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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, POSITION AND BUSINESS 

ADDRESS? 

My name is Christopher J. Rozycki. I am Director of Regulatory 

Affairs for 1TC“DeltaCom Communications Inc., (“1TC”DeltaCom”). My 

business address is 4092 S. Memorial Parkway, Huntsville, Alabama 35802. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BUSINESS EXPERIENCE AND 

BACKGROUND. 

I have over 25 years of experience in telecommunications and other 

regulated industries. Before joining 1TC”DeltaCom in March 1998, I was 

employed by Hyperion Telecommunications, Inc. as Director of Regulatory 

Affairs. I directed all aspects of Hyperion’s regulatory activity in twelve 

states and before the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”). This 

included filing for a certificate to be a competitive local exchange carrier 

(“ALEC”) in these states, and creating and/or amending over 40 state and 

federal tariffs for local, access, long distance, and dedicated services. I 

coordinated filings before the FCC and state commissions, including 

Virginia, Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, Vermont, Tennessee, 

Louisiana, and South Carolina. 

Between 1983 and 1997, I was employed by AT&T. During my 

tenure there I held positions in TreasuryBinance (regulatory), Law & 

Government Affairs (docket management), Access Management (access- 

price negotiations), and Network Services Division (cost analysis of local 

infrastructure). While in Access Management, I testified before the 
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Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission and the Delaware Public Service 

Commission on subjects like LEC-access pricing and regulation. 

Before joining AT&T, I was a consumer advocate in Fairfax County, 

Virginia. Between 1982 and 1983, I represented county ratepayers in 

electric, gas, and telephone rate cases. I testified before the Virginia State 

Corporation Commission on several occasions, generally on the subject of 

rate of return. 

As a partner in an energy and regulatory consulting firm from 1979 

to 1982, my responsibilities included all of the firm's regulatory work for the 

Department of Energy. 

Early in my career I was employed as an economist for two public- 

utility consulting firms that specialized in utility rate-case work on behalf of 

consumer advocates and state commissions and as an economist for the U.S. 

Department of Energy, where I evaluated the impact of energy-conservation 

regulations. 

I hold amaster's degree in Economics from George Mason University 

in Fairfax, Virginia and a bachelor's degree in Economics from Georgetown 

University in Washington, DC. 

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES AT ITC"DELTACOM? 

As Director of Regulatory Affairs, I am responsible for all regulatory 

activities of 1TC"DeltaCom related to its local, long distance, and wholesale 

telecommunications services. These activities include ALEC certification, 

monitoring of dockets, the filing and maintenance of tariffs, customer 

complaints, interconnection and traffic exchange agreements. 
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HAVE YOU PROVIDED TESTIMONY IN OTHER REGULATORY 

PROCEEDINGS? 

Yes. I have provided testimony on a variety of issues in Alabama, 

Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Virginia, Pennsylvania, Delaware, New York, and Vermont. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY INTHIS 

PROCEEDING? 

My testimony will cover issues related to the delivery of ISP-bound 

traffic by the industry, and BellSouth's failure to pay reciprocal 

compensation for the use of 1TC"DeltaCom's network as required by the 

Parties' interconnection agreement. I will address the following issues: (1) 

key policy decisions regarding inter-carrier compensation for delivery of ISP- 

bound traffic; (2) the intent of the parties -as reflected in the interconnection 

agreement between BellSouth and 1TC"DeltaCom dated March 12,1997, as 

amended, ("Interconnection Agreement") and as reflected by the parties' 

actions in the marketplace; (3) cost causation and responsibility - BellSouth 

customer calling patterns are causing 1TC"DeltaCom to incur costs to deliver 

their calls; and (4) the solution - require BellSouth to honor its agreement. 

BACKGROUND TO 1TC"DELTACOM'S COMPLAINT 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY 1TC"DELTACOM FILED THIS 

COMPLAINT. 

A. 1TC"DeltaCom filed this complaint because BellSouth refused to pay 

1TC"DeltaCom reciprocal compensation for traffic delivered to local 

customers of 1TC"DeltaCom over 1TC"DeltaCom's network. 1TC"DeltaCom 
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began billing BellSouth in 1999 for ISP traffic delivered in Florida. Initially, 

we attempted to resolve the unpaid reciprocal compensation issue with 

BellSouth informally, but when it became apparent that our issues must be 

resolved, 1TC"DeltaCom filed a complaint with the Alabama Public Service 

Commission and later with the South Carolina, North Carolina and Florida 

Public Service Commissions. 

BellSouth is contractually obligated to pay reciprocal compensation 

to 1TC"DeltaCom when 1TC"DeltaCom delivers BellSouth's trafic to 

1TC"DeltaCom's ISP customers. The Fourth Amendment to the 

Interconnection Agreement which was approved by this Commission' states 

that each party will pay the other party to terminate (deliver) local traffic on 

the other party's network. In addition, the Interconnection Agreement states 

that local traffic: 

means any telephone call that originates in one 
exchange or LATA and terminates in either the same 
exchange or LATA, or a corresponding Extended 
Area Service ("EAS") exchange. The terms 
Exchange, and EAS exchanges are defined and 
specified in Section A3. of BellSouth's General 
Subscriber Service Tariff.' 

' See Fourth Amendment to the Interconnection Agreement between 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., ("BellSouth") and DeltaCom, Inc. pursuant to 
§ 251 and 5 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Section VI (B), Docket 
No. 97-1 12-C (January 20, 1998). 

Attachment B(49). 
See Interconnection Agreement between BellSouth and DeltaCom, Inc., 
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Furthermore, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the " Telecom Act") 

requires that all local exchange carriers establish reciprocal compensation 

arrangements for the transport and termination of telec~mmunications.~ 

AFTER BELLSOUTH FAILED TO PAY, DID 1TC"DELTACOM 

SEND LATE NOTICES TO BELLSOUTH? 

Yes. Due to BellSouth's failure to pay 1TC"DeltaCom's bills for any 

local traffic, the Chairman of ITC"DeltaCom, Campbell B. Lanier, III, sent 

a letter4 to Jere Drummond, President and CEO of BellSouth 

Communications Group. In that letter and its attachment, dated June 30, 

1998, Mr. Lanier indicated that 1TC"DeltaCom was owed $1,863,874.89 for 

delivering traffic in three states: Alabama, North Carolina, and South 

Carolina. 1TC"DeltaCom has billed BellSouth approximately $41 8,299.15 

for delivering traffic in Florida as of June 30, 1999. 

WHEN DID BELLSOUTH DISPUTE ITC "DELTACOM'S BILLING? 

BellSouth ignored 1TC"DeltaCom until our chairman sent his letter 

of June 30, 1998. Thereafter, BellSouth's response came on July 15, 1998, 

in a lette8 from Jere Drummond where he announced that BellSouth would 

not pay reciprocal compensation for calls made by its customers to internet 

service providers ("ISF"') for access to the internet, because these calls are 

jurisdictionally interstate. 

