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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COM “UBLca
DOCKET NO. 041114-TP
SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL TESTIMONY AND EXHIBI'TS
OF GARY CASE ON BEHALF OF
X0 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, INC.
APRIL 21, 2005

Please state your name, address and position with XO.
My name is Gary Case. My business address 1s 11111 Sunset Hills Road, Reston,
Virginia 20190. T am Director of Carrier Management for XO Communications,
Inc. (XO).
Are you the same Gary Case that previously filed Direct, Rebuttal and
Supplemental Direct testimony in this proceeding?
Yes.
What is the purpose of your Supplemental Rebuttal testimony?
The purpose of my Supplemental Rebuttal testimony is to address the statements
and assertions contained in the Supplemental Direct testimony of Shelley W.
Padgett and to demonstrate, that for the most part, the information Ms. Padgett
has provided is simply irrelevant to this proceeding as it primarily addresses
circuits for which XO does not seek relief.
What items do you address in your Supplemental Rebuttal testimony?
My Supplemental Rebuttal testimony addresses the following erroneous
contentions of BellSouth’s Ms. Padgett:

e That XO is relying on a claim that the TRO is “self effectuating” as to

change of law provisions in seeking relief in this proceeding;

SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GARY CASE, Page 1 of 23



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

e That XO has included circuits in this proceeding that are not eligible for
conversion;

e That the appropriate conversion date runs from 30 days from BellSouth’s
receipt of a “clean, error-free” spreadsheet, which presumably BellSouth
contends has not yet occurred;

e That XO is entitled to a true up only as to those circuits for which XO
requested conversion after issuance of the TRO.

“Self-Effecutation”

Ms. Padgett begins her testimony with the statement that “XO claims that
the UNE conversion portion of the FCC’s Triennial Review Order (“TRO”)
was self-effectuating.” (page 2, lines 8-9). Is this the basis for XO’s claim for
relief?

No; BellSouth is wrong. As I have explained a number of times, XO only
requests that BellSouth do what it is obligated to do under the terms of the
Parties’ Interconnection Agreement (ICA).

What provisions of the ICA require the special access conversions XO seeks?
First, BellSouth is obligated to provide the requested conversions under
Attachment 2 (UNEs) of the ICA.  Section 1.3 of Attachment 2 describes
BellSouth’s obligation to provide UNEs to XO: “BellSouth shall, upon request of
XO, and to the extent technically feasible, provide to XO access to its network
elements for the provision of XO’s telecommunications service.”

Second, Section 1.1 of Attachment 2 of the ICA provides that BellSouth will

provide the UNEs described in Attachment 2 “pursuant to its obligations under
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Section 251(c)(3) of the Act.” (emphasis added). Section 2 of the Attachment then
provides the rates, terms and conditions for the loops that BeliSouth is obligated
to provide pursuant to the ICA.

Do specific sections of the ICA govern the loops at issue here?

Yes. Section 2.1.12.5 defines a 4-Wire Unbundled DS1 Digital Loop as follows:
This is a designed 4-wire loop that is provisioned according to
industry standards for DS1 or Primary Rate ISDN services and will
come standard with a test point, Order Coordination, and a DLR. A
DS1 Loop may be provisioned over a variety of loop transmission
technologies including copper, HDSL-based technology or fiber optic
transport systems. It will include a 4-Wire DS1 Network Interface at
the end-user’s location. (emphasis added).

In addition, Section 2.1.5 defines Order Coordination:

“Order Coordination” refers to standard BellSouth service order
coordination involving the reuse of facilities for SL2 voice loops and
all digital loops, where XO is requesting that their loop order be
provisioned over an existing circuit that is currently providing service
to the end user. (emphasis added)

That section further requires BellSouth to perform such order conversions “during

normal work hours,” notes that Order Coordination is provided as a “standard

item” on all Unbundled Digital Loops, and that “[1Joops on a single service order
of 15 or more loops will be provisioned on a project basis.”

Why is this language significant?
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Typically, end user customers don’t purchase 15 loops, because it is more
economical to buy a DS1 than 15 DSOs, more economical to buy a DS3 than 15
DSl1s, etc.

So why do you think that language is there?

It is there to deal with precisely the issue XO has presented -- coordinating the
conversion of a circuit currently in use to an end user without change to that
circuit to ensure that no customer outage occurs. In other words, as XO has
consistently maintained — it is there to effect a “billing change only.”

Is this the only reason XO believes the ICA requires these conversions?

No. AsIhave stated in earlier testimony and/or depositions, I’'m not a lawyer, but
my understanding is that the ICA contains language regarding access to the UNEs
XO seeks through conversion. It also contains a “switch as is” rate (which
BellSouth has agreed will apply if the Commission finds that BellSouth has a
conversion obligation). The TRO simply confirmed BellSouth’s obligation; it
wasn’t a change of law requiring an amendment (though to avoid this entire
debate, XO has stated that it is willing to execute an amendment as to this issue).
The attorneys will brief this legal point, but my lay understanding is that
BellSouth had the obligation to provide conversions before the TRO. The TRO
confirmed that and said that the kind of delay tactics BellSouth has used here —
addition of huge fees, disconnection fees, reconnection fees, etc. — is
anticompetitive and will not be permitted. The 7RO instructed the ILECs to
perform these conversions within one billing cycle, and to make any pending

conversions effective as of the date of the TRO. If anything, the TRO said that
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parties could work to establish a necessary conversion process and timeframes,
but, in my experience working with BellSouth on other conversions, it already has
that process and timeframes in place.
Isn’t the “switch as is” rate you reference only applicable to conversions of
special access facilities to EELs?
No. Although the rate, which appears several times in Exhibit 1 to the December
16, 2002, rate amendment to the Parties’ ICA, attached hereto as Exhibit No.
(GC-8, see p. 11 0f 43), is listed in the EELs section, the third note in that sectioﬁ
states:

NOTE: In all states, EEL network elements shown below also apply

to currently combined facilities which are converted to UNE rates. A

Switch As Is Charge applies to currently combined facilities

converted to UNEs. (Non-recurring rates do not apply.)
Clearly, the circuits for which XO is requesting conversion are currently
combined, serving an end user. The Parties’ ICA states that, for convérsions of
such facilities to UNE pricing, the Switch As Is Charge listed in the rate
amendment’s EEL section applies, and that no other non-recurring rates should
apply. 1 fail to see how this could be any clearer.
Is there any other language in the ICA that supports XO’s position?
Again, please remember that I am not a lawyer. But keep in mind that the Switch
As Is Charge is clearly delineated in the Parties’ ICA. BellSouth has been
performing these Switch As Is conversions for years without the need for any

explicit process to be spelled out in the ICA. In fact, specific ordering processes
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are generally relegated to the BellSouth CLEC ordering guide located on
BellSouth’s website.

In addition, the language in Attachment 12 to the ICA is helpful. Exhibit No.
(GC-9). BellSouth required XO to use that section to “request” these
conversions. XO cooperated and used BellSouth’s required process for the
conversion requests, assuming that BellSouth would comply with the requirement
of paragraph 9.0 of Attachment 12 that requires that all prices charged by
BellSouth as part of an NBR to be consistent with the pricing principles of the
Act, the FCC, and/or state commission requirements. In asking that BellSouth
perform these conversions at the “switch as is” rate, XO is simply asking
BellSouth to adhere to this requirement of the ICA. In fact, paragraph 10.0 of
Attachment 12 gives a party to an NBR the right to seek resolution of any dispute
over the processing of a request or a price quote. So, even though XO disagrees
that an NBR was necessary, even if BellSouth were right about its NBR
requirement, the very language of that NBR process supports Commission
resolution of this dispute in favor of XO.

If the ICA is clear, why do you think BellSouth still refuses to provide these
“switch as is” conversions?

In my lay opinion, I think it is simply because the UNE rates are cheaper, and
BellSouth doesn’t want to lose this revenue windfall. It is my understanding that
BellSouth filed comments at the FCC during the TRRO case in which it argued

that CLECs should be prohibited from converting special access to UNEs simply
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because the UNE pricing is so much lower. The attorneys will probably brief that

issue.

Issue 4a: Which Circuits Are Eligible for Conversion?

Before turning to Ms. Padgett’s contentions, do you have any comments on
the way Ms. Padgett categorizes XO’s loops into a number of groups, such as
“commingled EELs, entrance facilities....”

Yes. As a preliminary matter, the “classification” Ms. Padgett attempts to impose
is nothing more than a transparent attempt to decrease the number of loops
eligible for conversion. It is artificial and is not supported by either the Parties’
ICA or my lay understanding of the law. As I explain below, Ms. Padgett has
raised a question as to only one circuit on XO’s circuit lists for which it seeks
relief. This circuit, which BellSouth has billed in two different ways, will have to
be further investigated.

