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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
UTILITIES COMN11881m 

RALEIQH 

DOCKET NO. P-55. SUB 1197 

BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA URUTIES COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 
ITC*DeltaCom Communlcatlone, Inc., 1 

Complalrmrn, ) 

V. 
i 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., 1 
Re6pondem ) 

ORDER CONCERNINQ 
RECIPROCAL 
COMPENSATION 

BY THE COMMISSION: On March 13,2000, ITC"DeltaCorn Communkxtionr, Inc, 
(DeltaCom), filed a Complaint to Enforce lnteraxlneaion Agreement agalnst BellSouth 
Telecomrnunlcatlons, inc. (BellSouth). 

In its Comphlnt, Delllacom d a m  that R had an Imnnedlon Agreement with 
Bellsouth which was approved, as amended, by the Commission by Orden dated 
September 24,l W7, January 6,1996, and September 30.1998 (me 'Agreement"). The 
Agreement provlda? for the payment of m$rocal ampensah for the teimln@ion of local 
traMc on each other's networks, and defines local traffic as 'any telephone call that 
originates in one exchange or LATA and terminates in either the mine exchange of LATA, 
or a mnesponding Enended Area Service fEAS') exchange." (Attachment 8,149.) 
Deltacorn alleges that ElellSouth had bmached the Agreement by falling to compensate 
DeltaCam for mutual trafflc exchange. Specifically, Dettacom alleges that BellSouth 
refused to comp8nsam DeltaCom for tenninatlng telephone tralflc placed within the dame 
loml callin9 area from a BellSouth end u w  to on Internet Sendm Provlder (ISP). 

Deltacam dted the Commission's decisions in Docket No. 1)-55, Subs 1027, IO94 
and 1098, and Dacm No. p-582, Sub 6, In Mlch me Commlsslon ruled that a OaN to an 
ISP is considered lo be terminated when it is ddlvered to the ISP, and thus UXStihnes 
"local traffle' for purposes of reciprocal compensation under substantialfy similer 
lnterwnnection Agreements entered into by BellSouth. DeWom points aut lhet me 
provisions of Its Agreement with BellSouth were substantially similar to the couqterpafl 
provlslons In the tntemnneclion agreements in those dockets and, as such. the decblons 
in those dwkeis mnmura binding precedent for BdlSouWs obligation to pay ndprocal 
mmpensetlon for ttm termlnauon of ISP lraffic Deltacorn also notes that the substantial 
majority of other State regulatory agendas whbh have conrldered this issue have agreed 
with the Cornrnlsslon and have ruled that ISP traffic Is local trafflc for purposes of 
reciprocal compensation. 
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OnAprll1~.2OOo,Deltacomffledits R%PlytoAnswandM~onforJudgmem,in 
which it -the C,amWon to mterjudgmmt h its l a w  ms a matter of law without 
hddlng an evldenU&y hearing, since (0 UNWJ are no Issues of W which would require a 
hearlng in this matter, and 41) DeltaCom Is entitleQ to Judgment under the commisslan's 
prlor precedent and aa a malfer ol law. 

The M s s i a n  entered an Order M M8y 1.2MX1, s8ltlng DeltaCom's Mation for 
Judgment lor oral argument on May 30.2000. 

On May 18,2OoO, BellSouth filed a Motion for Evidontfery Hearing. In its motion, 
BellSouth argued mat it is enUUed to an widmiiary htWtltl under the Commlsslon's Pules 
and Regulations because this Is a fonnal c o m p l ~  prrrceedlng and beaause it had 
requested a hearing. B ~ l l S o ~ t h  also eDnlended llmt them are issues of fad concemlng 
the P~rtles' Intent whldr require an evldemuaty hsaring, and therefore Deltacorn is not 
mitied to judgment as a matter of law. 

DeltaCom filed a response In opposition Lo Ba116wM's mbtbn on May 24, ZOOO. 
Deltacorn noted that BellSouth ia not e&od to an &lenlhy hesrlq merely because 
it lW3 requssted one. kkreovw, lhwe no B$ues of T a d  which require swh a heartng, 
shmthe Agnjqmt is UnemMguOwr on Its face and mereforethe parties' purported Intent 
rS irelevant to the iasw of vhether BellSoulh is obligated to pay reciprocal compensation 
to IMtaCorn cnder the Agreement 
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By Order dated May 26, ZWO, the Crxnmtssion denied BdISWm's Motion for 
Evidentiary HWtw and wdered all CElsCavery rdayed pending the Cornmlssfon's ruling on 
DeltaCm's Motion for Judgment. 

