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BEFORE TH E FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Petition of Supra Telecommunications 
and Infnrmation Systems, Inc., for a 
Generic Proceeding to Arbitrate Rates 
and Selected Terms and Conditions of 
Interconnection Agreements with 

) Docket 

' 
No. 9'loJ5S _, -,-P 

) Filfo-d: 
) 
) 

B£:! llSout.h Telecommunications, Inc. ) ______________________________________ ) 

TO 

P&TI'l'IOII or SOJIItA 'l'&L&COMIOifiCA'l'IOIIS AND 
INFOJUCATIOR ara'l'DIS, me. , roa A GD&aic PROC&BDING 

ARBI'l'RAft RA::l£: TatM8 UD CONDITIONS OF IN'l'J:RCONNEC'l'ION 
W%'1'8 IOtifl ~COMMDMICA'l'IONS, INC., 

01 N fd iLftiilffYi I 
PETITION roa ARBITM'l'tOR Or IN'l'&RC<»DD&C'l'ION AGREDmtn' 

Supra Telecommunications and Information Systt~m~ , I rw., 

<"Supra") hereby files this petition for a generic proceed1ng tn 

arbitrate the rates, terms and conditions of interconn~>r·t i()n •n' J, 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., {"BellSouth"), or in t.h•· 

alternative, petitions for arbitration of Supra's individu.d 

interconnection agreement with BellSouth, and as ground:-; t.tki•'f<,t 

states AS follows: 

I . BACKGROUND 

Supra is a Florida corporation certificated by Uw Flor tdd 

Public Service Commission as an alternative local exchanq~"' 

__ _,_ompany. BellSouth is a Georgia corporation providi nq lor,d 

--exchange telecommunication.s services in Florida, A L:.~b.trno~, 

{ .. , _ -~r>nr<1i. 1, Kro>nturky, Louisiana, Missis~ippi , North ('arnl ln.t , ;.n111~, 

r···, ---~r.:Parolina, and Tennessee. Supra is also certi(icdtPd <tS .111 

r . , 
l l 

l' , 

OlH 

alternati ve local exchange teleconununications company in t h1· 

Piqht "' h"r fJt ,,t e~ in wh.i c h Bt->llSouth opprat r>s. 

W 1 th the passage of the Telecommunica Lions Act. of l 't'!t, , .; I 

d 252, the U.S. Congress made a power !111 
00'2 1 .. •• ~:'" '·? ...... ~ • •. 
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··· ·rut··••li•·.., f<~t th~lz: local telephone serVi("('S , ]11:.1 .t'• 'lw; ,, ... ,, 

choose which of numerou.s competitor 1; w1 11 pr ,,v 1 rJ,. 'h•·l r 1 ,,, , 

distance services . The Telecommuniciltions l'wt r•·r·r•·· ... rJ: :• 

Congress ' recognition ot the great bPtwfits to ,-,,w;lln••·r:; ' ' · 

competition and its intention that t tw:1,. tll'll•·l 11 :; '-JI I 1 1· ·,; 

=-'P·~c1fic obligations on BellSouth, as the Irwumh~>rrt L•w.tl 

Exchange Carrier , toward new entrants into the local •·x ·i. •!.·t•· 

services market. The terms of the TelPcommunir·;tt lld1:. ''' t ,,,. 

very specific regarding the negoticHir>n nf IIIIPft'"JIIIP··t ,. r1 

<Hp,.Pmant~l llutween telecommunications carriers dflrf Jn,·•w·l·•·r,• 

local exchange carriers. The Act is also specific ir. •ri'.·ir;.l 

tel e corrununications carriers the opportunity to P"t 1t '"'' :; t "' •· 

commissions to arbitrate issues that the carriers ccHl!J(•' r~' s<r!·;•· 

between themselves. 