In addition, Ms. Padgett’s classification of circuits includes a number of circuits
for which XO is not even seeking relief in this docket. It appears that BellSouth
is trying to discredit XO’s initial NBR request made in 2002, rather than address
the circuits currently at issue. As XO has stated, it has identified currently active
circuits eligible for conversion, as well as disconnected circuits for which a true-
up is appropriate. These circuits are shown in Exhibit Nos. _ (GC-3, 4) to my
Supplemental Direct testimony. These very same circuit lists were provided to
BellSouth as late-filed exhibits to my deposition at the end of February, 2005.

Apparently, BellSouth has not carefully reviewed them.
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For example, the circuit Ms. Padgett identifies as already being billed as a UNE in
Exhibit No. SWP-6 is not a circuit that XO has listed in either of its exhibits
showing the circuits for which it seeks relief. = She identifies in SWP-4, as
ineligible local channels, some 24 circuits‘ NONE of which are listed in XO’s
circuit lists for which it is seeking relief. Similarly, Ms. Padgett’s lists of alleged
“commingled EELs” and “no collocation” circuits together contain 36 circuits that
are not contained in XO’s circuit lists for which it is seeking relief.

Have you analyzed Ms. Padgett’s circuit lists?

Yes. Ihave reviewed each of Ms. Padgett’s exhibits (SWP-2, 3, 4, 5, 6) in which
she attempts to classify circuits as ineligible for conversion. I have indicated, in
the attached corresponding Exhibit Nos. _ (GC 10 — 11 [Response to SWP-2
and SWP-3]), the circuits, Ms. Padgett has challenged in SWP-2 and 3 for which
XO has not even sought relief. In addition, I indicate on those same two exhibits,
a number of circuits that have been duplicated in these two lists of Ms. Padgett’s
allegedly ineligible circuits. In Exhibit No.  (GC-12 [Response to SWP-4] ), I
illustrate that NONE of the circuits Ms. Padgett challenges on SWP-4 are
contained in XQ’s lists of circuits for which relief is sought. As to SWP-5, only
one of the circuits listed is even on the list of circuits for which XO seeks relief
and that very same circuit is on SWP-1, the list of stand-alone circuits. See
Exhibit No.  (GC-13 [Response to SWP-5]). Thus, this appears to be an error
on BellSouth’s part. Similarly, in Exhibit No. __ (GC-14 [Response to SWP-6]),
I identify that the one circuit Ms. Padgett challenges is irrelevant, as it too has not

been listed by XO 1n its circuit lists for which conversion is sought. Finally, in
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Exhibit No. __ (GC-10 [Response to SWP-2]) I indicate, for reasons stated below,
that only one of the listed allegedly ineligible “circuits” is on XQO’s circuit lists for
which it seeks relief and this circuit requires further investigation.

In a nutshell, BellSouth’s lists are simply inaccurate and for the most part contain
circuits for which XO is not seeking relief in this docket. Generally, Ms.
Padgett’s lists have no relevance to the list of XO circuits at issue before the
Commission.

Has Ms. Padgett properly included all of the loops at issue in this case?

No. As I explained above, it appears that Ms. Padgett has included all of the loops
listed on XO’s initial request in her analysis, rather than addressing the circuits at
issue in this proceeding -- the circuits that XO has requested be converted and/or
are subject to billing credits.

Do you have any other comments on BellSouth’s circuit lists?

Yes. Even though BellSouth’s circuit lists are inaccurate, and it challenges
circuits that are not even at issue in this proceeding, BellSouth’s determination of
the appropriate true-up or billing credit amounts support XO’s claim. For
example, BellSouth’s calculation of the true-up shown on SWP-8, is S| EGEzEGzN
— a number of similar magnitude to the true-up amount XO has calculated for a
true-up of circuits for conversion based on an effective date one billing cycle after
date of request, shown on Exhibit No. _ (GC-5).

Is XO willing to accept BellSouth’s calculation?

No. BellSouth wrongly attempts to exclude circuits that are eligible for

conversion. I am merely pointing out that, despite all of the “smoke and mirrors”
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of BellSouth’s classification of circuits, BellSouth admits that an appropriate
billing credit, if the Commission were to order conversions effective one billing
cycle after the date of first request, as the TRO requires, would be at least
SHE B:ascd on this information, I am confident that, once the
Commission rules on the issue of BellSouth’s obligation to provide conversions,
the appropriate effective date for those conversions, and the appropriateness of
billing credits based on the ordered effective date of conversion, the exact amount
of the billing credits is a simple calculation

Before we turn to your comments on Ms. Padgett’s classification of certain
circuits, has BellSouth raised concerns regarding the classification of specific
requested circuits before?

No. This is the first time, in over two years of negotiation and dispute over these
conversions, that BellSouth has questioned the eligibility of any specific circuit
for conversion. And, in fact, XO submitted an NBR to BellSouth for circuit
conversion and BellSouth provided a response; it did not indicate that any of the
circuits Ms. Padgett now claims for the first time are ineligible for conversion
were not eligible at the time the NBR was submitted. Now, however, though
most of these conversion requests have been pending for over two years,
BellSouth is apparently reviewing the circuits in detail for the first time and
fashioning arguments in an attempt to block their conversion. In contrast, XO
has, in an on-going fashion, reviewed, or “scrubbed” the list, to ensure the list of

current circuits eligible for conversion, as well as the list of disconnected circuits
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properly subject to true-up, is accurate; this is why the list of circuits has changed
over time, as circuits are disconnected or removed from the list.

But despite any such delay, Ms. Padgett now claims that BellSouth has
reviewed the circuit list and found errors, so XO’s relief should be limited to
prospective relief based on submission to BellSouth of a “clean and error free
spreadsheet.” Is this claim valid?

No. First, XO has made every effort during the pendency of this dispute to update
the current circuit list as circuits have been disconnected or errors have been
identified. More importantly, if an order is submitted and an error is found,
BellSouth has an obligation to respond by clarifying that order promptly in
accordance with its standard (or, in the case of a project, reasonable) ordering and
provisioning intervals. BellSouth did not do that; no clarification of the order was
ever received by XO. This is BellSouth’s first mention that any errors in XO’s
order should deny XO appropriate relief in this docket for BellSouth’s refusal to
convert these circuits — or even to review and properly respond to the order with a
clarification or a firm order confirmation — at the time the request was submitted.
BellSouth should not be allowed to gain from its intentional misconduct in
refusing to properly process the initial requests.

Let’s turn to Ms. Padgett’s reasons for excluding certain loops from those
eligible for conversion. Ms. Padgett claims in her Supplemental Direct
testimony that the only XO loops eligible for conversion are special access

circuits that would be converted to stand-alone UNE loops. Is she correct?
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No. Ms. Padgett’s argument is misleading. BellSouth is well aware that other
service arrangements are eligible for conversion, such as conversion of special
access mileage loops to EELs. BellSouth is also aware that in converting a
special access circuit to a UNE loop all associated components are converted as
well. As I explain below, BellSouth’s argument that certain of these circuits are
ineligible, and that only the circuits BellSouth has listed as “stand-alone loops”
are eligible for conversion, is without merit.

Are XO’s lists of current circuits eligible for conversion and disconnected
circuits eligible for billing credits correct?

Yes, with the exception of one circuit that requires further investigation (and
updating, which will need to be done due to the passage of time, once the
Commission issues its order). There is one circuit that Ms. Padgett identified that
BellSouth billed as a zero mileage circuit through November 2004 (thus making it
eligible for conversion) and then began billing as a mileage circuit in December
2004. This change in billing needs to be further investigated. This one (1) circuit
is identified on Exhibit No.  (GC-10).

So with the question regarding that one circuit, and the updating of the
current circuit list to account for the passage of time, as set forth in XO’s
Supplemental Prehearing Statement on this issue, are XO’s circuit lists
correct?

Yes. XO’s circuit lists, shown on Exhibit Nos.  (GC-3 and GC-4) to my
Supplemental Direct testimony, (subject to updating at the conclusion of the

proceeding) are correct.
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Let’s discuss each of Ms. Padgett’s “categories” in detail. Ms. Padgett first
argues that EELs and commingled EELs are not eligible for conversion. Is
she correct?

