
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 
8 

9 

10 

1 1  A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF CYNTHlA K. COX 

BEFORE THE KORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 960786-TL 

AUGUST 20,2001 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. (“BELLSOUTH’) AND YOUR BUSINESS 

ADDRESS. 

My name is Cynthia K. Cox. I am employed by BellSouth as Senior Director for 

State Regulatory for the nine-state BellSouth region. My business address is 675 

West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30375. 

ARE YOU THE SAME CYNTHIA COX THAT FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY 

IN THIS PROCEEDING ON MAY 22,2001? 

Yes. I filed direct testimony, including five exhibits. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony filed 

on behalf of several parties in this proceeding. Specifically, I respond to portions 

of the rebuttal testimonies of Mr. Rodney Page on behalf of ACCESS Integrated 

Networks, Inc. (“ACCESS”), of MI-. Jeuy Willis on behalf of NuVox 
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Communications, Inc. (“NuVOX”), of Mr. Michael Gallagher on behalf of Florida 

Digital Network (,‘FDN”), of Mr. Scott Sarem on behalf of Mpower and of 

Messrs. Mark Argenbright and Greg Damell filed on behalf of WorldCom, Inc. 

(“WorldCom”), of Mr. Richard Guepe filed on behalf of AT&T Communications 

of the South Central States, Inc. (,,AT&T”) and of Mr. Joseph Gillan, filed on 

behalf of the Florida Competitive Carrier Association (“FCCA”). 

HOW IS YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY ORGANIZED? 

My rebuttal testimony is structured into four sections: 1) General Comments; 2) 

Status of Local Competition and Track A Compliance; 3) Specific requirements 

of the Act or checklist item being addressed by the specific intervening party; and 

4) Comments of intervening parties that do not relate to a specific checklist item. 
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DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE 

TESTIMONY FILED ON BEHALF OF AT&T AND WORLDCOM? 

Yes. As the Florida Public Service Commission (“FPSC”) is aware, the purpose 

of this proceeding is to address BellSouth’s compliance with the requirements of 

Section 27 1 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”). As the FCC has 

noted, at any point in time there will be new and unresolved interpretive disputes 

about the precise content of an incumbent local exchange carrier’s (“ILEC’s”) 

obligation to its competitors, disputes that FCC rules have not yet addressed and 
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that do not involve per se violations of self-executing requirements of the Act. 

(See S WBT Order-KS/OK’ at 7 19). Requiring resolution of every interpretive 

dispute would undermine Congress’ intent to give Bell Operating Companies 

(“BOCs”) like BellSouth incentive to open its local market to competition. Thus, 

it is not incumbent upon the Commission to resolve every interpretive dispute 

raised by the alternative local exchange companies (“ALECs”) in this proceeding. 

Despite the explicit purpose of this proceeding, AT&T’s and WorldCom’s 

witnesses have largely presented issues that have been addressed in arbitration or 

generic proceedings before the FPSC and other state commissions in BellSouth’s 

region. In fact, in most cases, the FPSC has already issued its decision in these 

arbitrations as to the appropriatc resolution of these issues. Yet, in this 

proceeding, AT&T and WorldConi seek to relitigate many of these same issues 

by now arguing that the FPSC must revise its rulings on issues such that the FPSC 

rules consistent with AT&T and WorldCom’s position or must deny BellSouth’s 

27 1 application. Obviously, this is not the proceeding to relitigate arbitration 

orders. Nor is it reasonable to suggest that because the FPSC has decided certain 

issues in these arbitration dockets in a manner contrary to that advocated by 

AT&T or MCI that BellSouth should be denied entry into the long distance 

market. Therefore, I am not including the full discussion on issues that the FPSC 

has decided or will decide in generic or arbitration dockets. 

STATUS OF LOCAL COMPETITION AND TRACK A COMPLIANCE 

Joint Application by SBC Communicaiions, Inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance for Provision of 1 

In-Region, InterLATd Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217, Memorandum Report 
and Order (Released January 22,200 1) (“SWBT Order-KS/OK”). 
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PLEASE ADDRESS MR. GILLAN’S COMMENTS ON BELLSOUTH’S 

TRACK “A” COMPLIANCE. 

Mr. Gillan on behalf of the Florida Competitive Carriers Association (“FCCA”) 

appears to advocate a market test that BellSouth must meet prior to receiving 

interLATA relief. The FCC has flatly rejected this approach. The requirements 

that BellSouth must meet to be in compliance with Track A are found in Section 

271(c)(l)(A) of the Act, which states in part: 

Presence of a facilities-based competitor.-A Bell operating 
company meets the requirements of this subparagraph if it has 
entered into one or more binding agreements that have been 
approved under Section 252 specifying the terms and 
conditions under which the Bell operating company is 
providing access and interconnection to its network facilities 
for the network facilities of one or more unaffiliated competing 
providers of telephone exchange service . . . to residential and 
business subscribers. 

