A 1 1 2 . 1 3  OES. D I G I T A L  ESSX - 8 5  
A 1 1 2 . 1 4  OES. 
A 1 1 2 . 1 7  OBS. 
A 1 1 2 . 1 8  OES. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 0  08s. 
A l l 2 . 2 1  OBS. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 2  OES. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 3  OBS. 
A l 1 2 . 2 4  08s.  
A 1 1 2 . 2 5  OBS. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 6  00s. 
A l 1 2 . 2 7  08s. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 8  OES. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 8  OES. 
A 1 1 2 . 2 9  08s .  
A 1 1 2 . 3 0  OBS. 
A 1 1 2 . 3 1  08s. 
A 1 1 3 . 0 0  OES. 
A114.00 08s. 
A 1 1 5 . 0 0  OBS. 
A 1 1 6 . 0 0  OBS. 
A118.00 08s. 

E T S  FEATURES . 85 
PRES1 I C E  COHH PACKAGE 
PRESTIGE S I N G L E  L I N E  SERVICE 
PRESTIGE DELUXE 
ESSX SVC V INTAGE 2 
CUSTCHIZED D I A L I N G  PKG 
ANALOG ESSX SERVICE 
D I G I T A L  ESSX SERVICE 
D I G I T A L  ISON SERV FEAT/CND, A L L  
ESSX ANALOG 
ANALOG E T S  
ESSX D I G I T A L  
ESSX D I G I T A L  
ESSX M U L T l  ACCCVNT SERVICE 
D I G I T A L  E T S  
ESSX ISDN 
H I S C E L L A N E M S  SERV 
A U X I L I A R Y  EPUIPHENT 
TERMINAL E Q U I P  AND SYSTEMS 
C A L L I N G  PLANS . 
HTS 



Attachment 2 

STATE : G e o r g i a  
O b s o l e t e  S e r v i c e  o f f e r i n g s  

T A R I F F  
S E C T I O N  

F I L E  
... 

( 1 )  

A 1  1900 
A 1 2 4 0 0  
A 1 2 9 0 0  
A 1 3 0 0 0  
A 1 3 1 0 0  
A 1 4 0 0 0  
E 1 0 2 0 0  
810300 
E 1 0 4 0 0  
E 1 0 6 0 0  

A 1 1 9 . 0 0  
A 1 2 4 . 0 0  
A 1 2 9 . 0 0  
A 1 3 0 . 0 0  
,4131.00 
A 1 4 0 . 0 0  
E 1 0 2 . 0 0  
8103.00 
E 1 0 4  .OO 
8106.00 

T A R I F F  SECTION 
AND SERVICE 
O E S C R I P T I O N  

( 2 )  
__._._..._..._.... .. 

08s. VATS SERVICE 
06s. EHERGENCY REPORT SERVICES 
OES. DATA TRANSPORT SERVICE 
OES. E O U I P .  FOR D I S A B L E D  CUSTCMERS 
M U L T I - L O C A T I O N  BUSINESS SERV. 
OBS FAST PACKET TRANSPORT SERVICES 
08s. REGULATIONS 
OBSOLETE SERVICE OFFERINGS - CHANN 
OBSOLETE SERVICE OFFERINGS . EOP 
08s. DATAPHONE D I G I T A L  SERVICE 

TOTAL 