Only partially. EELs and commingled EELs are eligible for conversion, but as
EELs, not as UNE loops only. However, of the circuits Ms. Padgett lists, only
one may be a true EEL, and, as I discuss below, it must be further investigated.
The remaining loops are not EELs or commingled EELs; they are eligible_ for
conversion. (See Exhibit No. _ GC-10). Ms. Padgett doesn’t identify any
circuits that are true EELs -- a combination of a loop and dedicated transport.
Instead, she attempts to argue, after years of BellSouth refusing to recognize or
provision EELs in conjunction with SmartRing or LightGate services, that the
circuits provisioned to connect to such services are now suddenly EELs. That just
simply isn’t true; the SmartRing services XO purchases from BellSouth serve
stand-alone loops; the only reason BellSouth is attempting to change its position
on this issue is because it has no explanation as to why these circuits should not
be converted. BellSouth should not be allowed to have it both ways -- to require
those circuits to be initially provisioned as special access because it does not
recognize circuits subtending SmartRing as EELs and then try to prevent the
conversion of those very same circuits to UNE pricing because it now wants to
call them EELs. As for whether commingling impacts the eligibility of a circuit
for conversion, commingled circuits, which many of these are, are eligible for

conversion under the explicit provisioné of the Parties’ ICA, Attachment 2,

SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GARY CASE, Page 13 of 23



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Section 5.7.1, which provides for exactly the combination of UNE loop and
tariffed special access transport at issue here. Ms. Padgett, of course, totally
ignores this provision of the ICA

What about the “service eligibility criteria” Ms. Padgett references?

First, BellSouth argues for the application of the TRO’s new eligibility criteria,
even though BellSouth has refused to allow XO to use these criteria for its own
EELs without an ICA amendment. Nonetheless, such service eligibility criteria,
whether under the rules in place prior to the TRO (and still applicable to the
Parties), or under the TRO’s rules, is applicable only to EELs, or combinations of
loops and dedicated transport. These criteria are not applicable to loop
conversions, which is what is at issue in this case. The ordering of a circuit
subtending a SmartRing service does not equate to a circuit ordered as an EEL;
thus, neither the local service eligibility requirements, nor the collocation
requirement, apply to these circuits when converted to loops. In fact, BellSouth
has never recognized or allowed EELs to be ordered with a ring service transport,
and rightly so. These circuits simply are not EELs. Thus, BellSouth required
required XO to order these circuits as stand-alone special access circuits.
Ironically, BellSouth now speaks out of the other side of its mouth to prevent the
conversion of these circuits as UNE loops. BellSouth has not, and cannot, argue,
that these circuits are ineligible for conversion to UNE pricing. BellSouth has, in
the past, refused to consider these circuits to be EELs, and now refuses to
consider these circuits to be loops. Further, BellSouth fails to address why, if the

circuits truly are EELs, BellSouth did not respond to XO’s initial request over two
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years ago to convert these circuits. BellSouth provides no valid reason these
circuits should not have been converted within one billing cycle of the initial
request, as BellSouth has no valid objection to the circuits’ eligibility for UNE
pricing.

What if this Commission finds that the circuits on a BellSouth ring service
are EELSs?

Such a ruling would be in error and technically impracticable. However, even if
the Commission theoretically discovered a way to classify these circuits as EELs,
the Commission should still order that these circuits should have been converted
(as EELs) within one billing cycle of XO’s initial request. BellSouth should not
be allowed to refuse the conversion of circuits based on the fact that they are
stand-alone loops and not EELs, and then, two years later, still refuse to convert
them because they are EELs and not stand-alone loops.

Ms. Padgett next claims that loops connected to BellSouth SmartRing or
LightGate that do not terminate at a collocation arrangement are not eligible
for conversion. Is she correct?

No. This is just an attempt to get another bite at the apple. In fact, many of the
circuits listed as “commingled EELs” in SWP-2 are also listed as loop
combinations with no collocation in SWP-3. (See Exhibit Nos. __ (GC-10,
11)). This is essentially the same argument, but with a twist: first, Ms. Padgett
argues that these circuits are EELs, then she argues that they cannot be EELs
because they do not terminate at a collocation arrangement. The very nature of a

loop subtending a SmartRing or LightGate service is that when the loop is
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converted to a UNE, it is commingled by virtue of riding tariffed special access
transport, and it does not terminate at a collocation arrangement. In fact, this very
argument underscores the fact that the circuits simply are not EELs, but are
circuits subtending a ring service, and are eligible for conversion to UNE pricing,.
In fact, these circuits are billed as “zero mileage” special access circuits today, not
as mileage circuits that traditionally, when converted, result in an EEL consisting
of a UNE loop and dedicated transport. Ms. Padgett’s entire premise in SWP-2
and SWP-3 is that these circuits are somehow EELs, but “not proper EELs.”
However, the simple fact is that these circuits are not EELs at all, and are eligible
for conversion. As explained above, BellSouth has not previously recognized
these circuits as EELs, and they are not EELs; they are circuits/loops that
terminate to a cross-connect and then ride an optical ring service. The Parties
clearly contemplated this arrangement in agreeing to the provisions of section 5.7
of Attachment 2 to the ICA. In each instance, XO is the purchaser of the
SmartRing or LightGate service, and is entitled to commingle those UNE loops
on that special access transport. BellSouth has previously attempted to argue that
these circuits are not eligible for conversion because BellSouth is not obligated to
provide commingling (despite the TRO’s clear commingling requirement). When
XO pointed out that the Parties’ ICA contains an explicit commingling provision
for this very situation, BellSouth then crafted this new argument regarding
“commingled EELs” and “EELs without collocation.” BellSouth’s argument is
just an attempt to prevent conversion of special access circuits without a

justifiable reason.
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Next Ms. Padgett claims that XO has submitted requests for circuits that, if
converted to UNEs, would be “entrance facilities” and that entrance facilities
are no longer eligible conversion. Please comment on this contention.

First, even if Ms. Padgett’s characterization of these circuits is correct, Ms.
Padgett acknowledges that, under the Parties’ current ICA, XO is entitled to order
entrance facilities. (page 8, 1. 18-19). More importantly, Ms. Padgett’s argument
is irrelevant.

Why is this argument irrelevant?

None of the circuits Ms. Padgett objects to on the grounds that they are entrance
facilities is on the list of circuits for which XO seeks relief. In other words, SWP-
4, Local Channels, does not list even ONE circuit from XO’s circuit lists, current
or disconnected, for which XO seeks conversion and/or billing credits. See
Exhibit No. _ (GC-12).

Ms. Padgett next claims that XO has submitted “other circuits that have no
loop equivalent,” and, thus, these circuits are ineligible for conversion. Is her
categorization of these circuits correct?

Her categorization is simply irrelevant. Only one circuit on her list in SWP-5 is
part of XO’s request for relief and that circuit is already listed in SWP-1 as a
stand-alone loop. See Exhibit No.  (GC-13). To the extent a circuit has no
loop, Ms. Padgett is correct that there is nothing to convert. However, because
XO is not seeking conversion of the circuits on SWP-5, this contention adds

nothing to the matters at issue in this case.
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Finally, Ms. Padgett lists one circuit she claims is already being billed as a
UNE. What is XO’s response to this claim?

Again, Ms. Padgett failed to review XO’s circuit lists for which relief is sought.
The one circuit Ms. Padgett lists in this “category” is not listed in XO’s Exhibit
No. __ (GC-3) as a current circuit subject to conversion, or on Exhibit No.
___(GC-4), disconnected circuits for which a true-up is appropriate. The circuit is
irrelevant, as XO is not seeking relief for such circuit. See Exhibit No. _ (GC-
14).

In summary, what is XO’s position on BellSouth’s claims regarding the
circuits that XO has submitted for conversion?

XO’s position is that BellSouth’s artificial “classification” should be rejected.
The circuit lists which XO provided as exhibits to my Supplemental Direct
Testimony are, with the possible exception of the one circuit discussed above,
correct and represent the circuits for which conversion and credits should be
ordered in this docket.

Issue 4b: What Is the Appropriate Effective Date

of Conversion for Each Eligible Circuit?

Ms. Padgett claims that the appropriate effective date for conversion is “30
days from the receipt of a clean, error-free spreadsheet from XO....” Can
you comment on this contention?

It has consistently been XO’s position that the conversion must be effectuated
within one billing cycle of the request. As noted in my Supplemental Direct

Testimony, XO has made two sets of requests for conversion — one set of requests
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was made in March 2003 and one set of requests was made in December 2004.
These requests were submitted via spreadsheet (see Exhibit Nos. _ (GC-6, 7)
attached to my Supplemental Direct testimony). XO has updated these circuit
lists to account for the passage of time. As I also noted in my Supplemental
Direct testimony, at no time did BellSouth ever dispute any specific circuit’s
eligibility, identify any specific circuit for which conversion was not appropriate,
or clarify the order due to errors, as is the standard response to an order that is not
“clean and error free.” Now, for the first time, BellSouth appears to be arguing
that it should have 30 days from the receipt of XO’s spreadsheets (which have
already been in BellSouth’s possession for several years) to review the requests
and decide whether they are “error free.” Presumably, if BellSouth concludes that
they are not, it will continue to delay the conversions. The Commission should
recognize this outrageous suggestion for what it is — another attempt to delay
legitimate conversions. BellSouth has had these lists for more than enough time
to review them, and should not be allowed to deny XO appropriate relief in this
docket by wrongly refusing to process or even review the request/order at the time
it was submitted. BellSouth simply is not entitled to begin the review anew so as
to further delay these conversions or deny the appropriate billing credits for
overbilling of the circuits at special access pricing.