Therefore, there is no market share test. BellSouth is only required to 

demonstrate that facilities-based competition exists in Florida. As demonstrated 

in Exhibit CKC-3 attached to my direct testimony, BellSouth meets the 

requirements of Track A. Mr. Gillan provides no evidence that indicates 

otherwise, In fact, he never specifically states that BellSouth is not in compliance 

with Track A. 

WHAT AREAS OF CONCERN DOES MR. GILLAN HIGHLIGHT IN HIS 

TESTIMONY WITH REGARD TO THE LEVEL OF COMPETITION IN 

FLORIDA? 
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A. First, Mr. Gillan claims that resale is in rapid decline and that resale is not an 

economically viable means of competition. Next, Mr. Gillan disputes BellSouth‘s 

calculation of the number of ALEC facility-based lines. I will demonstrate that 

his concerns in each of these areas are unfounded and do not refute BellSouth’s 

contention that it meets Track A requirements. 

Q. IS MR. GILLAN’S DISCUSSION OF RESALE RELEVANT TO A 

DISCUSSION OF TRACK A COMPLIANCE? 

A. No. As explained earlier, Track A compliance requires that BellSouth have an 

interconnection agreement with a carrier that is providing service to residential 

and business customers, predominantly over its own facilities. BellSouth has 

numerous such agreements. Mr. Gillan’s discussion and concerns about resale 

are, therefore, irrelevant to a Track A determination. 

Q. IS RESALE COMPETITION, AS MR. GILLAN ALLEGES, IN RAPID 

DECLINE? 

A. No. Resale competition continues as a viable entry vehicle. However, the resold 

lines that Mr. Gillan cites at Exhibit JPG-2 needs to be put on a comparable basis. 

Mr. Gillan compares the rcsale volume from BellSouth’s Form 477 filed with the 

FCC for December 2000 with the resale volume presented for February 2001 

from Exhibit VW-5 and for March 2001 from Exhibit WKM-9. As reported, this 

information does exhibit a significant drop from December 2000. However, 
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while preparing its response to concerns regarding resale trends raised in other 

states’ 27 1 proceedings, BellSouth realized that it inadvertently overstated the 

December 2000 resale volumes by incorrectly including the counts for UNE-Ps 

(“Unbundled Network Element - Platforms”). The revised resale volume for 

December 2000 is 202,780. Second, the February 2001 resale count presented 

has recently been found to include 3,643 items that should not be included as 

resold lines. Removing this slight overstatement leaves the adjusted resold line 

count for February 2001 from Wakeling Exhibit VW-5 at 188,320. Finally, the 

resold line count for March 2001 that Mr. Milner presented reflected only five 

major resold categories from his Exhibit WKM-9. When all of the resold line 

items in Exhibit WKM-9 are summed, the March 2001 total is 200,938.2 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER ADJUSTMENTS TO BELLSOUTH’S FIGURES? 

Yes. These adjustments concern BellSouth ISDN lines. Only one Basic Rate 

ISDN (“BRI”) line was incIuded in the original BellSouth line counts. The new 

count uses a 2X multiplier to recognize potential B channels. Primary Rate ISDN 

(“PRI”) lines were not included in the original BellSouth line counts. In fact, PRI 

lines are not counted today in the lines reported in BellSouth’s financial reports. 

The new count uses a 24X multiplier per PRI to treat as voice grade equivalents 

(“‘VGEs”). The inclusion of BlU on a 2X and PRI on a 24X basis results in a 

higher BellSouth line count. This decreases the ALEC market share estimate. 

Note that the UNE loop counts BellSouth has included in its 271 ALEC line 

Mr. Milner’s testimony cited resold lines associated with the primary Items 2, 18, 19,27, and 28 from 
Exhibit WKM-9. Total resold lines reflected in WKM-9 need to also include Items 1 ,  3, 9, 14, 17,24,25, 
33, and 34. 
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estimates treats all ALEC UNE loops, including DSL and DS 1 , as one line, not 

VGEs. This is one example of BellSouth’s conservative approach to its ALEC 

line estimates in its 27 1 competition filings. 
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5 Q. DO YOU HAVE A REVISED SUMMARY OF TABLES I AND 2 OF 
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7 ABOVE? 
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9 A. 

10 

11 

12 TABLE 1 

WAKELING’S AFFIDAVIT TO REFLECT THE CHANGES DESCRIBED 

Yes. As a result of the above revision, the estimate of ALEC market share has 

declined slightly to a range of 9.4% to 10.8%. The revisions are as follows: 

13 

Adjustments Res lines Bus lines Total lines : 

CLEC Resold Bus line count error (3,643) (3,643) 
BST adjustments for ISDN lines M 3,352 314,264 317,616 I 
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Adjustments I Res lines 

BST adjustments for ISDN lines E 3,352 
CLEC Resold Bus line count error 

TABLE 2 

Bus lines Total lines : 

314,264 317,616 
(3,643) (3,643) : 
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15 

,Revised Summary 
CLEC lines - Revised 
BST;s lines - Revised I 4,721,339 2,177,083 
ITotal - Revised M 4.942.021 2.670.936 
ICLEC % of Total lines w 4.5%1 18.5%! 9.494 

Q. AFTER THESE REVISIONS, DOES RESOLD LINES IN FLORIDA 

INDICATE A SIGNIFICANT DECLINING TREND? 