47 U.S.C. 5 251(b). 
Letter from Campbell Lanier, 111 to Jere Drummond, dated June 30, 1998, 

' Letter from Jere Drummond to Campbell Lanier, 111, dated July 7, 1998, 
attached hereto as Exhibit CJR-1. 

attached hereto as Exhibit CJR-2. 
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DID M R  DRUMMOND PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION FOR 

BELLSOUTH’S ACTION? 

1TC”DeltaCom was provided this statement: “the traffic to and from 

internet services providers (ISPs) is jurisdictionally interstate, and BellSouth 

will neither pay, nor bill local interconnection charges for traffic terminated 

to an IsP.”6 

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE WORDS “TRAFFIC 

TERMINATED?” 

The significance ofthese words are simple and straight forward. Even in July 

1998, more than a year after the execution of the Interconnection Agreement 

and many months after the execution of the Fourth Amendment, BellSouth 

continues to admit that ISP traffic terminates at the ISP. 

KEY POI.ICY DECISIONS REGARDING INTER-CARRIER 
COMPENSATION FOR DELIVERY OF ISP-BOUND TRAFFIC 

HAS THE FCC TREATED THIS TRAFFIC AS LOCAL? 

Yes. The FCC has a long-standing policy of treating ISP-bound traffic as 

local. The FCC explained in January 1998 as follows: “Since the access 

charge system was established in 1983, enhanced service providers” 

including ISPs “have been classified as ‘end users’ rather than ‘carriers’ for 

purposes of the access charge rules, and therefore they do not pay the per- 

Id. (emphasis added). 
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minute access charges that long distance companies pay to local telephone 

companies.’” 

HAS THE FCC ISSUED ANY DECISIONS THAT ADDRESS ISP 

TRAFFIC SINCE THE EXECUTION OF THE INTERCONNECTION 

AGREEMENT? 

Yes. The FCC made its position clear in its Declaratory Ruling in CC 

Docket No. 96-98 and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 99- 

68 (hereafter “Declaratory Ruling”) released on February 26, 1999. In the 

Declaratory Ruling the FCC stated, “Currently, the Commission has no rule 

governing inter-carrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic.” * The FCC also 

stated: “We find no reason to interfere with state commission findings as to 

whether reciprocal compensation provisions of interconnection agreements 

apply to ISP-bound traffic, pending adoption of a rule establishing an 

appropriate interstate compensation mechanism.” ’ Further, the FCC stated: 

“our policy of treating ISP-bound traffic as local for purposes of interstate 

access charges would, if applied in the separate context of reciprocal 

compensation, suggest that such compensation is due for that traffic.”” 

See “The FCC, Internet Service Providers, and Access Charges,” located on 
the FCC web page- www.fcc.s!ov dated January 7, 1998, and attached hereto as 
Exhibit CJR-3. 

7 

In the Matter ofImplementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996; Inter-Carrier Compensation for ISP-Bound 
Trafic, Declaratory Ruling and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 1 22 CC Dockets 
96-98 and 99-68 (February 26, 1999). 

’ Id at 7 21. 

I n  Id. at 7 25. 
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Q. HAS ANY REGULATORY AUTHORITY IN THISCOUNTRY 

FOUND THAT LOCAL CALLS MADE TO ISPS ARE SUBJECT TO 

RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT FCC 

ORDER? 

A. Yes. Approximately fourteen state commissions have ruled since the 

FCC order that reciprocal compensation does apply to ISP bound traffic. Five 

state commissions within BellSouth's temtory have ruled that reciprocal 

compensation applies to ISP traffic, under virtually identical factual 

circumstances as exist in this case. 

For example, the Florida Public Service Commission recently 

determined that BellSouth intended for ISP traffic to be local and subject to 

reciprocal compensation in a case involving an interconnection agreement 

between BellSouth and expire Communications. '' Moreover, the Georgia 

Public Service Commission ruled that BellSouth has treated this traffic as 

local and that reciprocal compensation must be paid for ISP traffic.'* 

Likewise, the Tennessee Regulatory Authority has also determined that 

traffic to ISPs should continue to be treated as local for reciprocal 

" In re: Request for arbitration concerning complaint of ACSI d/b/a e.spire 
against BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. regarding reciprocal compensation for 
trafic terminated to internet serviceproviders, Florida Public Service Commission, 
Docket No 981008-TP, page 11 (April 6, 1999). 

'' In re: Complaint of e.spire Communications, Inc. against BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc., Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket No. 928 1 -U, 
page 8 (Feb. 16, 1999). See also. In re: Complaint of MFS Intelnet of Georgia. Inc. 
against BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Georgia Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 8196-U (December 28, 1998). 
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A: 

compensation purposes." For a final example, the North Carolina Utilities 

Commission has ruled in three separate cases that reciprocal compensation 

applies to ISP traffic.I4 

HAS ANY STATE FOUND THAT RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION 

IS DUE UNDER 1TC"DELTACOM'S INTERCONNECTION 

AGREEMENT WITH BELLSOUTH? 

Yes. The Alabama Public Service Commission concluded that 

reciprocal compensation is ;equired under the Interconnection Agreement 

between BellSouth and 1TC"DeltaCom. 

Specifically, the Alabama Public Service Commission determined 

that the parties intended to treat ISP traffic as local traffic for purposes of 

reciprocal compensation. It stated: 

In particular, we note that at the time the 
interconnection agreements in question were entered, 
ISP traffic was treated as local in virtually every 
respect by all industry participants including the 
F.C.C. Like the ALEC Petitionershtervenors, 
BellSouth was fully aware of the industry's 
prevailingly local treatment of ISP traffic at the time 
that it entered the interconnection agreements in 
question. In fact, BellSouth itself afforded ISP traffic 
prevailingly local treatment in the same respects that 
the ALECs did at that time. 

'' In re: Petition of NextLink Tennessee, L.L.C. For Arbitration of 
Interconnection with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Tennessee Regulatory 
Authority, Docket No. 98-00123, page 15; Issue 5 (May 18, 1999). 

In the Matter of Enforcement of Interconnection Agreement Between 
Intermedia Communications, Inc. and BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. , North 
Carolina Utilities Commission, Order Denying Motion for Stay Docket No. P-55, 
Sub 1096 (June 22,1999). See Docket No. P-55, Sub 1027 (February 26,1999) and 
Docket No. P-55, Sub 1094 (February 10, 1999). 
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Even today, both BellSouth and the ALEC 
Petitionersflntervenors charge their ISP customers 
local business line rates for local telephone exchange 
service that enables the ISPs’ customers to access 
their service via a local call. The service provided to 
ISP customers by BellSouth and the ALEC 
Petitionershtervenors falls under their local 
exchange tariffs and calls to ISPs are rated and billed 
just as any other local call placed via a seven digit 
local telephone number. Neither BellSouth nor the 
ALEC Petitionershtervenors assess toll charges for 
those calls. BellSouth specifically advises consumers 
subscribing to its Internet service provider that access 
to the BellSouth ISP is achieved via a local cdl.” 