It may be an overstatement of the obvious, ~ul th~ 

Commission must remember that BellSoulh has all thP WP<tp•,r.:; --

markE>t share 1 bill ions in resources 1 a 1 ready smo• •t hI')'- 111:r • ·t 1 •. ,, 1 :1 : 

operational support sys terns 1 ndme recognition, a g rPd t. numtH·l c, t 

"mJ .. >loyt.~es, a tremendous history of experience in thP 

telecommunications industry , everything--anu nPw eut r.ant :. ho~v•· 

nothinq but the rights given them under the Telecommunicat in11s 

1\<.:t to give them any crack at competing with this incumb•·rlt ;,.,·.,! 

exchange carrier to give consumers choi-::es in the prov1su'n o ~ 
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their local telephone services. ThP <'oncpt•:J.'i .,. ,.,.,11•• :•·d 1 ho~l 

this i:;; ttw hrtfl In Lh.1l wuuld be pitd1ed betwt•Ptl ttw lli<'IHraL•·r.· 

local exchange companies and the new entrants <~nd j(o! t ho~t t•··· ·;, · 

gave the state commissions au thor it y to r<>~() 1 Vt· d t :.;put ••:. t,. ·t ,..,. ·• ·:, 

them. 

Thn Tn]r'•••lrlllllllllo.11 lo•ll:"' A•l ojlVl'!j d 11ght to l'do'h 

l··l····vnununications carrier to entt>r int() qood Ltlth ll"CJ''' • .,, .,.r,: 

wi I l1 the incumbent local exchange carrier to delermln~> 1 II•· r .. , t·:> , 

terms and conditions of interconnection aqreemPnt~. II· •W•·V• ., I l ! 

incumbent local exchange carriers will not negotiatP ira 'lr''"J 

faith as required by the Telecommunications Act , th•· A(·t qtV+_'S 

the telecommunications carriers the right to petition th•· :-; t.d•· 

commissions for arbitration of interconnect1on agiPf'mPnts. 

II . PETITION FOR A GZNZJUC PROCEEDING TO ESTABLISH RATES , 
TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF INTERCONNECTION WITH 

BELLSOOTB TKLECOMNONICATIONS, INC. 

Supra petitions the Florida Public Service Commission tn 

hold a generic proceeding to establish the rates, t.C'rms <lll·l 

conditions of interconnection with BellSouth TelecommuniL'<Jt 1uns , 

Inc-. Such a proceeding would be noticed by the Commissinn t o o~ll 

Flor ida-ce rt if ica ted alternative local exchanqe te>lPI'ommllfl i-

cations carriers offering them the opportunity to pdrticipatP 

with the statement that the decisions in the generic proceedinq 

would bind BellSouth and all Florida-cf!rtifirat~>d .,]t•·r•~..r 1\'•' 

local PXchanqP tl"'1<'rommuniculions t.:drr.iers . Any "custom1zinq" (,f 

1111 , •t cvrw~ct ion agreements that individual carriers c-hosP t e> ~"''' k 

that did not violate the arbitrated ratPs, lPtrn:-; .tnd L'(•rHil t 1 on~; 
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would still be available to those individual carriers. In 

support of its petition, Supra states as follows: 

1. The Florida Public Service Commission has traditionally 

used generic proceedings to address issues of broad industry 

significance. Practically every major development in the 

telecommunications industry has involved a generic proceeding at 

the Florida Public Service Commission. 

2. The rates, terms and conditions of interconnection with 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., are issues of broad 

significance to the entire telecommunications industry. 

3. BellSouth has communicated across the board that the 

r .. t e s set and the decisions made by the Florida Publi c !)c rv i cc 

Commission in the a.rbitration. proceedings between BellSouth and 

AT&T, MCI, and Metropolitan Fiber Systems, Inc., form the basic 

position that BellSouth will take in all future discussions or 

"negotiations," and that these positions will not be altered. 

4. The gravamen of the Telecommunications Act is to 

fari litate t he entry of telecommunications carr i ers into t tw 

luc .tl exc hange telecommunications market to provide compcl it iv .. 

choices to consumers in this market. in the immediate future. The 

Act provides a statutory basis for the negotiation and 

arbitration of interconnection agreements between 

telecommunications carriers and incumbent local exchange 

carriers, as well as for the oversight and dispute resoluti o~ 

role of the state commissions. 