Thls mer came on for oral argument before the Comrnlssim on May SO, 2000. 
At oral argument IXmCorn notedmst Me Commission has conslstermy ruled In p l o w  
dockets that ISP trafllc is local Uafflc for puQOseS of redpnml CDmpenSaWn under 
substantially slmllar Bellsouth lntermmectlon Agoreemem. WtaChn a b  argued that 
the F c l s  does not affect the Commission's prior dJngs, slnw (I) the 
FCC expressly deferred to state regulatoitory agenaes an this Issue In the m, and 0) Uw United Sbte3 Court of AppOek for the D i i  of COkffnbh ha8 In MY 
event vacated the -. Deltacorn also srowd thet Ibe Agmment is 
unambiguous and therelore Its plain language controkr as a mal!er of law. As a w k ,  
BellSouth's efgumms c o n d n g   the^ parties' purported intent we Irrelevant and an 
evidentiary hearing Is urmecessa~~ Finally, Deltpcom pointed out that the Commlsslon 
rejeded BellSauth's requesl for an evidmkiry hednu and entered judgment against 
BellSouth as a matter of law In Docket No. p55, Sub 1098, under similar drcumstances. 

At oral ergurnem, Bellsarth agafn roquesied that tho Commlsion hold an 
evidentlafy hearlng in this matter. Bswsooth argued that lhe FCC's 
requires me ~ r n k s i o n  to hold an evidsntlery hmrhg in praceed~ngs like this one to 
detemine ths paruas' intent on a case-by-atse bads. Bellsouth also Feiterated )tr position 
that the FCC has condusively ruled that SP tr8m b interstate in nature, and therefore 
su& tram cannot consmute %ai eaAlc. under the Ageefnent for purposes of recrplocel 
cornpensanon. FWly, Bellsouth agaln contenderl met them a~ issues ot tau c m m l n g  
the partie?r' intent with resp8ct to the A g ~ ~ m e n t  whkh prohlbl the Canmlsdm lrwn 
entering judgment as a matier of law In law of Deltacam. The CarnmWon notes that 
Bellsouvl atwad forthe flnttirns at wal argument that the Agreement is ambiguous with 
respect to ampensation far ISP mflio, even mough -h lnnielly asserted in its 
Answer that the & m e n i  is unambiguous. 

WHEREUPON, the Camtnis6ion now makes the fdlawing 

FINOJNGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

1. That the redprocel cdmpsnsatkwr provlslon' conwed in Ihe lntermnedion 
Agreement between BellSouth and ~dtecom am @My applicable eo telephone exchange 
service @Is thettemmate to isp customers when the orlginating d e r  and the called 
number am assodated with the seme kcel caiih~ area 

2. That BellSouth drall bill and pay reciprocal compensation for all such calls. 
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3. That 68llSOUth SheD immedlatelylorwsrd to PeltaCom all sums currently due 
together with q u t r e d  late payment charges, plus interest. In accorumce wnh the 
Agreement. 

Thrd BalSouth shall fMvRlrd to DeltaCom all sums coming due in the future 
for such tram In accordance with the ~greemnt. 

5. Thet Deltacorn is the prevailing party In this docket, and BellSouth shall 
reimburse Deltacorn lor the costs and expenses, lnoludlng reasonable attorneys' fees, 
incurred by Deltacorn In oonnecuon with thls docket. 

DISCUSSION 

4. 

'A,  

TtJs docket is the f~rst instem thet the Cmmbbn has had to rule on the Iwe 
of redproeel oompen?ratlon in an 'dd' m p n t  - La, one entered into prlpr to me 
FCC's - slrlcs the FCC was Issued In 
Febnrary W O .  For the reasnu set out below, the Cammission ftnds (pod cause lo flnd 
lor DeltaCom on the pleadings Md dkea Beysouth to pay reciprocal mmpensaqon for 
ISP-bornd tdic. In Its Compleint, DeRacm stated that the ourstandhrg balance due as 
of June SO, lQ99, waa $1,491,02!2.0r (not including interest), is amtinuin9 to 
increase m (1 daly bask 