DID THE ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ADDRESS 

WHETHER THE PARTIES TREATED THIS TRAFFIC AS LOCAL? 

Yes, the Alabama Public Service Commission considered this issue and found 

As further indication of the prevailingly local 
treatment afforded to ISP traffic, BellSouth records 
the minutes of use associated with such calls as local 
for ARMIS reporting requirements with the FCC. 
Further, BellSouth characterizes expenses and 
revenues associated with ISP-bound traffic as 
intrastate for jurisdictional separations purposes.I6 

DID BELLSOUTH KNOW THAT THE INDUSTRY, INCLUDING 

ALECS, WERE TREATING THIS TRAFFIC AS LOCAL? 

Yes. In fact the Alabama Public Service Commission found that: 

Also persuasive is the evidence of record 
demonstrating BellSouth’s awareness of the 1989 

’ decision of the Florida Public Service Commission 
wherein the Florida Commission held that calls to 

I s  In re Emergency Petitions ofICG Telecom Group Inc. AndITCADeltuCom 
Communicutions, Inc. for u Declurutoy Ruling, Alabama Public Service 
Commission Docket 26619 at 24 (March 4, 1999) (footnotes omitted). 

Id. 
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ISPs should be viewed as jurisdictionally intrastate 
local exchange calls. BellSouth's knowledge of the 
Florida Information Services Order is particularly 
enlightening given the fact that BellSouth generally 
negotiates interconnection agreements on a region- 
wide basis. The existence of that decision strongly 
suggests that BellSouth was fully aware of the 
prevailingly local treatment afforded ISP traffic by 
industry usage and custom long before the 
interconnection agreements under review were 
negotiated and executed. If there was indeed no 
intention to encompass ISP traffic within the meaning 
of local traffic as BellSouth claims, it is reasonable to 
assume that BellSouth would have taken steps to 
specifically excluded [sic] ISP traffic from the 
definition of local traffic in light of the Florida 
Information Services 0rder.l7 

Thus, like the decisions of the Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, and 

Tennessee commissions referenced above, the Alabama Public 

Service Commission found that ISP-bound traffic constitutes local 

traffic forpurposes ofreciprocal compensation provisions in the BST 

interconnection agreements. 

THE INTENT OF THE PARTIES AS REFLECTED IN THE 
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT AND AS REFLECTED 
BY THE PARTIES' ACTIONS IN THE MARKETPLACE 

IS THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

BELLSOUTH AND 1TC"DELTACOM A REGIONAL 

CONTRACT? 

Yes. The Parties do not have separate network or traffic 

arrangements for each state. There is simply one regional agreement 

that was filed with each state Commission. 

I' Zd. at 25 (footnotes omitted). 
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SO THE PARTIES HAVE NOT TREATED ISP-BOUND 

TRAFFIC DIFFERENTLY IN FLORIDA AS OPPOSED TO 

ALABAMA? 

Correct. 

AT THE TIME THE PARTIES ENTERED INTO THE 

INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT INCLUDING THE 

FOURTH AMENDMENT, DID THE PARTIES INTEND TO 

TREAT ISP-BOUND TRAFFIC AS LOCAL AND 

T H E R E F O R E  S U B J E C T  T O  R E C I P R O C A L  

COMPENSATION? 

Yes. Mr. Wikerson, the negotiator for 1TC“DeltaCom will discuss 

this in more detail. However, there is no other compensation mechanism in 

place to pay the cost of delivering this ISP-bound traffic. The agreement 

encompasses 800 traffic, operator services/directory assistance traffic, local 

and access traffic. No separate category of ISP or ‘‘free” traffic is ever 

mentioned. If the Parties had intended to exclude ISP traffic from local, then 

provisions would have been required to separate this traffic. 

GIVEN THESE FACTS, HAVE THE PARTIES TREATED ISP- 

BOUND TRAFFIC AS LOCAL? 

Yes. The Parties have treated ISP- bound traffic as local. As stated 

above, the intent of the Parties at the time the agreement was negotiated was 

to treat ISP-bound traffic as local and therefore subject to reciprocal 

compensation. In addition, BellSouth consistently has charged all such calls 

under its local tariffs, treated such calls as local in separations reports and 
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state rate cases, and routed such calls to 1TC”DeltaCom over interconnection 

trunks reserved for local calling. Further ISPs, including BellSouth.net, treat 

such traffic as local. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY ISPs TREAT SUCH TRAFFIC AS LOCAL? Q: 

A: When a business or residential consumer selects an ISP, they look for 

one that is within their local calling area. Consumers do no want to make a 

long distance call to an ISP. When the consumer, or more accurately, the 

consumer’s computer dials the ISP, it does so using a local seven-digit phone 

number.I8 Generally speaking, the telephone network has been designed so 

that consumers cannot make long-distance calls or interstate calls by dialing 

only seven digits. Interstate calls require a “1” and ten digits - 1 -MA-NXX- 

XXXX. Furthermore, rational consumers do not subscribe to ISPs that 

require them to make a long-distance call. 

To attract customers, ISPs purchase local service/lines and provide a 

local number within the local calling area of the customers to whom they 

want to offer service. As an example, BellSouth, offering internet service 

under the name BellSouth.net, indicates to its prospective customers where 

their internet service can be reached with just a local call. This has become 

the industry standard practice for internet companies. BellSouth.net 

provides the following description, which we think speaks volumes: 

When you dial in your local BellSouth.net number and use 
the BellSouth.net service, your computer accesses Web sites 
through the Internet. It does not cost you any more to access 

Traditionally, dialing a seven-digit number limits the call to the local 
calling area, although there may be occasional exceptions to this rule. 
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a Web site in, for example, Dallas, Texas, than it does to 
access a Web site in your city. This is electronic 
communications over the Internet through your local dial-in 
number, this is not the same as you placing a long-distance 
telephone call to Dallas, Texas. The Internet is expansive. 
You might be contacting a Web site in your city, in another 
part in your state, in another state, or even in another country. 
You can contact Web sites no matter what their geographic . 
Iocation.” 

Here BellSouth tells consumers that “this is not the same as you placing a 

long-distance telephone call.” Apparently, BellSouth feels that this statement 

is necessary in order to attract customers to subscribe to their Internet service. 

BellSouth assures their prospective customers that this is all done for the cost 

o f  a local phone call. So BellSouth’s own Internet sales force is correctly 

telling prospective customers that their Internet service is accessed with a 

local call. 

As you can see, ISPs also consider the calls placed to them as local 

calls. As itated above, each ISP pays special attention to local calling areas 

and the placement of equipment in those local service areas. 