Do you have any comment on BellSouth’s suggestion that conversions must
be expeditious?

Yes. I agree that conversions must be done in an expeditious manner; that has

been XO’s position throughout this dispute and this proceeding. Ironically,

SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GARY CASE, Page 19 of 23



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

BellSouth attempts to support its position that the effective date for the requested
conversions should be further delayed by reference to the TRO’s direction that
conversions “be performed in an expeditious manner...” and argues that further
delay “balances XO’s desire for an expeditious order completion but still allows
some time for BellSouth to actually complete the conversion.” (Padgett
Supplemental Direct Testimony, p. 12, lines 11-13). BellSouth has already had
“some time” — over two years — to complete these conversions.  Even if, as a
practical matter, BellSouth is allowed time to now process these conversions
pursuant to the Commission’s Order in this docket, BellSouth should be required
to provide the appropriate billing credits to reflect an effective date of conversion
that is within one billing cycle of the initial request. BellSouth perverts the
meaning of “expeditious” to argue that further delay is consistent with the FCC’s
mandate that conversions be performed in an expeditious manner. In fact, the
FCC criticized the very type of delay BellSouth has caused to date -- demanding
outrageous disconnection and reconnection and project management fees to
perform a billing change. It was in the denouncement of such delay tactics that
the FCC cautioned that these conversions should be done in an expeditious
manner. BellSouth now attempts to use that cautionary instruction to support

additional delay tactics; the Commission should flatly reject this attempt.
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AMENDMENT TO THE
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT BETWEEN
BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND
XO FLORIDA, INC.
DATED OCTOBER 25, 2002

Pursuant to this Amendment (the “Amendment”), BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
(“BellSouth”), a Georgia corporation, and XO Florida, Inc. (“X0O"), a Washington corporation,

hereby agree to amend that certain Interconnection Agreement between the Parties dated
October 25, 2002 (the “Agreement”).

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual provisions contained herein and
other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, XO and BellSouth hereby covenant and agree as follows:

1. Florida rates contained in Attachment 2, Exhibit B of the Agreement are hereby
deleted and replaced by rates contained in Exhibit 1 to the Amendment,
incorporated herein by this reference.

2. Florida rates contained in Attachment 3, Exhibit a of the Agreement are hereby
deleted and replaced by rates contained in Exhibit 2 to the Amendment,
incorporated herein by this reference.

3. Al other provisions of the Interconnection Agreement, dated October 25, 2002,
shall remain in full force and effect.

4. Either or both of the Parties is authorized to submit this Amendment to the

appropriate state Commissions for approval subject to section 252(e) of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Amendment to be
executed by their respective duly authorized representatives on the date indicated below.

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. XO Florida, Inc.

By: ___Original Signature on File By: Original Signature on File
Name: Elizabeth R.A. Shiroishi Name: Dana Shaffer

Title: _Assistant Director Title: Vice President

Date: 12/16/02 Date: 12/16/02
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UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida A 2 Exhibit: B
Svc Order | Svc Order L I} 1} |
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge -
Elec Manually | Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manuai Sve { Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS Interim| Zone BCS usoc RATES($) per LSR | perLSR Order vs. Ordar vs. Order vs. Order vs.
Eloctronic-1st} El i El i El !
Add'l Disc 13t Disc Add't
Rec Nonracurring | Nonrecurring D 0SS Rates($)
l First T Addl | First | Add'l SOMEC | SOMAN | SOMAN | SOMAN | SOMAN T SOMAN
The “Zone~ shown in the sections for stand-alone foops or loops as part of a combination refers to Geographically Deaveraged UNE Zones. To view Georgraphicaily Deaveraged UNE Zone Desigantions by C O, refer to Iinternet Website:
http:iiwww.interconnection.bellsouth.com/become_a_clec/ ion.htm
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS T I 1 [ T 1 1 ] I T 1 1 T I I
ly contained in this rate exhibit Is the BaliSouth regional

i C

NOTE: (1} Elactronic Service Order: CLEC should contact its contract negotiator If it prefers the state specific electronic service ordering charges as ordered by the State Commissions. The electronic service ordering charge current

{on ordered rates for the electronic service ordering charges, or CLEC may elect the regional electronic service ordering charge.

electronic service ordering charge. CLEC may elect either the state sp

NOTE: {2) Any slement that can ba ordered electronically will be billed according to the SOMEC rate listed in this category. Plaase refer to BeiSouth"
electronically at present per the BBR-LO, the listed SOMEC rate in this catsgory reflacts the charge that would be billed to a CLEC once electronlc ordering capabilitles come online for that element. Otherwise,

s Business Rules for Local Ordering (BBR-LO) to determine if a product can be ordered el

For those

) ts that cannot be ordered
the manual ordering charge, SOMAN, will be applied to a CLECs bill when it submits

an LSR to BellSouth. -
Manual Service Oder Charge, per LSR, Discannect Only (FL} SOMAN 1.83
Electronic 0SS Charge, per LSR. submitted via BST's OSS interactive
interfaces {Regional) SOMEC 3.50
UNE SERVICE DATE ADVANCEMENT CHARGE
_INOTE: The Expedite charge witl be maintained ate with BeliSouth’s FCC No.1 Tariff, Section § as applicable.
UNE Expedite Charge per Circuil or Line Assignable USOC, per Day ALL UNE SDASP 200.00
UNBUNDLED EXCHANGE ACCESS LOOP
2-WIRE ANALOG VOICE GRADE LOOP
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 1- Zone 1 1 |UEANL UEAL2 10.69 49.57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 1- Zone 2 2 jUEANL UEAL2 15.20 48.57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 1- Zone 3 3 JUEANL UEAL2 26.97 49,57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
Unbundled Voice Loop, Unbundled Non-Design Voice L.oop, billing for
BST providing make-up UEANL UEANM 1349
Manual Order Coordination for UVL-SL1s (per loop) UEANL UEAMC 9.00
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time for UVL-SL1 (per
LSR) UEANL OCOost 23.02
2-WIRE Unbundled COPPER LOOP
2-Wire Unbundied Copper Loop - Non-Designed Zone 1 | 1_|UEQ UEQ2X 7.69 44.98 20,90 19.65 5.09 11.90
2 Wire U, Copper Loop - Non-Designed - Zone 2 ] 2 _JUEQ UEQ2X 10.92 44.98 20.90 19.65 5.09 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled Copper Loop - Non-Designed - Zone 3 1 3 _{UEQ UEQ2X 19.38 44.98 20.90 19.65 5.09 11,90
Order Coordination 2 Wire Unbundled Copper Loop - Non-Designed {per
loop) UEQ usSBMG 9.00
Unbundled Copper Loop, Non-Designed Billing for BST providing make-
up UEQ UVEQMY 13.49 11.90
UNBUNDLED EXCHANGE ACCESS LOOP
2-WIRE ANALQOG VOICE GRADE LOOP
2 Wire Analog Voice Grade toop-Service Level 1-Line Splitting- Zone 1 1__[UEPSR UEPSB UEALS 10.68 49.57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
2 Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop-Service Level 1-Line Splitting- Zone 1 1 [UEPSR UEPSH UEABS 10.69 49,57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
2 Wire Anatog Voice Grade Loop- Service Level 1-Line Splitting-Zone 2 2 _(UEPSRUEPSB UEALS 15.20 49.57 22.83 25.62 657 11.90
2 Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop- Service Level 1-Line Splitting-Zone 2 2 _|UEPSR UEPSE UEABS 15.20 49.57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
2 Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop-Service Level 1-Line Splitting-Zone 3 3 _{UEPSRUEPSB UEALS 26.97 49.57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
2 Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop-Service Level 1-Line Splitting-Zone 3 3 |UEPSR UEPSB UEABS 26.97 49.57 22.83 25.62 6.57 11.90
UNBUNDLED EXCHANGE ACCESS LOOP
2-WIRE ANALOG VOICE GRADE LOOP
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 wiL.oop or Ground
Start Signaling - Zone 1 1 UEA UEAL2 1224 135.75 82.47 63.53 12.01 11.90
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 wil.oop of Ground
Stant Signaling - Zone 2 2 _|UVEA UEAL2 17.40 135.75 82.47 63.53 12.01 11.90
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 w/Loop or Ground
Start Signating - Zone 3 3 |UEA UEAL2 30.87 135.75 82.47 63.53 12,01 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) UEA OCOSL 23.02
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 w/Reverse Battery
H Signaling - Zone 1 1 |UEA UEAR2 12.24 135.75 82.47 63.53 12.01 11.90
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 w/Reverse Battery
Signaling - Zone 2 2 {UEA UEAR2 17.40 135.75 82.47 63.53 12.01 11.90
2-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Service Level 2 w/Reverse Baltery
Signaling - Zone 3 3 JUEA UEAR2 30.87 135.75 82.47 6353 12.01 11.90
Order Cuardination far Specified Conversion Time (per LSR} VEA OCOSL 23.02
4-WIRE ANALOG VOICE GRADE LOOP
4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Zone 1 1_JUEA UEAL4 16.69 167.86 11515 67.08 15.56 11.90
4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Zone 2 2 [UEA UEAL4 26.84 167.86 115.18 67.08 15.56 11.80
4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop - Zone 3 3__JUEA UEAL4 47.62 167.86 115.15 67.08 15.56 11.90
Order Coondination for Specified Conversion Time {per LSR) UEA OCOSL 23.02