There pro euentldly iwo main lssuea The first 16 wbther Bellswth k entitled to 
M evldmlafy hearlnfng. The second Is whether the FCC's mandates 
that the CbmWlMl ctrangc, or at least considof changing, Its Dngw vlew wlth respect 
to "old" a~rssments lhat ISP-bOutd trallic Is lacal and entitfed to rsdprocal annpensaalon. 

v, In its essentials, this metter kwolves the consW*lon of 
CeItain language in the Intercarmection Agreemem between Deitacpm and BoilSouth - 
more spedflcally, whether ISP-hnd traffic falls under the deflnirlg d '14d traffic" and 
is thus d a d  to redpmcal compmsatlon. 

The Agreement and subsequent Fourth Amendment of A w s t  27,1Be7, under 
Seaion VI(& addreis the ex- and termlnaion of local h.aMc and CandiliOrrJ for 
mutuai cornpensaim betwaen Denacam and BellSouth. ParawW~ 3 of the Fourth 
Amendment substltulsd Section VI@) d the Agrremsr~t 

i 

B. CamwMdlon 

With the exeptlon ot the local oamc spdfically identified in subsection (c) 
h m f k r ,  each party a p e s  to terminate lard traMc arigfnated and r01~t0d 
mabymeotherpariy. Eech PsrC/wNIpaytheother fortermina#ng its local 
mflk on me othets network the kal interwnnaction tam of 5.009 per 
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minute of use In all states. Each Party wlll report to the other B Percant 
Local Usage pur) and the appllcalon ot Me PCU wlll detqmlne the 
amount of local mlnutoa to be billed ta me other party. umfl such time BS 
anual usage date is available, the parries ag#e to alke a mutudty 
acceptable surrogate for me PLU factor. For purposes of developing the 
PW, ead~ Parcyshall mnstdereverylocsl call and every long dlstMce call. 
Effedlve on lhe first of Janunry, April, July and Wobw of each year, me 
partles shd update their PLU. 

A- 
, 

The pWs agree lor Ihe pu~pose of this Agreement only that local 
ImeroDnnediar Is delined as the dellWty of local traffic to be terminated on 
eaoh party's rocst networkso that custom d either parly have the ablllty 
to reaci~ eYstomendtheolherpany, without the use td any amss code or 
delay In the processing of the call, Local traffic for these purposes shall 
lndude~telephono Oll that cwigkrates and terminales in the same LATA 
andiPbl#8dbytheoriginat[ngt=dmngeoutsi& ofBeilSouth'sseervicearea 
W~respecttawhkh Bdlsounhas a W btemmectionamngementwifh 
aq Independent LEC, Mth whlch DedWXrn IS not dlrectiy con-. The 
partles hrrther agree lhat the erchanp of traffic on Bellsouth's Extended 
Area Sewice shal be considered local traffic grid ampensarion lor 
the @mination of such trafRc shall be pursuant to the terms of tMs aeotlon. 
EA6 muteg are those exchange Whin an exchange's Baalc Local Csllng 
kea, as defined in Sectton A3 d BellswtKs Geneml Subsaiber senices 
ram. 

Anechment a Lo me March 12.1 W7 Agreement defines 'local traffic' as foltows: 

'Local lramc" means any telephone call that orlglnatss In one 
exchange or U T A  and lenllvdtes in either the same exchange or LATA, or S 
coflesponding Eldendod Area Servlce 0 exchange. The tern Exchange, 
and EAs exchanges are ddined and spocifted in Section A3. of BellSouth's 
General Subscriber Sewice Tariff. 

As DebCom has pointed oul. ths phnflsions in Its Agreement with BellSouth are 
substantially sirnilat to the cwnterpart pmvtsions In the intercorneaion agreements in a 
long line of other dockets where me Commlsslon has found ISP traffic to be I d .  Sea, 
Dodtet No. Ps5, Subs 1027 and 1006. In nom of those cases dld the Commission fed 

49. 
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constrained to hold an evldermary hearing, even when requested.' Qenerally. pard 
w i d e m  regarding tnten(lon or understanding only becomes retewrn when the IanguaQe 
is ambiawwrs. The Cmmirslon believer that the ~ ~ n t  is not ambiguous with 
respect to the parties' obligations to pay resprocal compn8ations for terminating ISP 
tlatflc Therefore, the unamblguouo plain language of the Agmernent controls and the 
parties' purported intent Is k~~ievant ns a matbr o! law. a, e.g., Hlnk& v. m. 
88 N.C. App. 387,363 S.E.2d 206 (lase). 