WHAT OTHEREVIDENCEISTHERE THATTHE PARTIES TREAT 

THIS TRAFFIC AS LOCAL AND THEREFORE SUBJECT TO 

RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION? 

Local customers of BellSouth in Florida purchase service out of 

BellSouth’s General Subscriber Services Tariff. The Tariff defines local 

service as follows: 

l9 Contacting Distant Web Sites, 
http: //www. bellsouth. net/hornes/AT/member/help/hO17. htm, attached 
hereto as Exhibit CJR-4. 
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A type of localized calling whereby a subscriber can complete 
calls from his station to other stations within a specified area 
without the payment of long distance charges.” 

This is exactly how customers of BellSouth make calls to ISPs and it is how 

BellSouth.net describes the way its customers would contact BellSouth.net. 

If you are in the local calling area for one of these cities, then 
it won’t cost you anything to dial up and connect to 
BellSouth.net. For example, if you live in the metropolitan 
Nashville area, and you dial into BellSouth.net’s Nashville 
location, you will be dialing a local number to access 
BellSouth.net,’’ 

Additionally, the FCC has indicated that ISPs are end-users and that they are 

“not treated as carriers for purposes of interstate access charges.”” The 

FCC also states the following: 

ISPs purchase local phone lines so that customers can call 
them. Under FCC rules, enhanced service providers ISPs are 
considered “end users” when they purchase services from 
local telephone companies. Thus, ISPs pay the same rates as 
any other business customer, and these rates are set separately 
in each state.” 

21 Q. IF A BELLSOUTH CUSTOMER WERE TO CALL ANISP 

22 

23 

CUSTOMER OF ITC”DELTACOM, WOULD THE CALL STILL BE 

TREATED AS LOCAL? 

’’ BellSouth, General Subscriber Services Tariff, Section Al.  Definition of 
Terms 

See Exhibit CJR-4. 

’’ FCC “Report to Congress,” CC Docket No. 96-45,1106 (April 10, 
1998). 

*’ See Exhibit CJR-3. 
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Absolutely! 1TC"DeltaCom's ISP customers purchase local service 

from 1TC"DeltaCom's local services tariff.24 When a BellSouth customer 

makes a call to an ISP customer of 1TC"DeltaCom within the local calling 

area, then the call is treated as local. In essence, the calling party 

(BellSouth's customer), the called party (1TC"DeltaCom's customer), and 

1TC"DeltaCom would all consider the call local. 

DOES BELLSOUTH NOW CONSIDER THE CALL TO BE LOCAL? 

In an effort to game the system and deny revenue to 

1TC"DeltaCom whle enriching itself, BellSouth has decided unilaterally that 

it will treat this ISP-bound traffic as exempt from reciprocal compensation. 

It takes this action in clear breach of its agreement with 1TC"DeltaCom. 

WOULD YOU PLEASE PROVIDE A DIAGRAM OF THE CALL 

FROM THE BELLSOUTH CUSTOMER TO THE ISP? 

No. 

Yes. Exhibit CJR-5 is an illustration of an ISP-bound call originated 

by a customer of BellSouth and terminated to an ISP customer of 

1TC"DeltaCom. This call is virtually identical to all other local calls 

transmitted from BellSouth customers to customers of 1TC"DeltaCom. 

Exhibit CJR-6 is an illustration of an ISP-bound call originated by acustomer 

of 1TC"DeltaCom and terminated to an ISP customer of BellSouth. This 

second illustration shows that these calls are functionally identical and they 

are treated as local calls. ISP-bound traffic to 1TC"DeltaCom's customers 

24 1TC"DeltaCom's South Carolina Tariff P.S.C. No. 1 - Local. 
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are delivered within the local calling area. These calls should be 

compensated, just as any other local call. 

Q: IF ISP TRAFFIC IS EXCLUDED, HOW DO THE PARTIES 

SEPARATE THIS TRAFFIC FROM OTHER LOCAL CALLS 

A: 

BELLSOUTH DELIVERS TO 1TC"DELTACOM OVER LOCAL 

TRUNKS? 

There is no mechanism in our agreement to separate out this traffic 

from other local traffic. In fact. the Alabama Public Service Commission 

found that: 

Perhaps the most persuasive evidence that BellSouth 
did not intend to exclude calls to ISPs from the 
definition of local traffic when it entered the 
agreements under review is gleaned from the 
conspicuous absence of a mechanism to track, 
separate and exclude ISP traffic fiom the local billing 
records of the ALEC Petitionershtervenors. 
BellSouth was certainly in a position to h o w  that 
such a mechanism would be necessary to segregate 
ISP traffic from local calls, yet no attempt was ever 
made to develop and incorporate such a mechanism 

Given the comprehensive nature of the 
interconnection agreements under review and the 
specificity with which they address virtually all 
interconnection issues, we find it difficult to fathom 
that BellSouth would not insist on a specific, itemized 
exception excluding ISP traffic from the definition of 
local traffic had that been its intention. The 
prevailingly local treatment afforded to ISP traffic by 
industry participants at the time the agreements under 
review were entered, and BellSouth's knowledge of 
that industry custom and usage, made it imperative 
that BellSouth specifically exclude calls to ISPs from 
the definition of local traffic subject to the payment of 
reciprocal compensation. Given the circumstances 
then existing, we find the absence of such a specific 
exclusion or exception to be persuasive ofthe fact that 
BellSouth did not intend to exclude ISP traffic from 

17 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the definition of local traffic when it entered the 
agreement in question.*' 

COST CAUSATION AND RESPONSIBILITY: BELLSOUTH 
CUSTOMER CALLING PATTERNS ARE CAUSING 
1TC"DELTACOM TO INCUR COSTS TO DELIVER THEIR CALLS 

DOES THE CALLING PARTY PAY BELLSOUTH TO COMPLETE Q. 

ISP-BOUND TRAFFIC? 

A. 

Q. 

A: 

Yes. Local customers of BellSouth pay for the local calls they make through 

the local service they purchase from BellSouth's local tariff. BellSouth is 

obligated by its tariff to complete these calls as local. They are also obligated 

by the Interconnection Agreement to pay reciprocal compensation to 

1TC"DeltaCom when those calls are routed over 1TC"DeltaCom's local 

t m k s  to an ISP end use customer of ITC"De1taCom. 

SHOULD BELLSOUTH BE PERMITTED TO USE 

1TC"DELTACOM'S NETWORK FOR FREE? 

Absolutelynot! It is extremely important to understand that the caller 

initiating the call to 1TC"DeltaCom's customer causes 1TC"DeltaCom to 

incur costs. So the initiating caller is the cost causer. It is BellSouth's 

obligation and responsibility to pay for its customer's use of 

1TC"DeltaCom's network. This is the purpose of reciprocal compensation, 

to require companies that cause network cost (through traffic generated by 

their customers) to compensate those that incur costs, for delivery of the calls. 

