BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Telenet of South
Florida, Inc. for relief under Section
252(i) of the Telecommunications

Act of 1996 with respect to rates, terms
and conditions for interconnection

and related arrangement with
BellSouth Telecomm anications, Inc.

Docket No. 970730-TP
Filed: November 4, 1997

MOTION TO ACCEPT TELENET'S AMENDED
REQUEST FOR RELIEF

Telenet of South Florida, Inc. (“Telenet™), by its undersigned counsel, hereby moves
*..i the Florida Public Service Commission (the “*Commission”) grant an amendment to
Telenet's original Petition for Relief Under 47 U.S.C. §252(i), as filed Junc 16, 1997.
Telenet attaches an Amended Request for Relief, and requests permission to amend on the
following grounds:

1. Inits current form, Telenet's Request for Relief asks the Commission to order
BellSouth to allow Telenet to obtain an interconnection agreement upon the same conditions
and terms as the AT&T-BellSouth Agreement. Since Telenet filed its petition for 252(i)
relief, BellSouth and Telenet have continued to attempt to negotiate an interconnection
agreement. However, Telenet's access to and use of BellSouth’s call forwarding/call transfer
services continues to preclude completion of an interconnection agreement.

2. On the basis of the ongoing negotiations, Telenet believes the underlying dispute
between BellSouth and Telenet will not be resolved merely by the Commission ordering
BellSouth to execute an interconnection agreement in the form of the AT&T-BellSouth

Agreement. BellSouth has maintained the position that evgpciffliclonet ratabag in
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interconnection agreement in the same form as the AT&T-BellSouth Agreement, BellSouth
will not make available the call forwarding/call transfer services desired by Telenet. S¢e
attached Exhibit 1.

3. Telenet requests that it be allowed to amend its Request for Reliel in order for
this docket 13 resolve the real issue with BellSouth. Telenet specifically requests that in
addition to the broad question of access to the ATT-BellSouth interconnection agreement,
the Commission also address Telenet's ability to obtain access to call forwarding/call transfer
services under several different factual alternatives,

4. As noted in the Amended Request for Relicf, Telenet requests a resolution of its

access to call forwarding/call transfer services under the following specific alternatives:

terminated call forwarding service to Telenet on Qctober 8.

19972
This alternative involves Telenet's original business plan as a dial around local service
provider within the Southeast LATA in Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach countics. The key
to this service is Telenet's ability to utilize BellSouth call forwarding/call transfer services
to route calls within the tri-county area. Telenet customers would call a local 7-digit number

that would be routed to a Telenet-owned Interactive Voice Response (“IVR™) facility within

the same local calling area. The IVR would then initiate a series of local calls using call




forwarding and call transfer services to the IVR in the local calling area where the call is to
terminate. The terminating IVR would then dial the telephone number of the terminating
party. Once the call was completed, the IVRs would be released from the call path. This

approac. is diagram med in Exhibit 2 attached hereto and incorporated herein.

This scenario is the same as Alternative A above with the exception that Telenet
would also resell BellSouth's local exchange service to the Telenet subscribers. If Telenet
is actually reselling the local exchange service, the customer purchasing such local service
has severed its arrangement with BellSouth. Under this arrangement the Telenet customer

would deal exclusively with Telenet as its end-to-end local service provider.

(C) May Telenet. functioning as an ALEC, pursuant to a written
interconnection agreement with BellSouth, acquire c»'l forward-
ing from BellSouth, either on a resale or UNE basis, and use the
call forwarding/call transfer functionality as onc part of a
transmission network operated by Telenet?
This situation represents an alternative dial around approach. Telenet customers
would place calls like under Altenative A. However, he'e Telenet would use call
forwarding and call transfer services in combination with transport facilities purchased by

Telenet to deliver the call to the terminating call area. The difTerence between this scenario

and the method of Telenet's previous operations under Alternative A is twofold: First, there
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would be no linking of multiple call forwarding/call transfer numbers; and second, Telenet
would purchase from BellSouth the switching and port functionality to employ the call
transfer feature and common or dedicated transport between the originating and terminating
areas. This alternative is described in Exhibit 3 attached hereto and incorporated herein.
At this time, Telenet cannot be more specific about the operational requirements ol
this approach since BellSouth has failed to identify and price out all of the components
associated with this approach. However, with this approach, Telenet's network would be
nearly identical to the switching and transport networks employed by other ALECs. In
addition, Telenet would utilize the call forwarding/call transfer functionality as a part of the

call routing required by this network configuration.

This scenario is identical to scenario C, with the exception that Telenet would also
resell the local exchange service. If Telenet is actually reselling the local exchange service,
and utilizing a transport network actually owned by Telenet, BellSouth would have no right
to access charges. From the customer's perspective, there is no relationship with BellSouth,
and from a technical perspective, Telenet is providing the functionality necessary to complete

the calls. As the seller of the local exchange service, Telenet will have the power to




prescribe its own rates for its customers and will be responsible for local interconnection
charges, but not access charges.