A. No. As indicated above, the adjusted resold line counts are 202,780 for December 

2000,188,320 for February 2001 and 200,938 for March 2001 .3 These counts do 

not indicate a significant decline in total resale lines during the first quarter of 

2001, 

Q. DOES MORE RECENT RESALE ACTIVITY SINCE MARCH 2001 SUPPORT 

MR. GILLAN’S CLAIM OF “UNATTRACTIVE ECONOMICS”? 

A. No. Resale continues as a viable strategy. One quarter later, in June 200 1, there 

The resold line total for February 2001 itself is conservative because it is the sum of resold lines for the 
ALEC’s listed. BellSouth, as a practical expedient for its estimates and as labeled in its Exhibits, included 
ALECs having 40 or more lines. 
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are over 212,000 total resold lines. However, over these first two quarters of 

2001, the number of UNE-P has almost doubled, apparently associated with a 

migration to the facilities-based UNE-P offering, for business resold lines in 

particular. Mr. Gillan would find this consistent with his view that “UNE-based 

entry is the most likely path to bring competitive benefits to the average Florida 

consumer or small business. WNE combinations, in particular, hold the most 

promise in this regard. ” (Emphasis added) (See Gillan, lines 7-9, page 10). As an 

example, ITCADeltaCom, an ALEC in Florida, reported “The Company 

successhlly converted approximately 30,000 of its resale lines to BellSouth’s 

UNE-P during the first quarter of 2001 and, as a result, improved provisioning 

and installation times for customers and improved margins for the Company.” 

(See “1TC”DeltaCom Reports First Quarter 2001 Results” dated May 2,2001, at 

Page 2). 

Moreover, the long-term migration from resale service to facilities-based 

competition has been anticipated as competition matures. For example, the 

Association for Local Telecommunications Service c‘ALTS”)4 indicated: “The 

amount of resale competition is expected to decline as ALECs continue to build 

their networks.” Additionally, Professor Marius Schwartz, affiant-economist for 

the DOJ, referring to UNEs and resale, wrote: ‘‘, . ,such entry modes can assist and 

accelerate the transition to hll-facilities competition, by allowing entrants to 

attain a customer base before being forced to build extensive facilities.” (See 750, 

Affidavit of Dr. Marius Schwartz on behalf of the United States DOJ, May 14, 

1997, Re: Bell Atlantic 27 1 filing). 

ALT’S Annual Report on the State of the Local Telecom Industry, 200 1 ; Released March 13,200 1, Page 
12. 
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A. 

The evidence presented in BellSouth’s Exhibits VW-5 and VW-7 demonstrates 

that flexibility and diversity in market entry approaches described above is strong 

in Florida. These exhibits provide clear and direct evidence of different ALEC 

combinations of resale and facilities-based service and different combinations of 

leased and self-provisioned “last mile” customer connections in Florida. In 

summary, resale remains a viable and significant local entry strategy in Florida 

and elsewhere and any recent moderation in growth is consistent with long run 

expectations of migration to facilities-based alternatives, including UNE-P. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. GILLAN’S CRITICISMS OF THE ALECS’ 

FACILITIES-BASED LINES ESTIMATE FROM BELLSOUTH’S METHOD 

ONE AND METHOD TWO? EXPLAIN. 

No. Mr. Gillan develops his own flawed metric to inaccurately challenge 

BellSouth’s estimates. Under BellSouth Method One, all of each ALEC’s 

indicators of its number of facilities-based lines are considered. These indicators 

for each ALEC include: its number of E91 1 Listings, its UNEs (loop and UNE- 

Ps) and third, its total interconnection trunks. Each ALEC may have data in one, 

two or all of these three indicator categories depending on which customer 

markets the ALEC serves and the mix of facilities the ALEC decides to use. Mr. 

Gillan’s rework of BellSouth’s estimates disregards without comment the ALEC 

E91 1 Listings provided. These ALEC E91 1 listings are significantly higher than 

the UNE loops and UNE-P that he does adopt from Exhibit VW-7 and displays at 

GilIan Exhibit JPG-I . In challenging the BellSouth’s facilities-based lines 

IO 
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because it directly refittes his reworked estimate of ALEC facilities-based lines. 