The bottom line is 1TC"DeltaCom is providing BellSouth a service, which 

'' In re Emergency Petitions of ICG Telecom Group Inc. And 
ITC"De1tuCom Communications, Inc. for u Declaratory Ruling, Alabama Public 
Service Commission Docket 26619 at 25-26 (March 4, 1999) (footnotes omitted). 
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BellSouth is using and currently enjoying for fiee. This is exactly the same 

as someone coming into your restaurant, eating dinner, and then leaving 

without paying the bill. BellSouth is unjustly enriched because it is using 

1TC"DeltaCom's network and not paying for it. 

WHEN A CUSTOMEROF BELLSOUTH MAKES A CALL TO ANISP 

CUSTOMER OF ITC"DELTACOM, DOES 1TC"DELTACOM 

PROVIDE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE TO BELLSOUTH 

AND ITS CUSTOMER ORIGINATING THE CALL? 

Yes. The call is carried on ITC"De1taCom's network. 

1TC"DeltaCom completes the call for BellSouth's customer to an 

1TC"DeltaCom ISP customer. The reciprocal compensation language ofthe 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the Interconnection Agreement 

between 1TC"DeltaCom and BellSouth requires that 1TC"DeltaCom be 

compensated. Again, at the time of the execution of this agreement and for 

sometime thereafter, BellSouth described ISP traffic as terminating to ISP 

end users, and the intent of the Parties was to treat this traffic as local for 

purposes including reciprocal compensation. 

SUMMARY 

PLEASESUMMARIZE WHYCALLSTOISPSHOULDBETREATED 

AS LOCAL TRAFFIC BY THIS COMMISSION AND SUBJECT TO 

RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION. 

The intent of the Parties at the time of the execution of the Interconnection 

Agreement was to apply reciprocal compensation to all calls appropriately 

routed over local trunks, The industry has treated this traffic as local. The 
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20 A: 

FCC has treated this traffic as local. This Commission through its authority 

to review and approve or deny tariff filings has treated this traffic as local. 

BellSouth treats this traffic as local in all respects but one - they refuse to pay 

ALECs for the use of the ALEC’s network. BellSouth wants this service 

at no cost - for free. 

THE SOLUTION: REWIRE BELLSOUTH TO HONOR ITS 

AGREEMENT 

WHAT ACTIONS DO YOU RECOMMEND THE COMMISSION 

TAKE TO RESOLVE THIS DISPUTE? 

The Commission should enforce the provisions ofthe Interconnection 

Agreement as intended by the Parties and require BellSouth to pay reciprocal 

compensation for ISP traffic. The Commission should, as public interest 

dictates, rule that local calls to an ISP are local for the purpose of reciprocal 

compensation. In addition, as provided under the existing Interconnection 

Agreement, ITCADeltaCom also requests that all attorney’s fees and expenses 

incurred by it in prosecuting this action should be reimbursed by BellSouth 

and that any other relief this Commission deems appropriate should be 

granted. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 

20 
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June 30. 1998 

VIA FACSIMILE AND F E D E U  
OVERNIGHT MAe 

Mr. Jerc ~ n r m o n d  
President and Chief Executive Officer 
BellSouth Communications Group 
1 155 Peachuee Street, NE 
Suite 20 10 
Atlana Georgia 30309-3610 

Re: Interconnection Agreement 

Dear Jere: 

BellSouth and 1TC"DeltaCom as you may know. entered an Interconnection and Resale 
Agreement last year which governs the relationship between our two companies in regard 
IO procedures for the interconnection of our facilities and the exchange of traffic between 
our companies. The Agreement has been filed in and approved by appropriate regulatory 
authorities in all BellSouth stares and provides, of course, for compensation between OUT 
companies for the exchange of local traffc. 

Pursuant to that Agreement. we have mutually provided invoices to each other for several 
months now. Our invoices to BellSouth are dated from March 20. 1998 and are more 
specifically itemized on the enclosure attached that identifics outstanding invoices 
roraling $1,863,874. It is my understanding that we have paid BellSouth, on a timely 
basis. for all local traffic invoices submitted to ITC but have received no reciprocal 
payments from BellSouth and have received no explanation for the tardiness in paying 
these invoices. 

We're informed that, in an informal workshop held at the Alabama Public Service 
Commission last Thursday, Mr. Bill Stacy advised the Commission staff that BellSouth 
had recently remitted payments to competitive local exchanse carriers rcprcsenting 
reciprocal compensation for local exchange traffic. That report was denied by attending 
CLEC's. This meeting appears, nonetheless, to have prompted a phone call last Friday 
@om Kate Reynolds, suggesting that BellSouth was going to be paying 10% of the 
amount of our outstanding invoices. "based on our Agreement". 

EXHIBIT c re- \ 
5. I 
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Mr. Jere Drummond 
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Page Two 

We have always considered our relationship with BellSouth to be a good relationship and 
have always appreciated the ability to discuss our differences with an attitude of mutual 
respect. We recognize that there will be many issues that could cause disagreement 
between our companies as we compete in the same markets and, perhaps. this is one of 
those issues. It has been our desire, nonetheless, that we might continue to discuss 
troublesome differences in an open and informal manner. That has not been the c a s t  with 
this issue, however, and this letter is submitted with the hope that we may. in the future, 
have a forum for mutual dialogue while understanding that we may not always be able to 
resolve these differences on a mutual basis. Ft‘addy, we do understand that there can be 
many reasons, why we haven’t been paid and could easily speculate what those reaSons 
might be. We do  not understand. however, why BellSouth has not come forward and 
opedy and clearly expressed either what those reasons are or why you now intend to pay 
us only 10” of the amount of our invoices. 

We look forward to your response and to a prompt resolution of this matter. We would 
also be grateful for any dialogue you might wish to promote. However, unless this matter 
is fdly resolved in a few days, we will find it necessary to seek regulatory assistance in 
enforcing the terms of our contract. 

Sincerely, 

Campbell B. Lanier, Ill 
Chairman 

EXH I B I T C ~ I  
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ATTACHMENT 1 

INVOICES TO BELLSOUTH FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE TRAFFIC 

Invoice Date 

3 1 2 0 ~ 8  

3/20/98 

4109f98 

4/09/98 

4/09/98 

5/08/98 

mat98 

5\08/98 

6/08/98 

6/08/98 

6/08/98 

TOTAL 

State 

S. Carolina 

Alnbrmn 

N. Carolina 

S. Cnrolina 

Alabama 

N. Carolina 

5. Carolina 

Alabama 

N. Cnroliia 

S. Carolina 

Alabama 

EXHIBIT- I 

Invoice Amount 

S 106,082.29 

S 195,216.96 

5 3.07 

$ 154,219.04 

S 334,170.58 

S 2,914.55 

5 156,992.19 

s 344,oai.6a 

S 12,082.48 

S 169,118.53 

S 388,861.52 

%1,863,874.89 
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July 7, 1998 

Mr. Campbell B. Lanier 111 
Chairman 
ITC DeltaCom 
P. 0. Box 510 
West Point, GA 31933 

J e n  A. Dmummond 
President and 
C h e f  hiscutkve Officer 

W4 2492250 

I 

. . - - 
- . .. 