rersinn AOND 41007/02
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Exnibit No. ____ (GC-8) .
Decamber 2002 ICA Rate Amendment
Page Jof 43
[UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Attachment: 2 Exhibit; B
Sve Order | Svc Order | Incr (f b ¢! 1| Incr 1
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge -
Elec Manually | Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS Interim} Zone BCS uysoc RATES(S) per LSR per LSR Ordar vs. Order vs. Order vs. Order vs.
Efectronlc-1st| Electronic- | Electronic- | Electronic.
Add'l Disc 1st Disc Add
Rec Nonrecutring Nonrecurring Disconnect 0SS Rates($)
First Add'l First | Ada' SOMEC SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN
2-WIRE 1SDN DIGITAL GRADE LOGP
2-Wire ISON Digital Grade Laop - Zone 1 1 |UDN UIL2X 19.28 147.69 94 .41 62.23 | 10.71 11.90
2-Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop - Zone 2 2 |UDN uiL2x 27.40 147.69 94.41 62.23 10.71 11.90
2-Wire ISON Digitat Grade Loop - Zone 3 3__{UDN u1L2x 48.62 147.69 94.41 62.23 10.71 11.80
Order Coordination For Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) UDN OCQSL 23.02 [
2-WIRE Universal Digital Channe! (UDC) COMPATIBLE LOOP
2-Wire Universal Digital Channel (UDC) Compatible Loop - Zone 1 1 |UdC ubczx 19.28 147 69 94.41 62.23 10.71 11.90
2-Wire Universat Digitat Channel (UDC) Compatible Loop - Zone 2 2 |JUDC upc2x 27.40 147 69 9441 62.23 10.71 11.90
2-Wire Universal Digital Channel (UDC) Compatible Loop - Zone 3 3 {ubC uDC2X 48.62 147.69 94.41 62.23 10.71 11.90
2-WIRE ASYMMETRICAL DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE (ADSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP
2 Wire Unbundled ADSL Loop including manual service inquiry & facility
reservation - Zone 1 1 JUAL UAL2X 8.30 149.53 103.85 7505 15.63 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled ADSL Loop including manual service inquiry & facility
reservation - Zone 2 2 JUAL UAL2X 11.80 149.53 103.85 75.05 1563 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled ADSL Loop including manual service inquiry & facility
reservation - Zone 3 3 |UAL UAL2X 20.94 149.53 103.85 75.05 15.63 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) UAL OCOsL 23.02
2 Wire Unbundfed ADSL Loop without manual service inquiry & facility
reservaton - Zane 1 1 UAL UAL2W. §.30 124.83 71.12 60.64 9.12 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled ADSL Loap without manual service inquiry & facility
‘ reservaton - Zone 2 2 |UAL UALZW 11.80 124.83 71.12 6064 9.12 11.980
{ 2 Wire Unbundled ADSL Loop without manual service inquiry & facility
reservaton - Zone 3 3 JUAL UALZW 20.94 124.83 71.12 6064 9.12 11.80
Oser Coorgination for Specified Conversion Tume {per LSR) UAL QCOSL 23.02
2-WIRE HIGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE (HDSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP
2 Wire Unbundied HDSL Loop including manual service inquiry & facility
reservation - Zone 1 1 {UHL UHL2X 7.22 159.09 113.41 75.05 15.63 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop including manual service inquiry & facility
reservaiion - Zone 2 2 JUHL UHL2X 1026 159.09 113 41 75.05 1563 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop including manual service inquiry & facitity
reservation - Zone 3 3 jUHL UHL2X 18.21 159.09 113,41 75.05 15.63 11.90
Order Coordination for Speatied Conversion Time (per LSR) UKL QCOSL 23.02
2 Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop without manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 1 1 JUHL UHL2W 7.22 134.40 80.69 60.64 9.12 11.90
2 wire Unbundied HDSL Loop without manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 2 2 |UHL URL2W 10.26 134.40 80.69 60.64 9.12 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled HOSL Loop without manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 3 3 JUHL UHL2W 18.21 134.40 80.69 60 64 912 11.90
Geder Coardination for Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) UHL OCOsL 23.02
4-WIRE HIGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE (HDSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP
4 Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop including manual service inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 1 1 |UHL UHL4X 10.86 193.31 138.98 77.15 12.61 11.90
4-Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop inctuding manual service inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 2 2 [UHL UHL4X 15.44 193.31 13898 77.15 12.61 11.90
4-Wire Unbundied HDSL Loap including manuat service inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 3 3 |UHL UHL4X 27.39 193.31 138.98 77.15 12.61 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) UHL QCOSL 23.02
4-Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop without manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 1 1 [UHL UHL4W 10.86 168.62 11547 6274 11.22 11.90
4-Wire Unbundied HDSL Loop without manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 2 2 |UHL UHLAW 15.44 168.62 115.47 6274 11.22 11.90
4-Wire Unbundled HDSL Loop without manual service inquiry and faciity
feservation - Zone 3 3 |UHL UHLAW 27.39 168.62 115.47 62.74 11.22 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time {per LSR) UHL QCOSL 23.02
4-WIRE DS1 DIGITAL LOOP
4-Wire OS1 Dwgital Loop - Zone | 1 USL USLXX 70.74 31375 181.48 6122 13.53 11.90
4-Wire DS 1 Digital Loop - Zone 2 2 |usL USLXX 100.54 313.75 181.48 61.22 13.53 11.80
4-Wire 0S1 Oiqital Logp - Zone 3 3 [USL USLXX 178.39 31375 181.48 61.22 13.53 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) USL QCOSL 23.02
4-WIRE 18.2, 56 OR 84 KBPS DIGITAL GRADE LOOP
4 Wire Unbundled Digital 19.2 Kbps 1 [uoc LoL1g 2220 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
4 Wrre Unbundled Digital 1.2 Kbps 2 {UDL UDL19 31.56 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
[ 4 Wire Unbundled Digital 19.2 Kbps 3 [uDL VDL 19 55.99 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
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UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Attachment: 2 Exhibit; B
Sve Order | Svc Order taf | ¢t tal |
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge -
Elec Manually | Manual Sve | Manual Sve Maaual Sve | Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS interim | Zone BCcs usoG RATES(S) perLSR | perLSR | Ordervs. | Ordervs. | Ordervs. | Ordervs.
Electronic-1st| E 1 €l i El i
Add'l Disc 1st Disc Add'l
Rec Nonrecurring Nonrecurring Di 0SS Rates($)
First Add’l First Add'l SOMEC SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN
4 Wire Unbundled Digital Loop 56 Kbps - Zone 1 1 jubL UDL56 2220 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
4 Wire Unbundled Digital Loop 56 Kbps - Zone 2 2 {UDL UDL56 31.56 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
4 Wire Unbundled Digita! Loop 56 Kbps - Zoae 3 3 UbL UDL58 55.99 161.56 108.85 £7.08 15.56 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time (per LSR) UDL OCOSL 23.02
4 Wire Unbundied Digital Loop 64 Kbps - Zone 1 1 |UDL UDL64 22.20 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
4 Wire Unbundled Digital Loop 64 Kbps - Zone 2 2 [(UDL UDLB4 31.56 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
4 Wire Unbundled Digital Loop 64 Kbps - Zone 3 3 |uDL uDLE4 55.99 161.56 108.85 67.08 15.56 11.90
Order Coordination for Specified Conversion Time {per LSR) ubL OCOSL 23.02
2-WIRE Unbundled COPPER LOOP
2-Wire Unbundied Copper Loap/Short including manual service inquiry &
facility reservation - Zone 1 1 {ucL UCLPS 8.30 148.50 102.82 75.05 15.63 11.90
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Short including manual service inquiry &
{acility reservation - Zong 2 2 jucL ucLP8 11.80 148.50 102.82 75.05 15.63 11.90
2 Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Short including manual service inquiry &
{acility reservation - Zone 3 3 |ucL UCLPB 20.94 148.50 102.82 75.05 15.63 11.90
Order Coordination for Unbundled Copper Loops (per loop) UCL UCLMC 9.00 9.00
2-Wire Unbundied Capper Loap/Short without manual service inquiry
and facility reservation - Zone 1 1 jucL ucLPw 8.30 123.81 70.08 60.64 9.12 11.90
2-Wire Unbundied Copper Loop/Short without manual service inquiry
and facility reservation ~ Zone 2 2 Juct UYCLPW 11.80 123.81 70.09 60.64 9.12 11.90
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Short withaut manual service inquiry
and facility reservation - Zone 3 3 (ucL UcLPW 20.94 123.81 70.09 60.64 9.12 11.80
Order Coordination for Unbundied Copper Loaps {per loop) ucL UCLMC 39.00 9.00
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Long - includes manual srve. inquiry and|
facility reservation - Zone 1 1 Juct ucLat 17.42 148.50 102.82 75.05 15.63 11.90
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Long - includes manual svc. inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 2 2 JuCL ucLaL 24.76 148.50 102.82 75.05 15.63 11.90
2-Wire Unbundied Copper Loop/Long - includes manual sve. inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 3 3 {ucL ucLaL 43.94 148.50 102,82 75.05 15.63 11.90
Order Coordination for Unbundled Copper Loaps (per laop) ucL UCLMC 3.00 9.00
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Long - without manual service inquiry
and facility reservation - Zone 1 1 |uckt UCL2W 17.42 123.81 70.09 60.64 9.12 11.90
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/l.ong - without manual service inquiry
and facility reservation - Zone 2 2 juCL UCL2W 24.76 123.81 70.09 60.64 9.12 11.80
2-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Long - without manual service inquiry
and facility reservation - Zone 3 3 _|ucL ucLaw 43.94 123.81 70.09 60.64 912 11.90
Order Coordination for Unbundled Copper Loups (per 100p) UCL UCLMC 9.00 9.00
4-WIRE COPPER LOOP
4-Wire Copper Loop/Short - including manual service inquiry and facility
reservabtion - Zone 1 1 jucl UCL4S 11.83 177.87 132.76 77.15 17.73 11.90
3-Wire Copper Loop/Short - including manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 2 2 |ucL UcL4s 16.81 177.87 132.76 7745 12.73 11.90
3-Wire Copper Loop/Short - including manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 3 3 JucL UCL4S 29.82 177.87 132.76 77.15 17.73 11.90
Order Coordination {or Unbundied Copper Loops (per loop) ucL UCLMC 9.00 9.00
4-Wire Copper Loop/Shart - without manual service inguiry and facility
reservation - Zone 1 1 JucL ucLaw 11.83 153.18 100.03 62.74 11.22 11.90
4-Wire Copper Loop/Short - withgut manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 2 2 jucL ucLawW 16.81 153.18 100.03 62.74 11.22 11.90
4-Wire Copper Loop/Short - without manual service inquiry and facility
reservation - Zone 3 3 JucCL ucL4w 29.82 153.18 100.03 62.74 11.22 11.90
Drder Coordination for Unbundled Copper Loops (per loop) ucL UCLMC 9.00 9.00
2-Wire Unbundied Copper Loop/Long - includes manuat svc. inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 1 1 JucL ucL4aL 31.10 177.87. 132.76 77.15 17.73 11.90
4-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Long - includes manual svc. inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 2 2 JucL UCLAL 44.20 177.87 132.76 77.15 17.73 11.90
4-Wire Unbundled Capper Loap/Long - includes manual svc. inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 3 3 _Juct UCL4L 78.42 177.87 132.76 77.15 17.73 11.90
Order Coordination for Unbundled Copper Loaps (per loop) UCL UcLMC 5.00 9.00
a-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/ong - without manual sve. inquiry and
Incllity reservation - Zone 1 1 JucL UCL40 31.10 153.18 100.03 62.74 11.22 11.90
3-Wire Unbundled Copper Loop/Long - without manual sve. Inquiry and -
facility reservation - Zone 2 2 jucL UCL40 44.20 153.18 100.03 62.74 14.22 11.90
2-Wire Unbundied Copper Loop/Long - without manual sve. inquiry and
facility reservation - Zone 3 3 _juct UCL40 78.42 153.18 100.03 62.74 11.22 11.80
Order Coordination for Unbundled Copper Loops {per loop) UCL UCLMC 9.00 $.00
Page 4 of 43

