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January 26, 1999 

Mra. Blanca S . Bay6 
Olredor, Division af Reoonls and Reporting 
Florida Public Selvice Commlulon 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tllllhauee. FL 323~ 

Dear Mra. Bay6: 

• ORIGINAL 

Pursuant to Ms. Keatlng'a lnatruetiona. thia Is to advise that 
Bell South objects to the following lssuea proposed by AT&T: 

1. When a DID cuatoo~er porta leu than a block of twenty DID 
numbers to a CLEC, what are the appropriate nonrecurring 
c:hargea fof the DID numbers not ported? 

2. When nonrecun1ng charges are aueuecl on unported DID 
numbers 11 a result of porting leu than a full block, who should 
be biled? 

BeiiSouth oppoaet these luuea for aeverel reaaona. Firat, on June 
19, 1998, AT&T filed Ita Petition, requeatlng that BeiiSouth modify Ita 
policies to allow the porting af lese than a block of twenty consecutive 
Direct-In-Dialing ("DID") numbers and establish rates. terms and 
oond"ions for auch porting. Speolflcally, AT&T complained of BeiiSouth'a 
proposed "apeclal waembly" (contract preparation) chargea when potting 
leu than a full block af twenty DID numbera 

On December 17, 1998. BeiiSouth filed revisions to Section A12 7 
of the General Subsc:rtber SeMcee Tariff providing fof nonconaecuiNe 
DID numberl and fof ellowing for the porting of leu than a blodc of twenty 
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DID numbers and for the porting of nonconsecutive DID ntJmbers. 
Recurring and nonrac:urrlng rates were also established f Jr 
nonconsecutive DID numbers. These rev!alona becamP effective on 
January 1, 1999. 

BeiiSouth'a tariff changea essentially moot the l'letition field on June 
19, 1998 by AT&T. AT&ra main complaint waa that BeiiSouth did not 
allow for porting or leu than twenty nonconaecutlvo DID numbers. 
BeiiSouth'a tariff revlalona allow tor such porting. AT&T further 
complained of the apec:lal aaaembly chargee. BeiiSouth's tariff revisions 
have aetrac:urring and nonrac:urring charges and no special assembly 
(contract pnsparation) charges wiD be applicable. Thus. AT&ra complaint 
haa been resolved and ahould be withdrawn or d!smissed. 

Second, the luuea proposed by AT&T go beyond the boundaries 
or the Complaint Eaaentlally. AT&T Is asking the Commission to 
determine what nonrac:urring ch.a.rgea the end UMr should pay the porting 
of a DID number, not the charges AT&T ahould pay. AT&T Ia aak.ng the 
Commlulon to determine whether BeUSouth should bill the end user for 
the porting on AT&T. These Issues have nothing to do with the gravmen 
or the Complaint, I.e., reques1ing BeiiSoulh to provide for nonconsecutive 
DID numbers in leas than blocks or twenty and the appropriate rates. 
terms and conditions therefor. BeiiSouth thus asserts that theao issues 
are not germane to the complaint filed by AT&T. 

AT&T has no standing to argue these Issues. In the case at hand 
the end user customer buys the DID numbers at rstes tariffed In the 
General Subscriber Selvlcaa Tariff. This has been the case for 
consecutive DID numbera rOf the lut several years. All BeiiSouth's tariff 
changes Ia that now the end user customer can purchase nonconsecutive 
DID numbers and make the choice of what should be done with these 
numbera, vls·a·vls allowing an AlEC to port some of those numbers to 
another location. The numbers are still purchased by the end user 
customer a.nd. thererons, BeiiSouth bills the end user customers for the 
charges associated with the DID numbers. The end user customer Ia still 
the party responalble for tho bill. The contract (tariff) Is between the end 
user and BeiiSouth. no! BeiiSouth and AT&T. Moreover, h Ia the end 
user's cholceldec:b lon u to whether helahe desires that the number be 
ported to another location. not the doc:lalon of AT&T. Therefore. 
Bell South asserts that AT&T It not the appropriate party to raise those 
lsauea. 
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Fourth, the recurring and nonrecurring rates set forth in the tariff 

revisions refled BeliSouth's oosts of providing nonconsecuti .. e DID 
numbers. Provisioning of nonconsecutive DID numbers re~ulres a 
separate ltanuction for each nonconsecutive DID numbf r. Provisioning 
for conBe<Mive DID numbfors requires only one transaction. Thus, 
BeiiSouth'a tariffed ratat are appropriata. 

For these reasons, BeiiSouth urges the Preheartng Officer to reject 
the Issues proposed by AT&T. 

NBW:jn 

cc: Tracy Hatch, Eaq. 
Beth Keating, Esq. 

Sincerely, · 

!'fMt ;-;_, lh. W fu:t/ 
Nancy~e ~) 
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