RE: Your letter of June 30. 1998 regarding the Interconnection Agreement 

Dear Gam: 

The Interconnection and Resale Agreement (the "Agreement") between our companies 
provides for the payment of reciprocal compensation for local traffic. As we notified you on 
August 12. 1997 (copy attached). the trafic to and from internet services providers (ISPs) is 
jurisdictionally interstate. and BellSouth will neither pay, nor bill. local interconnection charges 
for traffic terminated to an ISP. It io clear that there is a disagreement between our two 
companies regarding the definition of local traffic and the amount of compensation placed in 

BellSouth has endeavored to identify and remove iSP traffic from its billing to ITC DeltaCom. 
As to me charges assessed by ITC DeltaCom, BellSouth has estimated the amount of ISP 
traffic terminated by ITC DeltaCom to be 90% of the total traffic terminated and has placed this 
amount in dispute. BellSouth has been required to rely upon this estimate in lieu of specific 
data from ITC DeltaCom. Thus, as of June 9, 1998, BellSouth has processed payments to ITC 
DeitaCom for $1 92.238.27 and has placed the remaining billing ($1,671.636.63) in dispute. 
Since these disputed amounts reflect, to the best of our knowledge, traffic sent to ISPs, it is 
properly exciuded from payment tinder the terms of cui Agrsement. 

I am sody that.the methods for estimating the ISP terminated traffic were not communicated 
clearly to you. The Interconnection Processing Center (IPC) in Birmingham will be glad to work 
with you to identify the ISP traffic and adjust the disputed amounts if appropriate. Please 
contact Jon Rey-Sullivan. Operations Assistant Vice President, on 205-714-0200. or Richard 
Mclntire. Operations Director of the IPC. on 205-714-0246. if you have further questions about 
this process. 

I 
i dispute by BellSouth. 

! 

sin& Jere A. Orumrnond 

Attachment 



THE FCC, INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDERS, AND 
ACCESS CHARGES 

Tliisfact sheet ofcrs iifor-nial gtiirlniicc on art issue that hos generated a great deal ofpublic 
iriteresl. For more spccifjc derrrils aborrt the proceedings ctwrenilj, before the Comrrrission. 
pleose >)isit o w  i t&  sire (lrr/o:/:IL~ivlv.icc. eo~i i .  

..... . .. . .- .~. ~ ~ 

In Decenibcr 19%. the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) requested public comment 
on issues relating to the charges that Internct Service Providers [ISPs) and similar companies pay 
to local telcphone companies. On May 7. 1997, the FCC decided to leave the existing rate 
stlucture in place. In other words, the FCC decidcd not to allow local telephone companies to 
impose per-minute access chargcd on ISPs. 

Plcase Notr: Thcrc is no opm comlilmt pcriud in this proceeding. lfynu have receiitly seen a 
tlwssage 1311 the Internet si.at,ing that in rcsponse to 3 reqiicst from local telephone conipnnies, the 
FCC is reqiiestiny coiiinien~s to 4sp@l'cc.govs hy Februaly 1908. he aware that this infoiination 
is inacctir3Lc. s. 

The FCC issued an unrelated public notice, DA 98-2. on January 5 ,  1998 in connection with a 
report to Congress on universal service. Pursuant to the FCC's I998 appropriations legislation, 
the Commission must submit a report by April IO,  1998 on several issues including the legal 
status of Internet services under thc Tclecommunications Act of 1996 Coinrrients in response to 
the public notice are due January 20, 1998. and reply comments are due February 2, 1998. 
Iiifornial comments may bc sent by email to <usreDort6.fcc.gov>. 

Background Information 
Each long distance telephone call you make includes per-minute fees that your long distance 
camer pays to the originating and tcrminating local telephone companies over whose facilities 
that call also travelled. Those fees. which are designed to recnver the costs to local telephone 
companies for use of their facilities. are referred to as "access charges." 

As pai-1 of its Access Refom proceeding. CC Docket 96-262, the FCC in  December 1996 sought 
comment on the treatment of ISPs and other "enhanced service providers" that also use local 
telephone companies' facilities. Since the access charge system was established in 1983, 
eiihaoced service providers have been classified as "end users" rather than "carriers" for purposes 
or the access charge rules, and therefore they do not pay the per-minute access charges that long- 
distance companies pay to local telephone companies. 

In the Access Refonn Order. FCC 97-1 58. adoptcd on May 7,  1997, the FCC concluded that the 
existing rate stniciurc for ISPs should remain in place. In other nvrds,  the Commission 

EXH I sirC383 
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reaffirmed that ISPs are not required to pay interstate access charges. 

Ullcn it began the Access Reform proceedins, the Commission also issued a Notice of Inquiry, 
CC Docket 96-263, seeking comment more broadly on usage of the public switched telephone 
network by Internet and inferstarc information service providers. A Notice o f  Inquiry is a request 
Tor information that does not involve any specific proposed action. The Commission stated in the 
Access Reform order that it intended to usc the Xotice of Inquiry record to develop a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) proposing actions lo facilitate the efficient deployment of data 
networks. 

~ . .  ~ . . .  

Frequently Asked Questions on Internet Services and Access 
Charges 

Does the FCC regulate the rates charged by Internet Service Providers (ISPs)? 

A: No. ISPs are considered "enhanced serviceproviders" under FCC rulcs. The FCC does not 
regulate the rates that enhanced service providers charge to their subscribers 

. ~ ,~. ~ ~.~ ~ .~...~ .... ~ ..... 

Q: How does the FCC regulate the rates that local telephone companies charge to ISPs? 

A: ISPs purchase local phone lines so that customers can call them. Under FCC rules, enhanced 
service providcrs ISPs are considered "end users" when they purchase services from local 
telephone companies Thus, ISPs pay h e  same rates as any other business customer, and these 
rates are set separately in each state. By contrast, long-distance companies are considered 
"carriers.".aiid they pay interstate access charges regulated by the FCC. 

Q: How are access charges different from the rates ISPs pay now? 

A : Today, ISPs typically purchase "business lines" from local phone companies. Business lines 
usually include a flat ~nonthly charge, and a per-minute charge for making outgoing calls. 
Because 1SPs reccive calls from their subscribers rather than making outgoing calls, TSPs 



generally do not pay any perminute charges for their lines. which is one reason many ISPs do 
not charge perminute rates for Internet access. Access charges. by contrast, include per-minute 
fecs for both outgoing and incoming calls. The rate levels of interstate access charges are also in 
many cases higher than the flat business line rntes ISPs pay today. 