Version 3Q02: 10/07/02




Dockel No. 041114-TP
Witness: Gary Case
Exhibit No. (GC-8) -

D 2002 ICA Rate
Page 5043
JNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Attachment: 2 Exhibit: B
Sve Order | Svc Order | | ]! {0 1| b t
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge »
Elec Manually | Manuat Sve | Manual Svc | Manual Sve Manuai Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS interim| Zone BCS usoc RATES(S) perLSR | perLSR Order vs. Order vs. Order vs. Order vs.
Electronlc-1st| Electronic- { Elactronic- | Electronic-
Add't Disc st Disc Add'l
1 Rec Nonrecurring Nonrecurring Di: 0SS Rates($)
1 First Add't First Add'l SOMEC SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN
LOOP MODIFICATION
UAL, UHL, UCL, UEQ,
ULS, UEA, UEANL,
Unbundled Loop Madification, Removal of Load Coils - 2 Wire pair less UOL, UDC, UDN, UDL,
than or equal to 18k ft USL ULM2L 0.00 0.00 11.90
Unbundled Loop Meodification, Removatl of Load Coils - 2 wire greater |
than 18k ft UCL, ULS, UEQ ULM2G 343.12 343.12 11.90
Unbundled Loop Modification Removat of Load Cails - 4 Wire less than
or equal to 18K ft UHL, UCL ULM4L 0.00 0.00 11.90
Unb d Loop Modii ion R | of Load Coils - 4 Wire pair
greater than 18k ft ucL ULM4G 343.12 343,12 11.90
UAL, UHL, UCL, UEQ,
UEF, ULS, UEA,
Unbundled Loop Modification Removal of Bridged Tap Removal. per UEANL, UDL, UDC,
unbundted loop UDN, UDL, USL ULMBT 10.52 10.52 11.90
UNBUNDLED LOOP CONCENTRATION
Unbundied Loop Concentration - System A {TR008) ULC UCTBA 449.49 359.42 359.42 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - System B (TR008) ULC UCTes 53.44 149.76 149.76 11.90
Unbundied Loop Concentration - System A (TR303) Uc UCT3A 487.33 359,42 35942 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentralion - System B (TR303) ULC UCT38 90.05 149.76 149.76 t1.90
4 Loop Cc ion - DS 1 Loop Interf; Card ULC UcTCco 5.04 71.70 51.52 18.49 4.82 11.90
L I_oop Concentration - ISDN Loop Interface (Brite Card) UDN ULCC1 8.00 16.59 16.50 8.77 6.73 11.90
L Loop Concentration - UDC Loop [nterface (Brite Card} uDC uLccu 8.00 16.59 16.50 6.77 6.73 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - -2 Wire Voice-Loop Start or Ground
Start Loop Interface (POTS Card} UEA ULCC2 200 16.59 16.50 6.77 6.73 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - 2 Wire Voice - Reverse Battery Loop
interface {(SPOTS Card) UEA ULCCR 11.90 16.59 16.50 6.77 673 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - 4 Wire Voice Loop Interface (Specials
Card) UEA ULCC4 7.10 16.59 16.50 6.77 6.73 11.80
Unbundled Loop Concentration - TEST CIRCUIT Card ULC UcTIC 34.68 16.59 16.50 8.77 673 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - Digital 19.2 Kbps Data Loop Interface ubL ULCC? 10.51 16.59 16.50 6.77 6.73 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - Digital 56 Kbps Data Loop Interface uoL ULCCS 10.51 16.59 16.50 6.77 6.73 11.90
Unbundled Loop Concentration - Digital 64 Kbps Data Loop Interface ubL ULCCS 10.51 16.59 16.50 6.77 6.73 11.90
UNE OTHER, PROVISIONING ONLY - NO RATE
NID - Dispatch and Service Order for NID i lation UENTW UNDBX 0.00 0.00
UNTW Circuit Id E i 1, Provisioning Onty - No Rate UENTW UENCE 0.00 0.00
UEANL UEF,UEQ.UEN
Unbundled Contract Name, Provisioning Only - No Rate ™w UNECN 0.00 0.00
UNE OTHER, PROVISIONING ONLY - NO RATE
UAL,UCL,UDC,UDLU
Ur d Contact Name, Provisioning Only - no rate DN,UEA,UHLULC UNECN 0.00 0.00
Unbundled Sub-Loop Feeder-2 Wire Cross Box Jumper - no rate UEAUDN,UCLUDC [USBFQ 0.00 0.00
Unbundled Sub-Loop Feeder-4 Wire Cross Box Jumper - no rate UEA USL.UCL.UDL USBFR 0.00 0.00
Unbundied DS 1 Loop - Superframe Fommat Option - no rate USL CCOSF 0.00 0.00
Unbundled DS1 Loop - Expanded Format option - no rate UsL CCOEF 0.00 0.00
HIGH CAPACITY UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOP
High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - DS3 - Per Mile per month UE3 1LSND 10.82
High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - DS3 - Facility Termination per
month UE3 UE3PX 386.88 556.37 343.01 138.13 96.84 11.90
High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - STS-1 - Per Mife per month UDLSX 1LSND 10.92
High Capacity Unbundied Local Loop - STS-1 - Facility Termination per
month UDLSX UDLSH 426.60 556.37 343.01 139.13 96.84 11.90 183
High Capacity Unbundled Locai Loop - OC3 - Per Mile per month UDLO03 1LSND 8.29
High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - OC3 - 4 fiber Facility T UDLO3 UDL34 518.65 561.12 265.23 72.03 70.56 11.90
High Capacity U died Local Loop - OC12 - Per Mile per month uoL12 1L5ND 10.20
High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - OC12 - 4 fiber Facility
Termi UpL12 UDL24 1.965.00 680.93 265.23 72.03 70.56 11.80
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UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Attachment: 2 R E ShIN:B) -
Sve Order | Svc Order | Incr I | in 1] tal | 1 t
Submitted { Submittad | Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge +
Elec Manually | Manual Svc | Manual Svc | Manual Sve | Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS {nterim| Zone BCS usoc RATES(S) per LSR per LSR Order vs. Ordar vs. Order vs. Order vs.
Electronic-1st| Electronic- | Elactronic. | Electronic-
- Add" Disc 1st Disc Add'l
R B
F _‘# R Nonrecurring Nonrecurring Disconnect 0SS Rates($)
ec First £ddl First Agd SOMEC | _SOMAN | __SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN "SOMAN
[Ti High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - OC48 - Per Mile per month UDL48 1LEND 33.45 ~ _j
High Capacity Unbundled Local Loop - OC48 - Facilm uDL48 UoL44 1,610.00 680.93 265.23 72.03 70.56 11.90
LOOP MAKE-UP
Loop Makeup - Preordering Without Reservation, per working of spare
facitity queried (Manua). UMK UMKLW 52.17 5217 J—
Loop Makeup - Preprdenng With Reservation, per spare facilty quened
{Manual). UMK UMKLP 55.07 55.07
Loop Makeup~With or Without Reservation, per working or spare {acilily A
lqueried {(Mechanized) UMK PSUMK 0.6784 06784 4
HIGH FREQUENCY SPECTRUM
LINE SHARING
SPLITTERS-CENTRAL OFFICE BASED
Line Sharing Splitter, per System 96 Line Capacity - True up pending
approval by PSC R ULS ULSDA 119.72 379.13 0.00 347.90 0.00 11.90 o
Line Shanng Splitter, per System 24 Line Capacity - True up pending
approval by PSC R uLs ULSDB 29.93 37813 0.00 347.90 0.00 11.80
Line Shanng Splitter, Per System, 8 Line Capacit | ULS ULSD8 8.33 379.13 0.00 347.90 0.00 11.90
Cine Shaning-OLEC Qwned Splitter in CO-CFA activaton-deactivation