5. The Telecommunications Act demands the active and good 
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faith negot.iation by the incumbent local exchange carriers wi t h 

new e ntra nts into the local exchange telecommunications rna rb>t 

Tn the absence of this good faith negotiation, the state 

commissions are empowered to arbitrate the r d t e s, term~ dlld 

conditions of interconnection agreements. 

fi . Re llSo uth has established a trac k rec o rd o f nnt 

ne gotiating in good faith with new entrants in the 

telecommunications market. See t .he Letter of BellSou t h Ernpl1.•)'•·•· 

t o Supra dated January 15, 1998, attached here to. This is mer e l y 

o ne piec e of written evidence that BellSouth t akes the positi on 

that t he rates, terms and conditions set in the AT&T, MCI , and 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems, Inc ., arbitration proceedi n~s by th~ 

Florida Public Service Commission are the rates, terms and 

conditions that will be available from BellSouth for all 

t elec ommunications carriers subsequently requesting 

interc onnection . Supra's exp~uience is not unusua 1 in thal mo~ny 

other telecommunica·tions carriers have attempted to negotiate 

with BellSouth and have been told, basically, you can havP what 

AT&T or MCI got or you can have our s t andard interco nnection 

agreement. Many conversations bet we e n Bell Sou t h empl oyr>P:; .. ,,.1 

other te lec omrnunications carriers reflect t his s ame Be I I :: .. 111 h 

sentiment. 

7 . The Telecommunications Act does not preclude t he st<JL e 

cornmi~sions fr:om combining proceedings t o fac il i t ate drbit 1.11 i ••n 

de c isions, and even encourages state commissions t o handl e these 

proceedings in the most efficient manner possible. 
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8. It is a denial of basic due process and the rights 

granted telecommunications carriers under the Telecommtmlr'.t l 1 •Jr1: . 

Act, as well as the Florida Administrative Procedures Ac t , not to 

permit all telecommunicat.ions carriers who desire it to 

participate in the ongoing arbitration proceeding between 

BellSouth and AT&T, MCI, and Metropolitan Fiber Systems/Wor lfW<1m 

in Dockets Nos. 960757-TP, 960833-TP, and 960846-TP when it is 

BellSouth's stated position that these decisions will defini tely 

determine the terms and conditions of all subsequent 

interconnection agreements. 

9. The decisions already rendered by the Florida Puu l ic" 

Service Commission in Dock.ets Nos. 960833-TP, 960846-TP and 

960916-TP have clearly determined the substantial rights of a 

whole class of telecommunications carriers as evidence d by 

Bell South's letter attached hereto. The decisions r e nd"r"d '''I 

the Florida Public Service Commission in the ongoing proceediog 

in Doc kets Nos. 960757-TP, 960833-TP, and 960846-TP will ·I I St• 

determine the substantial rights of a whole class of 

telecommunications carriers as to rates, terms and condi li on!; i 11 

future interconnection agreements--in other words, the 

Commission's de.cisions in both the earlier proceeding and the 

ongoing proceeding constitute statements of broad policy and 

general applicability, i.e., "rules." As neithe r procc .. dtllq t1c~~; 

comported with the rulemaking requirements of the Adminis t rat~ve 

Procedures Act as set forth in Chapter 120, Flori da !:it.<~lut "~; , 

including notice to all affected parties and the opportuni t y to 
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1uJl y participate, the decisions already made, as we l l d S those 

t o be made, constitute invalid rules. 

10, 'I'll@ Ufi1VItlfa1 effee!l ot these uec1s ious rna y tt l ol I>•• tt. .. 

int "n t·inn o f t he Fl o rida Puhl i c Sc rv l r ~> r·.,rnrn i:::li••••· h••' 1 1,,. 

Commission must not ignore the fact that BellSouth' s pr<wt i t· •· 1 :; 

to apply them in that manner. 