in any event, the Commission notes Ulat, c~spictous by its absence. was any 
anempt by BellSouth to estaMlsh a mechanism to separate ISP MC from local calls or 
athenvise provide for differential trestmoM for sud, tmWc - Induding its own nafffc 

-. In Its arguments and Brief, B~llsouth went ta great lengths to 
argue that the FCC's . mandata the Cornmlssion to, in effect, reverse 
its Wr Nhgs and to rejed Ifs alleged adheranco to the ROW dlsaedited 'twocotr theory 
In l a w  to the FCC's 'one aV vleory. 

CharaCtsrlratiOn 
that the CommWon hes used a %wca!P theory 18 not entirely aamte. The Comrntssion 
haa n e w  Jpld in 80 many words thet there were two oak. Rather, the Commlssbn has 
held that 'the call tenninatea when it is &Wered to the celled locnl eXdmf?p tefephone 
number of the end user I*." a Febnary 26,1W8 Order br DocM Na P-56, Sub 1027 
at 6. Thus. the Commission has ldentlfled a -le d but has remained resolutely 
agnostic concerning the nature of the communicatkn traveling lnto cyberspace. 

mS cpmmiwlon, ol course, remgnizes that the FCC has rendered an opinion that 
ISPhnmd M c  IS essentially non-local Interstate traffic. The Commlsdon has been 
careful to defer to thls ruilng in any arbfivebbn conoemlng "new' htenxmnedlon 
agreements -/.e,, e g m  entered into-tothe FCC's - 
by requiring an Interlm inter-cankr ampnsaflan rnechanlsm baed on 
the FCC's ultimate decision regarding methodology. lha Commission has Continued 
do this even in spite of the fact that the D.C. Circuit Cwrt Of Appeals ~BoelBd M d  
remanded the FCCs and SO Ost il lnto limbo, at load for the tlme 

But thls m a w  inwlvee an "016 agreement and, desplte BallSouth's aguments mat 
doeJ not permit the Commlssbn to apply ff s pmvious theories, this 

, 

.*1 

As a prelimimty matter, the Commtssbn mruld o b s m  that 

hem. a!L- V. EL=c;, No. 99-1094 @.C. Cir MPnh 24,2060). 

the 

* 

' The only exneptlon to not having .vidanUyr hearhw Wac Pocket No. P-55, Sub 1094, 
'mklng a complaint of ~ C ~ r n r n  Transvhsinn S-, ha, .pane BellSouth oomming meh 
itnerwnneaion sgrseiment HOWWW, ~dpmcal ~wnpansathm issue IN- iusc on0 hue among 
mMy. and B~llsWm prarsnted Mtla evidence on thta iswe. In eny event. the result was identical 
to that in the other *a. 
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ES d y  WfNfW- does p e m k  In fact, one would be hard pressed to 
find 8 bener example In nwnl regulato~~ law a body such as [he FCC has gone to 
such great lengths to reassure state cornrnissior)~ that Whbg In its dedslons was 
Wlgned to overhrrn or call inlo questlon prevkus decisions. See, dog., Para 1 ('parties 
should be bwnd by their existing interconnedion agreements, 88 Interpreted by state 
~mrnkionsr): Pea 21 yWe lhrd no reason to imertere with state mmmlssion findlngs 

CNothrng In this lledamw Ruling, M o r e .  n#xwsarlly W d  be aonstrued to quesnon 
any detemheuon a state cornmBston has made, or may make in the futurs, that pallles 
have agreed to aeat ISPaOund mtilo as local WIG under existlng interconnection 
agreements"). The FCC also pointed out that the nde It intended to adopt would govern 
prSgwW compensation, &IS, e.~., Paras. 28 and 30. 