At Exhibit JPG-5, Mr. Gillan offers an alternative range of 29,3 13 to 233,211 for 

ALEC facilities-based lines. However, the 470,186 ALEC E91 1 listings from 

Exhibit VW-7, minus the 106,619 UNE loops, proves that there are at least 

363,567 ALEC facilities-based lines even before incorporating the other evidence 

that BellSouth also considers in its Method One proce~s .~  Instead, Mr. Gillan’s 

alternative estimate of ALEC facilities-based lines has incorrectly relied on 9.5% 

of the total ALEC interconnection trunk data from BellSouth’s Exhibit VW-7. 

Mr. Gillan’s missteps, in regard to his altemative estimate, are discussed in 

greater detail below. Note, however, that Mr. Gillan does not directly challenge 

either the ALECs’ own E9 1 1 Listings or UNE loops or UNE-Ps and also does not 

challenge the ALECs identified in BellSouth’s exhibits. Mr. Gillan does not 

directly address or propose any adjustments to BellSouth’s Method Two, ALEC 

line estimate. Instead of directly challenging BellSouth’s Method Two result, Mr. 

Gillan side steps it by applying his own calculated alternative to the average of the 

BellSouth’s Method One and Two results.6 Nonetheless, while Mr. Gillan does 

take issue with BellSouth’s estimates of ALEC market share, even his own 

alternative estimates at JPG-5 serve to confirm that BellSouth meets the Act’s 

Track A requirement and nowhere does Mr. Gillan assert that BellSouth fails to 

meet the Track A requirement. 

Unlike UNE loops, UNE-Platforms should not be subtracted from the count of ALEC E91 1 listings 
because ALECs would not be registering E91 1 listings for UNE-Ps whose listings are maintained by 
BellSouth. UNE loops, for which ALECs’ switches provide dial tone, would be associated with ALECs’ 
E91 1 listings. Other ALEC E91 1 listings beyond UNE loops would be associated with facilities-based end 
user connections that the ALECs provide themselves. 

See Mr. Gillan’s footnote 1 at Exhibit JPG-1 and the fact that the 10.6% ALEC share in the P G - 1  Table 
is the average of BellSouth’s own 11.3% (Method One) and 9.8% (Method Two) estimates. 
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ARE MR. GILLAN’S “CORRECTED” ESTIMATES BASED ON HIS 

ADJUSTMENTS TO BELLSOUTH’S TRUNK DATA VALID? 

No. Mr. Gillan’s revisions lead to results for facilities-based lines that are 

contradicted by other ALEC data included in BellSouth’s 271 submission. To 

estimate ALEC Originating trunks in Exhibit JPG-4 Mr. Gillan makes an 

adjustment to the total trunks: “...to eliminate the effect of ISP customers ... the 

analysis reduced the number of interconnection trunks by the number of trunks 

used to serve terminating traffic.. .” Mr. Gillan presents an estimate of 33,983 

Originating Trunks at row “d” in Exhibit JPG-4. However, Mr. Milner’s 

testimony at the top of page 20 reported that BellSouth had provisioned 132,850 

trunks from ALECs’ switches to BellSouth switches in Florida and 64,132 two- 

way trunks (including transit trunks) to ALECs in Florida. Mr. Gillan has 

previously cited the corresponding numbers from Mr. Milner’s testimony in 

Mississippi and there applied his Line “b” reduction (for ISP) only to BellSouth- 

ALEC two-way trunks. Mr. Gillan’s inconsistent approach in Florida has resulted 

in an originating trunk count that is approximately 25% of actual originating 

trunks. This first error necessitates that Mr. Gillan adopt a line-to-trunk ratio of 

at least 3.14 to avoid a negative result for his alternate estimate of ALEC 

facilities-based lines. Accordingly, he adopts, without citing any supporting 

network justification, [a line-to-trunk ratio] “. . .substantially more aggressive than 

that used by BellSouth: a 4-to-1 ratio and a 10-to-1 ratio.” Mr. Gillan’s 

introduction of a 10-to-1 line-to-trunk ratio is much higher than to the other line- 

to-trunk ratios in his testimony on behalf of SECCA, in other state 271 
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proceedings used to benchmark BellSouth  estimate^.^ Of course, Mr. Gillan can 

afford the use of high new 10-to-1 line-to-trunk ratio after his erroneous 

calculation, at Line “b” of Exhibit JPG-4, that made his estimated Originating 

Trunks one-tenth of their actual total amount.’ Mr. Gillan provides no 

independent information from his FCCA ALEC member networks to corroborate 

his alternate facilities-based estimate at JPG-5. It is clear however, that his 

alternate estimate would be a nonsensical negative number if he applied the same 

line-to-trunk ratios from his testimony in Alabama, Louisiana or Mississippi, 

Second, as demonstrated earlier, the ALECs’ E91 1 listings provided in BellSouth 

Exhibits VW-7 and VW-8 alone establish that there are over 363,000 facilities- 

based lines in Florida in February 2001. Mr. Gillan does not challenge or offer 

any explanation to reconcile the ALECs’ own E91 1 listings with his alternative 

estimates. Finally, the actual fine-to-trunk ratio reflected in BellSouth’s Exhibit 