11 . Bel!South has consistently demonstra t ed a n 

unwillingness to negotiate even with the largest a n d mos t 

rr>wP rful telecommunications car.t l ers o pe rdt ing l u t h .. ::r .rt .. 4, 
Flo rida. The attached letter merely memorializes the positi0n 

tha t has consistently been taken with telecommun i cat i on ~ cct r r u·r:s 

who ha ve approached BellSouth. The pric i ng o f service s, 

unb undled network elements, and c olloca t ion, as WP 11 a:-; t h •· l>":'r <' 

requirements for interconnection, including access t u d nrl r•r ic1nq 

of electronic interfa.ce and operational support syst e m:;, <~I •· 

subject s t hat are equa 11 y important t o a 11 telec.:ummun i <'.t r 1 '•n:; 

c arriers and should be determined in a proceeding t ha t wil l r;iv .. 

all carriers, true new entrants as well a s the major c.~rr 11•r:; , .~n 

adeq uate opportun:ity to a.ddress the incumbent local exdr<~nq.­

carrier's cost studies, models and data and ope r a tiona l :<;yst,.m:, 

in a n effective fashion. This will permit the Co mrn.i s:-;ion 1 u ~;"T 

the r ates, t erms and conditions of interconnecti o n, s er v icPs <~ni 

netwo rk elements in a fair, just and reasonable man ne r . 

12. The practical reality of the process the <~ornrn 1 : ; :>1 " ll 11.1:; 

eng a ged i n and is currently undergoing is that t he only 

alterna tive local exchange carriers who wi ll h a ve input o~:-; t P t h •' 
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lclles, terms and conditions available frtim BP!l:;outh "''' tiJ ... ,,. 

Docket• No • . 960833-TP , 960846- TP and 960916-TP and t hn:>•• 

involved in t he continuing arbitration proceedings 111 IJqr·J..:,.r :; 

Nos. 960757-TP, 960833-TP, a nd 960846-TP (or AT&T , I-1CI , .>pr1r1l , 

ACSI , and Metropolitan Fiber Systems/WorldCom). 

13 . Supra strongly urges lhe r·ommis~liOII t o d(·l•·r o~t1'1• 

dr!r·i:dun in Dockets Nos . 9607~7-TP , 9608l1-TP, .~not 'lt.lrlq , Tl 

unt i I it hot:; ta--ld a generic proceeding in which all Fl orid .. -

certificated a 1 ternat i \le local c.!XChrln<Je 1.t•1•!<:ommunl\ ·.~ 1 1 c >n:; 

carriers may participate to arbitrate BellSouth ' s r..-Jt•':-i, t•·rrn:; 

and conditions of interconnection, services, and rwt wnz k 

elements . 

III . SUPRA'S ALT&RNA'riVJ: PETI TION FOR ARBITRATION 
ON AN INDrVIDOAL BASIS 

In the event the Commission does not choose t o hrdd ·I 

q e neric proceeding, Sup ra petitions the Commissi(Jn to r~rhltro~••· 

its individual interconnection agreement with BellSouth r~nd .t:; 

grounds therefor incorporates all of Sectiuns I and I I ,d, .. v•· d!1<1 

all issues raised in its Complaint Against Bf•llSnuth dnd l'•·t 11 ''"I 

tor f<Psolution of Disputes with BPil~:olltla IJI•·cl wath ttw 

f'"IIUHi:;:;ic •!l l11 d Separate docket On JanUary 23, 1998 , ciS wo•lJ oJ:; 

the following : 

1 . Supra is a new entrant. in PV('ry :•Pn~(' nf t h·· W••r•l. 
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telen')mmunications company in Florida within th1s last YPdt. 

Supra is a new corporation just entering into th£: rnnv•~•i"n .. t 

locdl exchange telecommunications 9ervice~. 5upr.t i:; " rurr1••r 11 ·; 

ownr:>d busine ss with a large percentage of rni nor it y •!rnp l ()yr-P:; . 

Supra has made very substantial financial investmr>nt::; to pu1 

itself in the position to provide high quality local exdl.lll<J" 

telec ommunications services. Supra ' s business plan is LcJ pr<•Vld•· 

local exchange telecommunications services primarily to 

residential customers. 