BellSouth clted to Para. 27 of the for me proposnron fhet the 
Commission must ~aconslder its dedston on the kcel nature of ISP trsffic under 'old" 
agreements. Pare. 27 does nothlng of the sat A specifically states that a state 
cornisson mlgM conclude, In light of the , mat It is mi necessery to 
re-vish those determinaiions.' t ako noted that*- -might cause some 
state w~rulons to resxmino thrr condudon that rodprocat fumpensstlon Is due to 
the extent that those cotwlusions am based on afindlng that this tmffic tenlnates at an 
ISP sewer. . ." (emphasis added), but even Ws was not meant W preclude state 
commissions from applying appmprlate tegal or equitable prSncrplos and rqulring Me 
psymen! of redprocal compensstkn for ISP nefflc pulsuant to "old' agreements. 

As can be seen, the FCC's language Is permlsshre, 1101 r n w f y ,  The 
Commlwion Rds inappropriate to r 8 V h  its condusions rewrang rapmcal 
armpensotlon for ISP tralfic pursuant to 'old" f a  fwr mapr reasons. FirJt, the 
tntermnnedlon Agmenmt prwides forthe paymens of recrpmcal compensation for local 
traffic. The Agreement does not MmUfy  a separate dass ot clevendlgit calls to lSPs as 
elther intentate or exempt from reJpmcal compensation: Le., th~w Is 8xoeptWn for 
traffic that is transpotted and terminated to an ISP. Bellsouth owld have spedflcaliy 
excluded ISP tratflc from the deflnnlon of the term 'local Uaifld as set forth in the 
Agreement, bur did not do SO. Second, the Commlwlon is wnfldent In the soundness of 
its atiglnal decisions: ttm fact that the has SOIJQM 10 superrede such reasonlng on 
a Drasaectlvn basts IS oi no partidar significance when ~t comes to 'old" agr~em~ntti? 
Thlrd, to accept the full loglc of BellsMnh's a?gument would be to say there can be no 
mmpeqsatlon for ISP tralflo b e c a w  nono hw been otherwise provided for. That would 
be manifestly unjust beewe them are costs wtiid~ are incurred in terminating such tr8ffic. 

. r  i 85 to whether redprocpl cmpendon prwislont. . .apply to ISP-bound traffic"); Para 24 

' 

* Tha FGC implidtty racogoircd Ihm nrspenaibllily of Iptsrpretalions (hat the (raffic waS lo& 
when It said: -. . .we nota Wt wr poky of wmng ISP-bound Wflc (P local for purpores of 
Intarsrate access chmges would, I applied In the sepuato mntut of recfpiprourl mmpenmdkn, 
suggest that ouch compenradon Is due for tha! Wfla' 
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Even I One were to irismute an 1nteiii-n mechanism, this wwld hnpiy a opst b revlsion 
Of the rate and its deslgn V J i  all the a%mdant diitcultles. Founh, the Cornmisslon has 
already adopted a oomrnon-wn58 policy that is both legally acceptable and 
adminlstrstively simple -- ma1 Is, 1SP traffic Is local rraiflc for the purpose6 of *old' 
agreements, but for 'ne@ agreements such mRc is to be compensated by an Interim 
Inter-carrier compensation mechanism to be trued* o m  me FCC hes ruled. The 
Comnisrlon notes in passing that these new reciprocal compensation rates am closer to 
Cosl because vley am composed ofTELf3IC-bamd unbundled network element rates and 
tend to be wbsW~W& t o w  than the fimtqeneratinr redprocal compensation rates. This 
by itself should remove a major Imam mat has led local exchange cmpanles especially 
to protest earlier agreements. 

Furthermore. It should be noted that the WlgM of aumorlty in other states is that 
the . dws not effect the applicaUon of redproeal mmpmarion 
p r o v w u n d a r  'dd" agrpements. Bsrore the w, 27 slats 
cammisslonr issued dedslons concluding that reciprocal cornpensafton applies to ISP 
calk. since the at least 18 state CaNnlSslau have mnduded that the 
dedsiDn does noteneCto#lr peviws fhdings.' Only three stata commissions haw nded 
othenvlae -- histme,  New Jersey, and Massechurens. Of particular interest & the 
Alabama case InvoMnu Telecom Group, Inc and Deltacorn and HellSoWh (Docket NO. 
26619, March 4, 1999) interpmthg the Same Agtwment tiled and eppmved by thfs 
Commlssion. The Alabama Publlo Swv)oe Commladm conduded that reclprooal 
CompeMatlon appliesto lSPBetRe becaw the definition of 'local traffic' did not exclude 
ISP traffic and the parties, the m~ulatory bodies. and Industry have oonsisterltlyweeated 
ISPballiC as bcal. Rds dedsion was sustained by U.S. DisWd Cowl for the Mlddls 
Distrlct of Alabama a, -& v. 
-, US. District Court, Middle Olstrlcf of Alabama, Civil Acilon 
994-2874 (November 15,1999). There Is nothing in @he FCC's which 
requires or causes the Commlssiar to reconsider and depart bmm ita prevlws decisions 
requiring redprod compensation for ISP baf(ic under 'old" interwnmction agreements, 
lnduding the Agreement at Issue In this arnplaH proceeding. 