VW-7 is 1.44 lines per total interconnection trunk, Le., 1.44: 1. This actual ALEC 

ratio is based on dividing the sum of ALEC E91 1 listings by the sum of total 

interconnection trunks for those same ALECs. BellSouth’s Method One has 

consistently applied and characterized as conservative a 1 -1ine-to- 1 -trunk ratio in 

all its 271 state filings throughout its 9 state region. This actual 1.44-to-1 ratio in 

Florida that uses total ALEC interconnection trunks strongly argues against the 

validity of Mr. Gillan’s inconsistent and unsubstantiated set of adjustments as 

applying this to his revised interconnection trunk estimate would produce a 

negative number of facilities-based lines. 

’ For SECCA, Mr. Gillan applied a 2:l ratio in Alabama (pg. 17, June 5,2001), applied a 2:l ratio in 
Louisiana (pg. 1 1 ,  June 8,2001), applied a 1:1 1ine:trunk ratio in Mississippi (pg. 12, July 2,2001), 
applied a 4:l ratio in Kentucky (pg. 15, July 9,2001), applied a 4:l ratio in South Carolina (pg. 16, July 9, 
2001), and applied a 4:l ratio in Georgia (pg. 12, July 16,2001). 
* Gillan, top of page 16, “Even with the much higher ratio of 10-to-1, however, ALEC facilities-based 
market share would only be approximately 2.2% of the market.” 
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MR. GILLAN CONTENDS THAT BELLSOUTH’S ACCESS LINES USED TO 

CALCULATE THE ALEC MARKET SHARE PERCENTAGE SHOULD BE 

ADJUSTED. ARE SUCH ADJUSTMENTS THE COMMON PRACTICE? 

No. Neither the FCC nor other 271 applicants nor ALTS make such adjustments 

in citing ALEC market share. Of course, it is important to remember that there is 

no ALEC line share threshold established in the 1996 Act. Nonetheless, at pages 

11-12, referring to BellSouth’s access lines, Mr. Gillan contends “...to accurately 

compare ALEC lines to BellSouth lines requires that all of BellSouth’s lines be 

included.. .” In his testimony, Dr. Taylor explains his disagreement with Mr. 

Gillan’s suggestion regarding BellSouth’s access lines. It is clear, however, that 

the ranges of ALEC market shares presented for BellSouth’s area in Florida @e., 

9.8% to 1 1.2%) are consistent with and exceed the level of other successful 27 1 

applicants and are calculated in a similar manner. For example, the New York 

ALEC market share for Verizon (formerly Bell Atlantic) was approximately 

7.3% at the time of its 271 application. BellSouth in Florida also exceeds the 

level of ALEC market share for SBC-Texas (8.1% - 8.4%), Kansas (9.0% - 
9.5%), and Oklahoma (5.5% - 6.3%) in their successfir1271 Applications. 

Iast two annual reports, ALTS, the major ALEC industry group, has reported its 

national ALEC market share on the same basis that BellSouth, other 271 

applicants and the FCC uses. At page 9 of the 2001 edition of the ALTS Annual 

Report, the ALEC market share reported uses the local access line amount that 

closely approximates (within approximately 1%) the FCC’s Table 6 amounts for 

In its 

If available for other 271 Applicants, ALEC market share estimates shown above are for the two most 
comparable estimation methods with BellSouth. SBC-Missouri’s filing presented estimates of 8.7% - 
9.2%. 
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the sum of state market share lines. Mr. Gillan’s call to redefine the ILEC base in 

the market share calculation is unjustified and contrary to precedent and practice. 

DOES MR. GILLAN OFFER ANY OF ITS OWN INFORMATION, EVEN IN 

THE AGGREGATE, AS A BASIS TO CHALLENGE BELLSOUTH’S ALEC 

LINE ESTIMATES? 

No. Mr. Gillan chooses only to rework BellSouth’s estimates. In his rebuttal 

testimony Mr. Gillan does not offer any information on local lines of FCCA 

members, even in the aggregate. Of course, nearly 90% of the total facilities- 

based lines in BellSouth’s Method Two (Exhibit VW-7) estimate rely on the E91 1 

listings that ALECs themsefves report to the E9 1 1 database contractor. The 

remaining 10% of the Method Two facilities-based lines estimate is comprised of 

UNE-Ps leased from BellSouth. Mr. Gillan does not directly challenge either the 

E91 1 listings or the W E - P  information from BellSouth’s estimates. 

DOES BELLSOUTH’S EVIDENCE INDICATE THAT LOCAL 

COMPETITION IS SIGNIFICANT IN FLORIDA? 