'l ,_ . Supra initially enterPd into a R••:;dlP Aqr••PntPnt ·,J I I t, 

Belt::o)ulh e11ective June 1 , 1997. Supra executed .1 C:nll•H· .. r t•·IJ 

Agreement with BellSouth July 24 , 1997. 

agreements we re negotiated in good faith since BellSout h o !! •·r •· .J 

one choice only and indicated that there would be no nequti<~t 11111 

of the rates , terms and conditions within the offerPd aqr•·•·nH·r!l :; . 

In September 1997 , Supra sent a letter to BellSouLh t ••r rn<~ :ly 

requesting Bel1South to negotiate the rates, terms, ilnd 

conditions of an interconnection agreement. Suprii WdS cont .11·r ed 

by representatives of BellSouth who informed Supra tha t :;upr" tld 

the choice of three agreements, the o ne arbit.ratl'd by fiT~T. • lw 

one arbitrated by MCI , or the "standard interconnec t i(ln 

rJgreernPnl. " Supra could choose either of t hP aqrPPrn~'nt :; 

in any way. Supra was then told by BellSouth employ~->es thctt 

there would be no meaningful negotiation reqardino tl11• st.sn -1-itd 

lti!Pt<'•Jti!Jt~ction .Jgrecrnent , however, ii Supta did II•)! ilk•· tla·· 
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rates in any one of the three agreements, Supra could exec ut e lhn 

agreement and later go to the Commission about the rate s. P riur 

to sending the letter requesting formal negotiations, Supra h a c! 

made substantial investments in preparation for providing local 

exchange service, including purchasing substantial equ ipme nt, 

hiring employees, and obtaining space for its operations. Suprd 

was not in a position to be abte to simply sit one hundred a nd 

thirty-five days and then ask the Corrunission for arbitrati on . 

Supra had been specifically informed by BellSo u t h emp loyec:! s J lt.st 

Be llSo uth "did not change one letter o f it s stand ard 

interconnection agreement" and that, if Supra knew what wa s goo d 

fo r it, i t would simply take one of the three availab le 

agreements. Supra could not financially afford to make futil e 

attempts to negot.iate when Supra had been repeatedly informed 

that no altera t ion of the agreements would be possibl e . Surra 

was informed that the AT&T agreement was the "best" of t h e rhree . 

Supra relied on the representations of the BellSouth employees 

it interacted with and, accordingly, Supra signed the AT&T 

agreement. 

3. Pursuant to Part A, Sect.ion 11, o f the I nt e rconn e <.: t i f)Tt 

Agreement between Supra and BellSouth: 

Except as otherwise stated in thi s Agreeme nt , 
the Parties agree that if any d i s pute ari sP~ 
as to the interpretation of any p r o v is ion of 
this Agreement or as to the proper 
implementation of this Agreement, either 
party may petition the Commission f o r 
r e s ol ution o f the dispute . However , e a c h 
pa r ty res erves any rights it ma y have to ~e~k 
judicial review of any ruling made by the 
Commission concerning this Agreement. 

10 



4. Supra has experie.nced an incredible number of probl•Z!ms 

in its relationship with BellSouth from the very beginning. 

Supra has tried to resolve these problems with BellSouth 

unsuccessfully. BellSouth constantly demands payment of its hi 1 1 

by Supra, but has handicapped Supra's operations so effectively 

that Supra has been able to collect only a fraction of its o wn 

billings. Supra has lost approximately one million dollars to 

date. If Supra does not receive irrunediate effective intervention 

by the Commission in this situation, Supra will not be able to 

continue to provide local teleconununications services to Florida 

consumers. Supra will be unable to make the enormous financial 

investment necessary to build its own facilities-based 

operations. In short, Supra will have been put out of business 

by BellSouth. 

5. If BellSouth is permitted to avoid its duty to negotiat~ 

i n good faith by seducing smaller, less sophisticated, competing 

carriers into signing interconnection agreements by telling them 

in so many words that "AT&T and MCI have done the best they could 

and you c an have theirs or you can have our "standard" agreement, 

but you are crazy if you think you can negotiate something better 

than AT&T or MC I with us," then the Telecorrununications Act is not 

worth the paper its written on. 