-..-. ~ 
- .- ~, ...~~. . ~ 

e: Have local phone companics rcquested authority from the FCC to charge per-minute rates to 
ISPs? 

A: Since 1983, there has been an ongoing debate about whether enhanced service providers 
should be required to pay access charges, based on the contention that these companies use local 
networks in the same manner as long-distance carriers. In June 1996, fom local telephone 
companies (Pacific Bell, Bell Atlantic, US West, and NYNEX) submitted studies to the FCC 
concerning the effects of Internet usage on these carriers' networks. The companies argued that 
the existing rate stnicture did not reflect the costs imposed on local telephone companies to 
support Internet access, and that Internet usage W'BS causing congestion in part of the local 
network. In connection with these studics and other pleadings, several local phone companies 
have asked the FCC for authority to charge interstate access charges to ISPs, although they have 
not filed a formal petition for rulemaking. ! 

i 
1 

. . ~  ..... .~ ~ . . .. . - .~ .. -. - i 

Does the FCC currcntly have an ongoing proceeding on Internet and interstate inlomation 
serviccs? 

e.' Is the FCC considering allowing local phone companies to impose access charges on ISPs? 

A: The FCC requested public comment in December 1996 on whether ISPs should pay current 
access cliarges,and more generally on how Internet and interstate infomation services that use 
local telephone networks should be trcated. The Commission concluded on May 7, 1997 that 
ISPs should not be subject to interstate access charges. There is currently no open comment 
period on this issue. 

EXH I BIT-3 
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A.' Tie  FCC issued a Notice of Tnquiry (NOI) in December 1996, at thc same time as it asked 
for comment on whether ISPs should be subject to access charges The NO1 asked generally 
about how to create incentives for companies to make the most efficient use of the telephone 
network for Internet and other information services. The cornment'period for the NO1 is closed, 
but the FCC has stated that it plans to issue a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) asking 
for comment on more specific proposals based on the responses to the NOI. The NPRM will 
consider aciions other than imposition of per-minute access charges on ISPs. 

What is the difference between a Notice of Inquiry (NOI) and a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM)? 

A: A NO1 is the earliest step in the FCC's process and typically asks questions in an effort to 
gather enough information to make informed proposals on a given topic. A NPIPRM is a request 
for comment on specific proposals made by the Commission. After the FCC reviews the 
commeii~s filed in response to an NPRM, the FCC can issue a Report and Order adopting new 
rules. 

... 

I 

Are comments filed by other parties be available for review? 

A: Yes. All formal comments arc available for review in the FCC Reference Center in 
Washington DC, and copies may be purchased through International Transcription Services, 
which can be reached at 202-857-3800. In addition, copies of coinments that were submitted on 
diskette arc avdable for review at htta://www.fcc.oov/ccb/comrnents.blml. 

Q: Is the FcC considering taxes for use or the Internet or online services? 

~ 4 :  No The debate involves chargcs levied by  local phone companies, not government taxes. 
.- . . 



e: Is this the "FCC modcin tax" that has been floating around the Internet in various forms for 
several years? 

A: The "modem tax" referred to a proposal in 1987 to require enhanced service providers to pay 
interstate access charges, which at that time were significantly higher than they are today. The 
1987 pmposal was abandoned in 1988. The current Access Reform procccding is entirely 
separate. ~ . :  , . ~  ., 

For more specific questions, see the Access Reform page on the on the FCC Web site at 
h t t ~ : / / ~ ? ~ r . ~  .fcc.eov/isu.htinl. - .. 

Lasl Upduied Jnnuatj) 7, 1998 

i 
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Long-distance Charges 
SellSouth net provides service In many c&wlIhir\ lhe nlno-slalo region that BellSoulh 6ewes. 
wwch ncludes: Alabama. Georgia. Florlda, Kenlucky. Louisiana. MIssiSSlppi. NOnh Cerollne. 
South Carolina. and Tenneosoc 

.~ 
I ' W U  ora 
UP and conqect !a Be!lSwlh.net For example, if you IIYB in the metropoiitan Nashville area. 
and you d:al lnlo BellSouth.net's Nashville location. you wlll be dinllnp aiwal number IO atces6 

Some members live outside a iocal calllng araa and. therefore, havs loll charges 
(long-dislance charges) for disllng in lo BeiiSoulh.nar. If. for some reason. you dial a 
long-aslancs number lo B C C ~ S S  BellSoulh.nel services. !hen you will hew Img-dislance 
charges. 

!he iocsl ding ares for one of lhese cities. lhen it won'[ cost you anything lo dial 
- 

.. I . .  

80llSOulh Wl Sl3N;CeS. 

- 

Toll-free Access 
BsllSoulh.nsl is commllled Io providing hlgh-quallly roasonably-prlcsd Inlsmet service 
lhroughoul Ihe Soulheasi. BellSoulh.net does no1 olfw toll-free eccebs. such as lhrough an 
800 number a1 this lime. However. wa are working on plans to allow m subscriber6 in 
outlying areas lo access our setvice. We cannot let1 yw exaclh, when our se~ice  will be 
6VBIIBble or In which areas. Please conflnue lo  monilor the 0ellSouVl.nel home page for funher 
announcemenls concerning the awailebilily of more lacs1 conneelions 

I1 you are no1 located in one af Ihe local calling areas In Ihe nine slaleb in which we provide 
6ervlce. i t  may no1 be cost-atfecltve for you to use w r  8ervica a1 thl6 lime because y o u  would 
be responsible for any long-distance charges you would incur. 

Contacting Distant Web Sites 
Whsn you diel tn to your local BellSoulh.nal number and use the BellSoulh.nel SeNiCa. your 
computer accosses Web site3 through Ihe Inlernel I! do86 nof cost you any more lo eCCasS a 
Web site In, for example. Oeilas. Texas. lhm R doss l o  access 0 Web Silo in your cily. this  i8 
eleclronlc coilrnunlcalions over fhe Internet lhraugh your local dial-in numDer. tnis IS 001 IhB 
same as you placing a long-dirlance Islephone Cali lo Ddien. Texas. The lnlernal Is 
expansive. You mighl be conlacling e Web site in your city. In another pafl o!your slale. In 
anolher SIJIO. or even In anolher country. You can conlscl Web sibs no metter whal rholr 
pcographic iocation. 
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PaylnD Made Easier. 
Our SeNlce can be convenlenliy blHed on your monlhly BellSoulh phone bin or 
~ ~ ~ l l e d  lo e major credil card. 

SaCup Fee: $10. 
A regular $10 sei-up fee exlits for the startup of each new accounl. However. 
the fee is waived if you: 

bw&& tho softwers from the Interne1 (using ellher me BellSoulh.net 
customlied browser or your own). 
Choose Ihe $215.40lem o r i c a  opllon. (Fay for one year and In(erne1 
access cos1# you only 517.85 par month.) 