Yes. In fact, Mr. Gillan does not contend that BellSouth has failed to meet the 

Track A requirements of the Act. Mr. Gillan does not challenge the ALECs 

identified, nor the ALECs’ own E91 1 listing data, or the number of ALECs’ 

UNE-Ps that comprise BellSouth‘s Method Two estimate. That conservative 

method shows that ALECs are serving at least 9.8% of the local access lines in 

BellSouth’s area in Florida at the end of February 200 1. This conservative lower 
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estimate includes data for 45 facilities-based ALECs, with over two-thirds of 

these also providing facilities-based service to residences. 

DOES ANY PARTY CHALLENGE BELLSOUTH’S USE OF ALECS’ E91 1 

LISTINGS TO ESTIMATE ALEC LINES? 

Yes. Mr. Gallagher, with Florida Digital Network (“FDN”), suggests that the 

E91 1 database may not be current with regard to ALEC listings. Specifically, Mr. 

Gallagher asserts “. . .tabulations from the E91 1 database will be overstated unless 

the database is regularly updated to remove CLEC customers disconnected for 

nonpayment or other reasons.. .” (See FDN, lines 2 1-23, at page 5, and lines 1-2, 

at page 6). BellSouth is not in a position to evaluate such general skepticism 

expressed by FDN that the ALEC industry generaliy may not be diligent in 

keeping their E91 1 listings current in the database. BellSouth presumes ALECs 

exercise the same diligence as BellSouth does, recognizing the extreme 

importance of 91 1 listings for public safety. 

DOES MR. GALLAGHER OFFER ANY OTHER BASIS TO CHALLENGE 

BELLSOUTH’S ESTIMATES OF ALEC LINES? 

Yes. At the top of page 6 ,  Mr. Gallagher states that “BellSouth’s estimate that 

CLECs serve 24.8% or 21.1% of the business sector simply is inconsistent with 

FDN’s observation and experience in the marketplace.” Mr. Gallagher describes 

very briefly a two percent sample evaluated in one central office (Magnolia) in 

Orlando and which led it to conclude that ALECs serve approximately 7.2% of 
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the market. At best, Mr. Gallagher’s analysis is non-scientific or not statisticaIly 

valid. He also provides no supporting documentation and uses one central office 

as his base. I also would note that BellSouth’s Exhibit VW-4, the FPSC staffs 

survey of ALECs in Florida, released December 2000, showed that as of June 

2000 ALEC business penetration in the Orlando exchange was “25% - 30%”. (See 

Exhibit VW-4, Table 3.5 for “Total ALEC Bus. Providers’’ for Orlando, at page 

42). 

CAN BELLSOUTH PROVIDE ANOTHER EXAMPLE TO REFUTE MR. 

GALLAGHER’S ASSERTlON THAT ITS ESTIMATES ARE OVERSTATED? 

Yes. FDN’s own News Release “Florida Digital Network Secures $130 Million 

in New Financing” dated June 14,2001 (Retrieved from 

http://ww.floridadigital.net/news/news.cfm?id=49) reports “FDN currently has 

over 50,000 business telephone lines in service and is growing by approximately 

1000 customers per month.” (Emphasis added). FDN operates in five of the six 

Florida MSA’s that are in BellSouth’s service area, with Tampa being the 

exclusion. BellSouth’s Exhibits V W-5 and VW-6 (confidential version) filed 

with the FPSC before FDN’s disclosure presents an estimate of lines for FDN that 

is significantly lower than the total FDN has declared. In this instance, FDN’s 

own data provides an example that should alleviate any concerns regarding 

possible overstatement in BellSouth’s estimates. Further, despite Mr. Gallagher’s 

discussion on competition in Florida, he never asserts that BellSouth fails to meet 

the Act’s Track A requirement. 
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DOES OTHER RECENT ALEC INFORMATION PROVIDE EVIDENCE 

REGARDING THE TREND OF LOCAL COMPETITION IN FLORIDA? 

Yes. Competition for both residence and business show strong growth. The most 

recent ALEC E91 1 listings in BellSouth’s area provide a simple and direct 

comparison regarding ALEC trends. The total of ALEC E91 1 residence class 

listings for June represents a 45% compound annual growth rate over the four 

months February (data month for BellSouth’s ALEC estimates) to June 2001. 

The total of ALEC E9 1 1 business class listings for June represents a 66% 

compound annual growth rate over the four months February to June 2001. 

Growth in ALECs’ E91 1 listings reflects a rise in facilities-based lines in 

particular. This data shows that Mr. Gallagher’s concerns regarding the number 

of ALECs experiencing financial difficulties is resulting in fewer lines being 

served by ALECs. 

DOES BELLSOUTH, IN FLOKIDA, MEET THE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS 

FOR TRACK A UNDER THE ACT? 