5. Telenet believes all four altematives described in paragraph 4 above are legally
permissible notwithstanding the Commission’s decision in Docket No. 961346 TP, Order
No. PSC-97-0462-FOF-TL (April 23, 1997).

First, on June 19, 1997 this Commission approved an interconnection agreement
between AT&T and BellSouth which defines “Local Traflic" as “any telephone call that
o-iginates and terminates in the same LATA and is billed by the originating party as a local
call.” Telenet's original business plan as a dial around local carrier is to offer alternative
local calling within the tri-county area. Thus, under a Telenet-BellSouth interconnection
agreement that is based upon the AT&T agreement, the issue of the application of toll
charges or access charges under section 364.16(3)(a) would be irrelevant since BellSouth
must terminate all intraLATA calls designated by Telenet as Jogal calls.

Second, BellSouth has now defined the LATA as the local calling area for its
customers. In Section A3.3.1, Local Calling Areas, of BellSouth’s General Subscriber
Service Tariff, BellSouth makes available its “Area Plus™ and “BellSouth Business Plus”
services. Seg Fifth Revised Page 3, Effective October 20, 1997, and following. This tarifl
specifically makes available the entire LATA as a subscriber’s local calling arca. Much like
Telenet charged its customers a different rate for its local tri-county calling, BellSouth
chorges a different rate for these calls. But for definitional purposes, all calls within the

LATA are now local calls for BellSouth's subscribers. To continue to deny Telenet’s
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preferred service arrangement when BellSouth can offer LATA-wide local calling is a
distinction that can no longer be maintained.

I'hird, it is necessary to distinguish between Telenet's access to call forwarding/call
transfer services on a retail basis pursuant to tarifT (the issue in Docket No. 961346-TP) and
Telenet's access to these services as an ALEC pursuant to a written interconnection
agreement either on a resale or a UNE basis. While Telenet's use of these services may be
unconventional, within the context of the executed and approved AT&T-BellSouth
Telecommunications interconnection agreement, which does pot contain any restrictions on
AT&T access to or abiiity to use call forwarding/call transfer services, the same should be
true for Telenet as for any other ALEC.

Thus, on the basis of these developments, BellSouth should be ordered to provide call
forwarding/call transfer service under any and all of these altematives as local calls pursuant
to the AT&T-BellSouth interconnection agreement model. Moreover, within this context.
the decision in Order No. PSC-97-0462-FOF-TL is not a bar to Telenet's access to these
services under any of the four alternatives described above.

6. The dispute between BellSouth and Telenet will only be completely resolved if
all of the issues in the Amended Request for Relief are addressed. If the Commission orders
the parties to complete an interconnection agreement, but does not resolve the continuing
issue of what services Telenet is entitled to under such agreement, the problems that led

Telenet to file this petition will not be solved. Therefore, for reasons of administrative




efficiency, Telenet should be permitted to proceed on the basis of the Amended Request for

Relief, as attached hereto.
WHEREFORE, Telenet respectfully requests that this motion be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Floyd R. Self

Norman H. Hort

Thomas M. Findley

Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A.
215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 701
Tallahassee, FL. 32302-1876
(904) 222-0720

Attomneys for Telenet of South Florida, Inc.
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October 30, 1987

Mr. Mitch Kupinsiy
Telenet of South Florida, Inc.
10422 Tal Sroet
Pembroke !ines, FL 33020

Dear Mitch,

As you requasted, sttached for your review ls a copy of the Florida Statute 364.168(3)(a) which
statas that *no local exchange elecommunications compaeny o altamalive lvcal sachange
salecommunications company shall knowingly deliver traffic, for which terminating access
service charges would otherwlse apply, @ local inlerconnection amangement without
paying the eppropriste charges for such 80C088 sarvice.”

As discussed on Friday, October 24, call forwarding is not an unbundied network slemaent,

although can be provided to Telenet for and USEr PUTPOSSS I TEENET PUITNASEs 118 UNbundied
port and usage end I Telenet provides its own loop. If Telenst wishes to purchase a loop from
BaiiSoutn, BeRiSouth will deliver a loop 10 & Coliocation §pace, but BaliSouth has no obligaton

o provide a combination.
The cumrent port and usage charges we ane offering in Florida are:
Beogt Meonthiy NBC
2-Wire Analog Port  $2.00 $33.00 1s/$15.00 Add1
4+Wire Port §10.00 (interim) $38.00 1si{interim)/$16.00 AddI(interim)
2-Wire ISDN $13.00 $88.00 1s/908,00 Acd
4Wire D81 Port $126.00 $112.00 1s¢/891.00 Add'l
Unaoe Bacurrdng
End Offica Switching Usage $0.017% 18l minute

£0.004 Each Addl minuta

Under no circumstances, however, s Telenet or any other sitemastive local exchange camier,
permitiad to usa call forwarding (o avoid access charges.

If you have other questions regarding this, | can be reached at 404-927-7518.
Sincerety,

Batay
BalSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

o Jery Hendrix
Mary Jo Peed
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Telenet customers dial a local telephone number ard are prompted to give an access code. If the access
code is valid they are prompted to dial the oumber they wish to reach. IVR application X will flash hook
the line which will support a user call transfer feature, to receive a new line, IVR application X will then
“ial a forwarding number, which will forward to the sppropriate IVR application (here after refered to as
IVR application Y) mwumvwmmmmmumwmmmmumwm
customer. connect the customer with the desired number and drop off the call.