Ouarnnlee. 
Our 30-day money-beck guarenlee' eswres you ihal BellSoulh.ne1 service 
provides you lha last. reliable. quellly bewIc8 you expect. 

. .. ...~~. . . ~  .... -. .. . 
. .  

Unllmltad Access: $18.85 P w  Monlh. 

For rsgula;-enalog connsclions the cos1 18 Sl9.Qs per monlh for unllmiled 
access IO Bell3oulh.net service Thlt Includes KSBflex' and 64K ISDN 
connecllons. whlch are SveilabIO in most arees. If you pay in advance for a 
year's worlh of sarvjce. rho price ia only 517.95 (See "Term Pflcing" option 
beiow.) 

Vier8 6umerlblnQ lo Ins -unllrniled ~ c c m 8 '  plei may mehs reasonable us8 of 
In0 service wllhoul paylnp more baacd on hourly urage. OUI !his is not 
intended to be 0 full-lime connection. A one-lime $10 6el-up fee spPl;s6 to ell 
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Unllrnlled Access: 5215.40 Per Year (Term Prlcfnp) 

If YOU choose 10 pay In advance for a year's worm of newice, monlhly price is 
discounled ten percenl lo S I  7.95. The yearly lolsl of SZ15 40 can be msde 
whether you have a reguler anaiop conneeban. a K56flex' ar a 64K ISON. 

Users 6ubsCriblng Io the '"unlimlled acceso" plan may make rsasonaDle uao of 
the sawice wilhoul paylng mors based on hourly usage. but lhis 18 not 
Intended !o be a full-time connectlon. A one-lime $10 sol-up lse applies io aH 
morrlhly bill pten8. This fee 16 wawed for cuslomen who & o m  the 
eonware. reu~ster online with en exlslinp browser, or chwse the lerm oricinp 
Qolm 
Ten Hours Each Month 

For 59.95 you can acces~ 8ellSoulh.net Internel Service for ten hours POI 
month. For every hour after tne ten you will be cherged $1.00. This lele 
applIe6 whether you have a regular anoiop :orwedion. e K56flex' or a 6dK 
ISON connection. 

128K ISDN Plan 

12BK ISDN is a dual-channel plan which allows you to wcem the intetnei and 
talk on the phone at the same time. The cost IS 539.85 Der month for 50 hours 
of ISDN service. plus 52 for eech addi(ione1 128K 1SON hour. It also Includes 
Iha 1ZBK iSON inlefface (up lo $28 Kbpr). unllmlted 64U iSDN (slngle 
B-channel) 2ewlce, and one emall  accounl Wlln an eh6. This I8 availabla ill 
selact m. 
30-Day Money-Back Guarantom Propnm 

II you are not completely satisfied with ywr BellSoulh ne1 sarvlce within the 
firs! 30 deys, we wlll @adly crsdi! your Ielaphons b# or Credil card for Ihe bosic 
monthly and set-up fees for your cnosen paymenl plan. The Money-Back 
Guaranlee is avallable only if 

0 W l l h i n  30 daya sfier estebli$hinp your 0allSoulh.ncl accoun!. you call 1 

you nave not vlolaled the Serrlce Agreement or Accwlable Use POlW: 

you or someone else In your household has not previwsly -, I ecehred a 

(800) 4DOTNET Io request lhe credil and CUflCSl YOW OCCOunt; 

and 

credit from !hi5 Money-Back Guarantee offer or cancelled a 
8eflSoulh.nel account durlng any previou6 bee trial or other 
promolional service period. 

This  Money-Back Quarantee epplles only 10 the standerd monthly fees for 
basic tnternkl access sewlce lor the paymenl pian chosen. and does not 
apply to any additional-cos1 tealures or services ordersd from BellSouth Or any 
other parly. or (lor iimited ecce8I) plan users) (0 addilional hour3 of wage 
beyond lho 10 hour¶ included in Ihe standard rals for such plan. You will 
remain llable for any such additional charges incurred throuoh your use of lh8 
0 9 N I C e  
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Ava i I ab I e Locations 
Rlghl now. the BdlSouth.nel lewice is availnble in these cilies 

Alhany. CA 
Arden. NC 
Alliciis, GA 
Allenla. GA 
Augusta. GA 
Biloxi, MS 
Diminghani, AL 
Charlc6lon. SC 
Chariotle. NC 
Chilltonoogn, 'IN 
Cocoa. FL 
Coltinibia. SC 
Daytoiia Bmch, FL 
Florencc, SC 
FI. Laudcrdiile. FL 
Gaincsvillc, FL 

Georgetown, KY 
Grecixboro, NC 
Grcenville. SC 
Huntsville. AL 
Jackson, MS 
leck$onvillc, FL 
Knoxville. TN 
Lafayelk, LA 
Lexington. KY* 
Louisville, KY 
Macon. GA 
Memphis, 'TN 
Miami. FL 
Mobile. AL 
Montgomery. AL 

Nashville, TN 
New Orleans, LA 
Oriando, FL 
Owensboro, KY 
Panama Cily. FL 
Pmsecola. FL 
Pan SI. L u c k  FL 
Raleigh. NC 
Savannah, GA 
Shreveport, LA 
Slidell, LA 
Spaanburg, SC 
W Palm Beach, FL 
Wilmington, NC 
Winston-Salem. NC 

We axpecr IO add more cities during the comlng months. However. wc cannot provlae a 
spccthc schedule lor expansion at !hi$ the. Annovncernenlr relaled io sdditlonal ciliel will be 
made on Ine 8ellSoulh.nsl nome papa as lhey become available. Each 11516d cllv he3 K66flex 
and 84K E O N  servlce avsllable. 

'8ei7SOufh.net does not pmvlde single channel lSDNssrvice to those cnlm 
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1 Mtlp Itfddbac! .kid. @ BELLSOUTH 
u! WISou!h laIOwmrnunicallon6. mc. All RlQnb R e m w d  \,,I&S,l\ L,,W,,. ,, ill~lC1Il1IIJ 111,. io ,"WllIl'~l 
neipfT.cnntc.i Suppori. dl t.(MO.I(OOTNET (1-800.436-3638l i 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 991946-TP 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished to the 
following this ci? L day of June, 2000: 

Nancy B. White 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., 
150 South Monroe Street 
Suite 400 Atlanta, Georgia 30375 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1556 
By Hand Delivery 

Diana Caldwell, Esq., Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commisiion 
Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
By Hand Delivery 

R. Douglas Lackey 
E. Earl Edenfield, Jr. 
675 West Peachtree St., NE 
Suite 4300 

By U.S. Mail 

9. ci----- 
J. Andrew Bertron, Jr. (Fla. Bar # 9828 
Huey, Guilday & Tucker, P.A. 
106 E. College Ave., Suite 900 (32301) 
Post Office Box 1794 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
(850) 224-7091 
(850) 222-2593 (facsimile) 