Yes. In summary, BellSouth‘s Method Two, Exhibits VW-6 and VW-8, 

identifies 45 unaffiliated facilities-based ALECs that, conservatively, serve an 

aggregate of at least 128,000 residence and 397,000 business lines in BellSouth’s 

service area in Florida. These 45 ALECs identified in Method Two, Exhibits 

VW-6 and VW-8, that predominantly provide service on a facilities-basis also 

serve approximately 19,000 residential and approximately 80,000 business resold 

lines. Thus, BellSouth’s conservative Method Two, by itself, establishes that 
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ON PAGE 3, MR. GILLAN STATES, “THE MOST LIKELY EFFECT OF 

BELLSOUTH’S GAINING INTERLATA AUTHORITY WOULD BE FOR IT 

TO GAIN EVEN GREATER DOMINANCE IN THE FUTURE.” PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

I disagree. BellSouth’s gaining interLATA authority, given all the requirements 

and performance safeguards established, will not impede further local 

competition. Contrary to Mr. Gillan’s projections, the FCC has recently provided 

striking evidence that, in fact, competition has been dramatically stimulated 

in the two states that received the earliest interLATA service authorization. (See 

Exhibit CKC-6). In its May 2 1 , 200 1 News Release and Local Telephone 

Competition Status as of December 3 1 , 2000, the FCC reported: 

CLECs captured 20% of the market in the state of New York - 
the most of any state. CLECs reported 2.8 million lines in New 
York ....- an increase of over 130%, from the time the FCC 
granted Verizon’s long distance application in New York in 
December 1999 to December 2000. 

CLECs captured 12% of the market in Texas, gaining over a 
half-a-million (644,980) end-user lines in the six months since 
the Commission authorized SBC’s long distance application in 
Texas - an increase of over 60% in customer lines since June 
of 2000. 

CLEC market share in New York and Texas (the two states 
that had 271 approval during the reporting period ending in 
December 2000) are over 135% and 45% higher than the 
national average, respectively. 

Consequently, there is recent direct evidence that gaining interLATA authority 
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MR. ARGENBRIGHT, ON PAGES 5-1 1, ARGUES WORLDCOM’S 

POSITION ON POINT OF INTERCONNECTION. HAS THIS COMMISSION 

PREVIOUSLY RULED ON THE POINT OF INTERCONNECTION (“POI”) 

ISSUE AS PRESENTED BY MR. ARGENBRIGHT? 

Yes, partially. This issue was presented to the FPSC in Docket No. 000649-TP 

(LLMCX WorldCom Arbitration”) and in its subsequent Order issued March 30, 

2001 the FPSC found: 

WorldCom, as the requesting carrier, has the exclusive right 
pursuant to the Act, the FCC’s Local Competition Order and 
FCC regulations, to designate the network point (or points) of 
interconnection at any technically feasible point for the mutual 
exchange of traffic. 

However, while we acknowledge that BelISouth’s FCC- 
mandated obligation to deliver its originated traffic to ALEC- 
designated POIs raises troubling issues of compensation and 
definition, we find that the record in the proceeding is inadequate 
to support resolution of these issues. We note that these issues 
will be addressed in our generic docket on reciprocal 
compensation, Docket No. 000075-TP. 

(Pages 78-79). 

IS THE POINT OF INTERCONNECTION ISSUE AS DISCUSSED BY MR. 

ARGENBRIGHT THE SAME ISSUE PRESENTED IN THE MCI 

WORLDCOM ABITRATION? 
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new evidence that should lead this Commission to reach a different conclusion 

here. As stated previously, the FPSC has determined that an ALEC may 

determine the point of interconnection within a LATA. The issue of whether an 

ALEC must compensate BellSouth for delivering its originating traffic to a distant 

point of interconnection will be addressed in the FPSC’s Order Docket No. 

000075-TP (Phase 11). The current schedule in this docket anticipates a Staff 

Recommendation on August 23,2001 and a Commission Agenda vote on 

September 6,200 1. 

BOW HAVE STATE COMMISSIONS IN THE BELLSOUTH REGION 

ADDRESSED THIS ISSUE? 

The South Carolina and North Carolina Commissions have ruled consistent with 

BellSouth’s position on this issue. In the South Carolina AT&T Arbitration 

Order”, the Commission concluded that “while AT&T can have a single POI in a 

LATA if it chooses, AT&T shall remain responsible to pay for the facilities 

necessary to carry calls from distant local calling areas to that single POI.” (See 

page 28). In the North Carolina AT&T Arbitration Order” the Commission 

ordered that “AT&T may designate its own points of interconnection (POI) with 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s (BellSouth’s) network. Further, if AT&T 

interconnects at points within the local access and transport area (LATA) but 

Petition ofAT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. for Arbitration of Certain Terms and 
Conditions of a Proposed Interconnection Agreement with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to 
47 U.S.C. Section 252, Order on Arbitration, Released January 30,2001 (“AT&T Arbitration Order”). 
I ’  Arbitration of Interconnection Agreement Between AT& T Communications of the Southern States, Inc., 
and TCG ofrhe Carolina, Inc., and BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Pursuant to the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Order Ruling on Objections and Requiring the Filing of the Composite 
Agreement, Released March 9,2001, (“AT&T Arbitration Order”). 
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outside BellSouth’s local calling area from which traffic originates, AT&T should 

be required to compensate BellSouth for, or otherwise be responsible for, 

transport beyond the local calling area.” (See Page 1). Further, in the Sprint 

Arbitration OrderI2 in North Carolina, the NCUC found that “Sprint may 

designate its own points of interconnection (POIs) with BellSouth’s network. 