6. Bel1South has violated its duty to negotiate in good 

fait h wi t h Supra, which resulted in Supra's signing the 

Interconnection Agreement without having any meaningful 
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oppor t unity to negotiate the rates, terms, and conditions in it. 

Bell South is charging Supra rates that exceed Be 11 Sn11t h' ~~ ,,.,., 1 1 

trtl~ta l rJ 1ls own eustomers. This is a direct viol-11 i n n .,f t 1..-

'l'<•l····~ .. mm•llli•··,t i•~n:1 /\~l·~ requirement that the incumbent local 

exchange carrier provide all of its services and unbund.l e J 

network elements for resale at "wholesale rates" to other 

tele communications carriers. 

7. Because of the cascading torrent of problems 

BellSouth has created for Supra, Supra's tremendous losses, rtnrl 

Supra's awareness that the rates being charged by Be11South will 

not permit it to build its own facilities-based network, or ev~n 

continue its .resale operations, Supra has been compelled to 

pursue relief from the Resale, Collocation, and Interconnecti on 

Agreements. 

8. BellSouth refused, by and through its employees, t o 

negotiate in good faith the rates it would charge Supra to pe r mi t 

Supra to provide local exchange services both by resale and by 

purchase of unbundled network elements. The r e sale rat .. :; 

F\PIJ:;CJut h i !; t.:hdrying Supra are the rates that this Commissi on 

set in the arbitration proceeding between BellSouth and ATI.T, 

MCI, and Sprint. Supra challenges the validity of these rd t L'!; o~: ; 

Suptd had no opportunity to negotiate or arbitrate these rates . 

The rates and charges Supra has been given by BellSouth for 

interconnection and the purchase of unbundled ncl wn r k .,J.-m .. nt :; 

.. , , . tlw r "' •·:; dlld cha rges that were set in the arbitration 

proceeding between BellSouth and AT&T, MCI, and Sprint. Sup ta 
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o~l :;o 1.: ho~ IJcngcB these rates and chargeB on the ba:i .i:; !.hu t :;ul" .. 

has been given no opportunity to negotiate or arbitrate the s e 

rates and charges. In many circumstances, the rates and charges 

for unbundled network elements exceed the retail rates and 

charges BellSouth charges to its own end use customers. By no 

stretch of the imagination can these rates and charges be 

characterized as the "fair, just and reasonable" rates and 

charges Be11South is required to charge other telecommuni cat i on~> 

curriers pursuant to the Telecommunications Act. 

q. Supra • s buBiness plan is to provide local excharHJP 

telecorrununications services primarily to residential customers . 

BellSouth's rates and charges will require Supra to pay a 

nur•t ecutting charge for each local loop that is much greater than 

BellSouth charges BellSouth's own end use customers. The re are 

other instances of BellSouth charging exorbitant application and 

installation fees for various network elements, as well as for 

physical and virtual collocation . These rates, charges and fees 

of 13e 11Snut h will make it economicalJy prohibitive for S up1o1 It• 

purchase unbundled network elements to provide local exchange 

services to Supra's customers comparable to t hose provided by 

BellSouth. 

10. Supra wishes to have the Commission arbitrat e its 

interconection agreement with BellSouth so that Supra c an addrP-ss 

the many issues raised in its experience with BellSouth. A 

l lllllliH'r of t hesP i.ss ues a re delineated in Supr<J ' .s Cornpl•tint 

Against BellSouth and Petition for Resolution of Disputes filed 
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in a separate docket on January 23, 1998 (and he reby iu•·orp .. to~t,·rl 

he rein). BellSouth has failed to properly implement the 

provisions of the Resale, Collocation, and Interconnection 

1\•JrPe rnent !l in numerous ways includ.ing, but not limited t o: 

billing, telephone number availability, notification 

rP~uirements, requiring manual processing of orders, not 

permitting Supra to use BellSoulh's electroni c .int(>rt .. , · .. , 

di~crimin~tory provisioning, ordering, installation, maint e nanre , 

repair, and other functions, BellSouth's employees' unresponsi ve 

and anti-competitive attitudes and communications to custome rs , 

and BellSouth's refusal to offer for resale to Supra a portion <)f 

1 t s d iu k I i be c . 