{per LSOD) ULs ULSDG 173.66 0.00 97.42 0.00 11.90 B
END USER ORDERING-CENTRAL OFFICE BASED-HIGH FREQUENCY SPECTRUM AKA LINE SHARING —
— Line Shanng - per Line Activation -{BST Owned Spiitter) ULS uLSpC 961 29.68 21.28 19.57 9.61 11.90
Line Sharing - per Subsequent Activity per Line Reamangement - True 1
up pending approval by PSC{BST Owned Splitter) R ULS ULSDS 21.68 16.44 11.90 _
Line Shanng - per Subsequent Achivity per Line Rearrangement - True
up pending approval by PSC(DLEC Owned Splitter) R ULS ULSCS 21.68 16.44 11.80
Line Shanng - per Line Activation (DLEC owned Splitter) ] uLs ULSCC 0.61 47 44 19.31 20.67 12,74 11.90 1
UNBUNDLED DEDICATED TRANSPORT
NOTE: INTEROFFICE CHANNEL DEDICATED YRANSPORT ~» minimum blifin: riod - below DS3=one month, DS3/STS-1=four months N
INTEROFFICE CHANNEL - DEDICATED TRANSPORT
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transport - 2-Wire Voice Grade - Per
Mile per manth U1TVX 1LEXX 0.0091
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transport- 2- Wire Voice Grade - Facility
Termination UITVX U1TVvV2 25.32 47.35 31.78 18.31 7.03 11.90
, Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transpor I- 2-Wire Voice Grade Rev
Bat. - Per Mile per manth U1TVX 1L5XX 0.0091
T interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transpon- 2- Wire VG Rev Bat. - Facilit
| Termination U1ITVX UITR2 25.32 47.35 31.78 18.31 7.03 11.90
flmeroﬂice Channe! - Dedicated Transport - 4-Wire Voice Grade - Per 1
Mite per month 1 U1TVX 1LEXX 0.0091
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transport - 4- Wire Voice Grade -
Facility Termination U1TVX UiTV4 22.58 47.35 31.78 18.31 7.03 1190
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transport - 56 kbps - per mile per month U1TDX 1L5XX 0.0091
Interottice Channet - Dedicated Transpon - 56 kbps - Facility Termination U1TDX U1T0S 18.44 47.35 31.78 18.31 7.03 11.90
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transport - 64 kbps - per mife per month UITDX 1LEXX 0.0091
Interoffice Channe! - Dedicated Transpon - 64 kbps - Facility Termination| U1TDX U1TDs 1844 47.35 31.78 18.31 7.03 11.90
fice Channel - O Channel - DS1 - Per Mile per month u1TD1 IL5XX 0.1856
Interoffice Channet - Dedicated Tranpor - DS1 - Facility Termination uiTDi U1TF1 88.44 105,54 98.47 21.47 19.05 13.90
Interoffice Channe! - Dedicated Transport - D$3 - Per Mile per month U1703 1L5XX 3.87 .
Interotfice Channel - Dedicated Yransport - DS3 - Facility Termination 1
per month U1TD3 U1TF3 1,074.00 335.46 219.28 72.03 70.56 11.90
Interoffica Channel - Dedicated Trunsport - STS-1 - Per Mite per month U1ITSt 1LSXX 3.87
Interoffice Channet - Oedicated Transport - STS-1 - Facility Tenmination U1iTS1 UITFS 1,056.00 33546 219.28 7203 70.56 11.90
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transpart - OC3 - Per Mile per month U1T03 1L5XX 1.65
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UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Attachment: 2 Exhibit; B
r Sve Order | Sve Order | | | o t ] ¥
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge »
Elec Manually [ Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS Interim| Zone BCS usoc RATES(S) per LSR | perLSR Order vs. Order vs. Order vs. Order vs.
Elactronlc-1st] Electronic- | Electronic- | Electronic-
Add'l Disc 1t Disc Add1
R Soneecurring Disconnect :
First Add'i dumAN
Interoffice Channel - Dedicated Transport - OC3 - 4 fiber Facility
Temunabon pei mont U173 U1T3F 2,884.00 I0T.57 e ) Z
Interoffice Channe! - Dedicated Transport - OC12 - Per Mile per month U1T12 1L5XX 24.55
Interoffice Channef - Dedicated Transport - OC12 - 4 fiber Facility
Terminatian per month uiT12 U1T2F 11,076.00 627.49 211.79 72.03 70.56 11.90
Intecaffice Channel - Dedicated Transport - OC48 - Per Mile per Month U1iT48 1LEXX 31.62
Interoffice Channet - Dedicated Transport - OC48 - 4 fiber Facility
Terminalion per month UtT48 U1T4F 11,898.00 627.49 21179 72.03 70.56 11.90
LOCAL CHANNEL - DEDICATED TRANSPORT
NOTE: LOCAL CHANNEL DEDJCATED TRANSPORT ~ minlmum billing period - below DS3=one month, DSI/STS-1=four months
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-Wire Voice Grade - Zone 1 1 |ULDVX uLovz 19.66 265.84 46.97 37.6: 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-Wire Voice Grade - Zone 2 2 |ULDvX ULDV2 27.94 265.84 46.97 7.6 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-Wire Voice Grade - Zone 3 3 JUNDVX ULDV2 49.58 265.84 46.97 37.6. 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-Wire Voice Grade Rev. Bat. - Zone 1 1 [ULDVX ULDR2 19.66 265.84 46.97 37.63 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-Wire Voice Grade Rev. Bat. - Zone 2 2 _JULDVX ULDR2 27.94 265.84 46.97 37.63 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-Wire Voice Grade Rev. Bat. - Zone 3 3 JULDVX ULDR2 49.58 265.84 46.97 37.83 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicaled - 4-Wire Voice Grade - Zone 1 1 JUNDVX ULDV4 2045 266.54 47.67 44.22 5.33 11.90
Lacal Channel - Dedicated - 4-Wire Voice Grade - Zone 2 2__|UNDVX UuLbv4 29.06 266.54 47.67 44.22 5.33 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 4-Wire Voice Grade - Zone 3 3 |UNDVX uLDV4 51.56 266.54 47.67 44.22 533 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS1 - Zone 1 1 ULDD1 ULDF1 36.49 216.65 183.54 24.30 16.95 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS1 - Zone 2 2 |ULDD1 ULDF1 51.85 216.65 183.54 2430 16.95 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS1 - Zone 3 3__{uLbD1 ULDF1 92.00 216.65 183.54 24.30 16.95 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS3 - Per Mile per manth uLbD3 1LSNC 8.50
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS3 - Facility Termination ULDD3 ULDF3 531.91 556.37 343.01 139.13 96.84 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - STS-1- Per Mife per month ULDS1 1LSNC 8.50
Local Channel - Dedicated - STS-1 - Facility Termination ULDSt ULDFS 540,69 556.37 343.01 139.13 96.84 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - OC3 - Per Mile per month ULDO3 1LSNC 7.14
Local Channel - Dedicated - OC3 - 4 fiber Facility Termination ULDo3 ULD34 892.72 561.12 265.23 72.03 70.56 11.90
tocal Channe! - Dedicaled - OC 12 - Per Mile per month uLp12 ILSNC 10.20
Local Channel - Dedicated - OC 12 - 4 fiber Facility Temmi ULD12 ULD24 2,614.00 680.93 265.23 72.03 70.56 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - OC 48 - Per Mile per month uLD48 1L5NC 33.45
Local Channel - Dedicated - OC 48 - 4 fiber Facility T ULD48 ULD44 1,842.00 680.93 265.23 7203 70.56 11.90