. .  

Lanty, clang &dim W A  of the &uement, DelteCm is requesting reasonable 
cost0 and attorney's fees. The relevant section mads: The Party which does not pwrail 
shall pay all reasonable castr of rhe arMhatlan or other m a l  complaint proceeding. 
induding reasonable atI0rney.s fees and other legal expenses of the prevailing Party.' 
Thls Section appears straightforWard and BellSouth has not addressed the question 

a Commissions in the following states either havs issued a dedslon aftw the ISP oder 
detenining - or rwanfkming -. that mclprood compenaaOion applkr to d s  to ISPs, of have 
recOnfmed Q denied peutionsfor reoasideratian of sfqilerdedcionc loruod Wore tho S P  Order. 
Alabama. Caflornla. Cobando, Delaware, florid& Oeorgia, Hawall, Indiana. Maylend, Minnesota, 
Nebraska. Nevada, New Y d .  Ohio, Orqon. Pan-8, &ado Ifland, Tenmuree, and 
Washington. 
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despite ample opporlunlty to do so. Therefore, as the pwalling party, Deltacorn 16 
entitled to reasDnable m a ,  lnckrdlng reasanable atmney’s fees. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the CommlrSron finds good cause to require 
BellSouth to pay mclproeal cornpensatton to DeltaCom for the ISP-bound traffic at issue 
in this eod(et, 

IT IS. THEREFORE. ORDERED as follows: 

1. ThatthereclprocalcQnlpwm . provrSlon contained In the lntermnnedion 
Agreement beween Peltacom and Be119OwI Is hluy applicable to lelephone exchange 
service calls that terninate to ISP Eustomers when the origtnating caller and the caUed 
number am aSsociated with the same local calllr~~ area, an&that BallSouth shall blll and 
pay reciprocal compensation for such calls. 

~ h a f  ~sliscuth shell i n m w i a t e t y ~ t o  Deltacorn an sums oumtiy due 
for such reciprocal compensation -er with required late payment charges, plus 
interest, in acooIdmcB with their Intsrconnection Agrssment. 

2. 

3. llmt Bellsouth shall fotwud to OeltaCom all sums corning due in the future 
for such reciprocal compensation In acmdmce with the Agreement. 

4. That, iimsrnuch as DdtaCm is the prevailing party in tlils docket. BellSouth 
shall relmbune DelfeCom fnthe reamable costs end expenses, including masonable 
attorney’s fees, Incurred by Dellacorn in accordance with the parties’ Agreement. 
DelIaCom shall brwaM to EWtSaRh an Invoice for sudl CDSts and expenses, and 
Bellsouth shel have ten days from the date of such imrdcs tb pay DeitaCMn the amount 
reflected In sucti hvolca M to fib wlth the Commisdan specific obiwUom to the invoice. 

ISSUED BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION. 

This the 19th day of July, 2OOO. 

NORTH CAROUNA UTIUllES COMMISSION 

Ab-J I 

Geneva S. Thqpen, Chief Clerk 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

n 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that true and correct copies of 1TC"DeltaCom Motion for Leave to 
File Supplemental Authority in Docket No. 991946-TP have been served upon the following parties 
by Hand Delivery (*) and/or U. S. Mail this 9th day of August, 2000. 

Tim Vacarro, Esq.* 
Division of Legal Services 
Room 370, Gunter Building 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee. FL 32399-0850 

Ms. Ann Marsh* 
Division of Competitive Services 
Room1 82C, Gunter Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Ms. Nancy H. Sims* 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street. Suite 400 
Tallahassee. FL 32301 

J. Andrew Bertron, Jr. 
Huey Law Firm 
P.O. Box 1794 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Nanette Edwards 
1TC"DeltaCom 
4092 South Memorial Parkway 