IV. UQU&I'nD UI.I&r 

Supra requests the Commission to take the following action~ : 

A. To establish a generic proceeding in which all Fl o rida ­

certificated alternative local exchange telecommunicati o ns 

carriers may participate to arbitrate BellSouth's rates, t e r ms 

and conditions of interconnection, services and network P.l ,.m•"' n L:; . 

B. In the alternative, Supra requests that the Commi ss l•.J:t 

arbitrate Supra's interconnection agreement with BellSouth t. o 

determine the rates, terms and conditions of intercornHwt t nn , 

services and network elements. 

Respectfully submitted this j 't 1HI . 
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u ~~I ~Ah• '• I 
Suzann Fa nn o n Su rnme r 1 1 11 

.y f or Supra Tel•~corrununl•·,IC Io!;~' 
and f o rma tion Systems , Inc . 
1311-B Paul Russell Road, ~;tlltl' .'01 
Tallahassee , Fl ori d a 1:~301 
(850) 656-22 BA 
f'l ori dc1 Ba r No . i Qil ' , l! t, 

C&RTIWICAT& OW SIRVIC& 

1 HERE BY CERTIFY that a true a nd correct copy of t h•' 

foregoing has been furnished by u. s . Mail or h a n d delivr>ry : (, tr,•· 

f o llowing parties Of record th i s so-li.. day of ,JanU<lry, 1'1'•~ : 

£3e l1 South Telecommunications, Inc. 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 
Tal lahassee, Florida 32301 
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..... YIIm I II 1 , ... IIIIM-...... C..r 
IJI Well"*'"'" lt-.tt liE . 
... , .... ieorto• •re 

Jl~ty 1 5, 1888 

Mr ~Remot 
supr~ Telecommunalionl end 1..,.ocn ey...,.,lnc 
Suite :203 
258 Girelft Avenue 
CorJI a.blel Fl 331M 

~ Mr. Rilla. 

O .... lSOUTH 

This Is., ,..po,.. II) our~ of .llf'IU81)' 8 1M P"~Qt~nMglhe ul1buncs~ea MIWOrtl ,..,...,, retn 
Nlare COit!N\ed in ,our ln~Brconneclon ~I wltl BeiSoult'l. The r111H for ur~buncllea netwoltl 
• .,....,..!& in Flond• CAtliiCMwnt 11, Extl11112.fL)...,. aet by IN Fonda Publir. ~ICe Comm•aton, '" 
Order No PSC.ie-11111-ffOF·TP lncln penM~..,t r.- ThMI 1'81es we the rekih of wt)tttMJOI'I 
between BeiiSouth and AT&T. MCim, ..::1 Sprtnt Corni"'U''ICetiOnl Therltcre, 8tl&ovttll'\alt1ftle, •f an·, 
abllltV to egret 10 ,.. ell~ bn ltlo. eat btl In 1M ~ .... tatl ~ 0, your company 

The terrr of your -clrMI'nlflf including 811 ,_, tllrml..::l condltiOnt II for two rearw :.!~ ~r 2J. 
1987. AI !he .......,.nt II ~'-d. If btfttr cllftf'alions •re nece.Mry or ,....lt.rns need kl be 
added to :he.;,..,.~. negoiiUOI• would IMn M appropne-. 'MCh ll'le e•c.ot.on of tne 111!M. If y~ 
hrte 8r'IY apeclftc p-gvlllorw of the .-mem tt.t ycu find undut' or trouDfetc~. 1 ~ld be happy tc 
diiCUII these "'r1her wt11 you. AlJ .-..d In the ~l the partlll _,ould not ••pea tu cor'l,..nC8 
negotialiona on a new agreement urllll the Aprl. 1888 timl hiM. 

61nc:erety. 

f?r P., C. F~t~len 
M.,aver · Interconnection Servtcea 