DARK FIBER °
Dark Fiber, Four Fiber Strands, Per Route Mile or Fraction Thereof per
month - Local Channel UDF 1L5DC 55.04
NRC Dark Fiber - Local Channel UDF UDFC4 751.34 193.89 11.90
Dark Fiber, Four Fiber Strands, Per Route Mile or Fraction Thereof per
month - Interoffice Channel UDF 1L5DF 26.85
NRC Dark Fiber - Interotfice Channel UOF UOF14 751.34 193.88 11.90
Dark Fiber, Four Fiber Strands, Per Roule Mile or Fraction Thereof per
month - Local Loop UDF 1L.50L 55.04
NRC Dark Fiber - Locat Loop UDF UDFL4 751.34 193.88 11.90
8XX ACCESS TEN DIGIT SCREENING
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, Per Call OHD 0.0006252
8XX Access Ten Oigit Screening, Reservation Charge Per 8XX Number
Reserved OHD NBR1X 4.15 9.70 11.80
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, Per 8XX No. Established W/O POTS
Trar i OHD 8.78 1.18 577 0.70 11.90
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, Per 8XX No. Established With POTS
Translations OHD N8FTX 8.78 1.18 577 0.70 11.90
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, Customized Area of Service Per 8XX
Number OHD NBFCX 4.15 2.07 11.90
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, Multiple InterL ATA CXR Routing Per
CXR Requested Per 8XX No. OHD NEFMX 4.85 2.78 11.90
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, Change Charge Per Requeslt OHD NBFAX 4.85 0.70 11.90
BXX Access Ten Digit Screening, Call Handling and Destination
Features OHD NBFDX 4.15 4.15 11.90
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, w/ 8FL No, Delivery. per query OHD 0.0006252
8XX Access Ten Digit Screening, w/ POTS No. Delivery, per query OHO 0.0006252
LINE INFORMATION DATA BASE ACCESS (LIDB)
L108 Comman Transport Per Query 0aT 0.0000203 L
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UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Attachment: 2 Exhibit: B
Svc Order [ Sve Order | taf | I b J |
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge « Charge -
Elec Manually | Manual Sve | Manuaf Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS Interim| Zone BCS usoc¢ RATES(S) perLSR | perLSR Order vs. Order vs. Order vs. Order vs.
Electronic-1st| Electronic- { Electronic- | Electronic-
Add Disc 1st Disc Add’l
T Rec Nonrecurring Nonrecurring Disconnect 0SS Rates($)
i First Add' First Add't SOMEC SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN SOMAN
1 LIDB Vabdation Per Query 0oQu 0.013695%
1 £108 Ongi Paint Code E ment or Change 0OQT, OQU NRPBX 55.13 5513 55.13 55.13 11.90
SIGNALING (CCS7)
CCS7 Signaling Termination, Per STP Part ubB PT8SX 135.05
CCS7 Signaling Usage, Per TCAP Message UDB 0.0000607
CCS7 Signaling Connection, Per link (A link} upB TPP++ 17.93 4357 4357 18.31 18.31 11.90
CCS7 Signaling Connection, Per link (B link} (also known as O link) UDB TPP++ 17.93 43.57 43.57 18.31 18.31 11.90
CCS7 Signaling Usage, Per 1ISUP Message uDB 0.0000152
CCS7 Signaling Usage Surrogate, per link per LATA upB STUS6 £94.32
CCS7 Sigaaling Paint Code, per Onginating Point Code Establishment
or Change, per STP affected VDB CCAPO 46.03 46.03 46.03 46.03 11.90
ES11 SERVICE
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-wr Voice Grade - Zone 1 21.94 265.84 46.97 37.63 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-wr Voice Grade - Zone 2 29,62 265.84 46.97 37.63 4.00 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - 2-wr Voice Grade - Zone 3 57.22 265.84 46.97 37.63 4.00 11.90
Interoffice Transport - Dedicated - 2-ws Voice Grade Per Mile 0.0091
Interoffice Transport - Dedicated - 2-wr Voice Grade Per Facility
Temi 25.32 47.35 31.78 18.31 7.03 1190
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS1 - Zone 1 35.28 216.65 183.54 2147 19.05 11.90
Local Channel - Dedicated - DS1 - Zone 2 47.63 216.65 183.54 21.47 18.05 11.90
L.ocal Channel - Dedicated - DS1 - Zone 3 92.01 216.65 183.54 21.47 19.05 11.90
Interoffice Transport - Dedi -DS1 Per Mile 0.1856
Interoffice Transport - Dedicated - DS1 Per Facility Terminalion 86.44 105.54 98.47 2147 19.05 11.90
CALLING NAME {CNAM) SERVICE
CNAM For DB Qwners - Service Establishment oav 25.35 25.35 19.01 19.01 11.90
CNAM Far Non DB Owners - Service E [ oQv 2535 25.35 19.01 19.01 11.90
CNAM For DB Owners - Service Provisioning With Point Code
Establishment oav 1,592.00 1,177.00 352.36 259.09 11.90
CNAM For Non DB Owners - Service Provisioning With Point Code
3 i oQv 546.51 393.82 358.06 25908 11.90
CNAM for DB Owners, Per Query oQV 0.001624
CNAM for Non DB Owners. Per Query oQv 0.001024
LNP Query Service
LNP Charge Per query oQv 0.000852
LNP Service Establishment Manual 13.83 13.83 12.71 12,71 11.90
LNP Service Provisioning with Point Code Establishment 655.50 334.88 297.03 218.40 11.90°
OPERATOR CALL PROCESSING
Oper. Call Processing - Oper. Provided, Per Min. - Using BST LIDB 1.20
Oper. Call Processing - Oper. Provided, Per Min. - Using Foreign LIDB 1.24
Oper. Call Processing - Fully Automated, per Call - Using BST LIDB 0.20
Oper. Call Processing - Fully Automated. per Call - Using Foreign LIDB 0.20
INWARD OPERATOR SERVICES
inward Operator Services - Veritication, Per Call 1.00
Inward Operator Services - Verification and Emergency Intefrupt - Per
Call 1.95
BRANDING - OPERATOR CALL PROCESSING
Facllity based CLEC
Recording of Custom Branded OA Announcement CBAQOS 7,000.00 7.000.00 11.90
Loading of Custom Branded OA Announcement per shelf/NAV per OCN CBAOL 500.00 500.00 11.90
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICES
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE ACCESS SERVICE
[Directory Assistance Access Service Calls, Charge Per Call 0.275
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE CALL COMPLETION ACCESS SERVICE (DACC)
Dicectory Assistance Cal) Complelion Access Service (DACC), Per Call
mmpt 0.10
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICES
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE DATA BASE SERVICE (DADS)
_[Dwectory Assistance Data Base Service Charge Per Listing 0.04
]Dlreclory Assistance Data Base Service, per month DBSOF 150.00
BRANDING - DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE
Page 8 of 43
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JUNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS - Florida Atiach 7  Exhibit:B
Sve Order | Sve Ordaer | ) ] ] ! ]
Submitted | Submitted Charge - Charge - Charge - Charge -
Elec Manually | Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve | Manual Sve
CATEGORY RATE ELEMENTS Interlm{ Zone 8Ccs ysoc RATES(S$) perLSR | perLSR Order vs