The foliowing cxample (Figure 1) depicts the process described above:

>, i | - | IRTAN
Inmnating Lme | IVR X J1 Fmdql.hnl-\ \ Forwarding Lu\a IVRY |l-fTu'pt Lige
EXHIBIT 2

Telenet of South Florida Cenfidential and Proprietary




Monday, Dctober 06, 1007 09:28:27 AM JFLINK

Tmof am-wmmm-mﬂn:wwm What follows is a
description of the network configuration and required to support the Telenet service.
The elements of the proposed astwork coafiguration are shown in the diagram below. The call
flow begins on the next

Subscriber #1 ndu&nibtﬂmlmdumufh BellSouth PSTN. Central Office =]
and Ceatral Office #2 (CO #1 and CO #2) are switching centors nperated by BallSouth. [VR #]
and [VR #2 are inferactive voics response systems operated by Telenet of South Flonda.
Channelized T1 circuits are used to coonect CO #1 n TVR #1 and CO #2 to IVR #2 Each T1
voice channel is configured as & Centrex/Centron line or as a POTS line with User Call Transfer
feature epabled.

mcater #1 @““ @ Lonte #2

Canrol [~ . .78 o7
/O =) b=t =T Omce #2
S i}
11 14 voaom cromnes
W @l ! TELENET I I et L ]

EXHIBIT 3

Page 1 ol 1




Monday, October OR. 1987 09:19:21 AM KUFLINK Page 2014

Steps in the call flow preceda the applicable diagram. Soma tachwical censidaranons
have been eliminated to ~educe complexity, Othar configuranions are posnbdla, but may not se
danrable. The following informaion 13 considared confidential and proprietary.

® Subscrider #1 goes off hook on a siandard POTS line.
* CO #] retums dial tone.
¢ Subscriber #1 dials the lead huat-group number for IVR #1.

M oS3

e CO 4] sends call 1o IVR #1 via voice channel on T1 circuit

® IVR #1 goes off hook to answer call,

= CO 7] connecix Suhsnriber #1 with [VR #1,

= VR #1 collects DTMF data from Subscriber #1.

Funscripe @ BN O &)
Carndl Cartad
Ctice & Ofce 2

m el e a2




Monday, October DG, 1987 09:19:21 AM KU INK

CO #1 puts Subscriber #1 on hold end retums dial toge to IVR 4]
IVR =1 dials lead hunt-group oumber for [VR #2.
CO #1 signals CO #2 to ring [VR #2.

Sutacrter 1 0 MONE ) Mool #7
. honre
Carva reeOfon uniing Carvgl
Crice » | OFcs #]
Ti. 34 volca cronnes
wa o l TELENET we £3

IVR #1 waits for answer supervision.
[VR #2 goes off hook to answer inbound call.

L I

IVR #] passes DTMF data to IVR #2.
IVR #1 goes on hook 10 discoanect.
CO #1 drops IVR #1 and connects Subscriber #1 to [VR #2.

Sumecriog & | , Bt daw 87
i MO e
Ceonnal rienciion Funing Cardal
Cmce el Tom #2
1, 34 voice cnornes
WA e TELEMET i L% W]

8 8 8 @

IVR #1 performs hookflash/wink to initiate transfer over voice channel.

CO #2 and CO #1 connect the audio path between [VR #1 and [VR #2.

Page Jof 4




Monday, October 06, 1937 09:19:21 AM JFLINK Page 4 of 4

. H’Rﬂw&m:hnﬂnﬂwﬂhhimwlmfwmvﬁuw.
e CO #2 puts Subscriber #1 on hold aad retums dial tone to [VR #2.
* IVR #2 dials Subscriber #2 and goes on hook.
= CO #2 drops IVR #2 and connects Subscriber #1 to Subscriber #2.
Supecrber @ ot #3

Conrgy Cortl

Crice »1 Ofce #2

AR im.ntr MR i

* Subscnber #1 converses with Subscriber #2 through CO #] and CO #2.
¢ Circuit is knocked down (reloased) when sither subscriber goes oa hook.
© CMM&M#IﬂMﬂhmupﬁscﬂmhmnﬁum:.aH
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Motion to Accept Telenet's Amended
Request for Relief in Docket No. 970730-TP has been fumished by Hand Delivery (*) and/or U.S.
Mail to the following parties of record this 4th day of November, 1997:

Charles Pellegini, Esq.*

Division of Lege! Services

Room 370, Gun' :r Building
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

Nancy White, Esq.*

¢/o Ms, Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Mary Jo Peed, Esq.*

¢/o Ms. Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Ine.
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Ms. Jill Butler

Cox Communications
4585 Village Avenue
Norfolk, VA 23502

Scheffel Wright, Esq.
Landers Law Firm
P.O. Box 271
Tallahassee, FL 32302
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