Further, if Sprint interconnects at points within the local access and transport area 

(LATA) but outside of BellSouth’s local calling area from which traffic 

originates, Sprint should be required to compensate BellSouth for, or otherwise be 

responsible for, transport beyond the local calling area.” (See page 3). 

The Kentucky Commission has ruled in the AT&T arbitration that AT&T may 

establish a minimum of one point of interconnection per LATA but must establish 

another POI when the amount of traffic reaches a DS3 level. The issue is pending 

in the remaining BellSouth states. 

NOTWITHSTANDING MR. ARGENBRIGHT’S TESTIMONY, DOES 

BELLSOUTH PROVIDE A SINGLE POINT OF INTERCONNECTION IN 

COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 27 1 OF THE ACT? 

Yes. BellSouth allows ALECs to interconnect at a single point in each LATA if 

they so desire in compliance with checklist item 1. The requirement of the Act, as 

interpreted by the FCC in its section 271 decision, is that a BOC provide “a single 

interconnection point within a LATA.” S WBT Order-TX13, “[wle note that in 

‘’ Petition of Sprint Communications Company L. P. for Arbitration with BellSouth Telecommunications, 
Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Recommended Arbitration Order, 
Released July 5,2001, (“Sprint Arbitration Order”). 
l 3  Application by SBC Communications, Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, and Southwestern 
Bell Communication Services, Inc. db la  Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the 
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S WBT’s interconnection agreement with MCI (WorldCorn), WorldCom may 

designate ‘a single interconnection point within a LATA.’ Thus, S WBT provides 

WorldCom interconnection at any technically feasible point, and section 252Ci) 

entitles AT&T, or any requesting carrier, to seek the same terms and conditions as 

those contained in WorldCom’s agreement, a matter any carrier is free to take up 

with the Texas Commission.” (7 78). Also, in the SWBT Order-KS/OK, the FCC 

concluded “S WBT provides interconnection at all technically feasible points, 

including a single point of interconnection and therefore demonstrates compliance 

with the checklist item.” (1 232). Finally, in the Verizon Massachusetts Order14, 

the FCC concluded “Verizon provides interconnection at all technically feasible 

points, including a single point of interconnection, and therefore demonstrates 

compliance with the checklist item.” (7 197). As evidenced by its interconnection 

agreements, BellSouth provides ALECs with a single point of interconnection, 

just as Verizon and SWBT do. Thus, irrespective of Mr. Argenbright’s testimony, 

BellSouth is in compliance with checklist item 1. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTHS UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

“TANDEM PROVIDER ISSUE” DISCUSSED IN MR. ARGENBRIGHT’S 

TESTIMONY (PAGES 14-17). 

A. WorldCom wants access traffic to be delivered to BellSouth over WorldCom’s 

local interconnection trunks instead of access trunks and not to BellSouth’s access 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Texas, CC Docket No. 00- 
65, Memorandum Opinion and Order, Released June 30,2000) (“SWBT Order-TX”). 
l4 Application of Verizon New England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. (db/a Verizon Long 
Distance), NI.jZrE;XLong Distance Company (db/a Verizon Enterprixe Solutions) And Verizon Global 
Networks Inc., For Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLA TA Services in Massachusetts, CC Docket 
No. 01-9, Released April 16,2001, (‘‘Vcrizon Massachusetts Order”). 
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tandem. If such traffic is not exchanged through the companies’ respective access 

tandems, but is delivered to BellSouth end offices over local interconnection 

trunks, BellSouth is unable to identify and properly bill switched access traffic. 

BellSouth’s position is that ALECs should not be permitted to mix switched 

access traffic as local traffic by routing such switched access traffic over local 

interconnection trunks. The handling of switched access traffic is governed 

pursuant to switched access tariffs. 

HAS THE FPSC PREVIOUSLY RULED ON THIS ISSUE? 

Yes. As stated by Mr. Argenbright, in the WorldCom Arbitration Order, the 

FPSC requires WorldCom to deliver all terminating switched access traffic to 

BellSouth over switched access trunks to BellSouth’s access tandem. 

HAS MR. ARGENBRIGHT PRESENTED ANY NEW EVIDENCE SUCH 

THAT THE FPSC SHOULD CHANGE ITS POSITION? 

No. There is no need to relitigate this issue in this proceeding. Further, the 

FPSC’s ruling is consistent with BellSouth’s obligation under checklist item 1. 

MR. WILLIS CONTENDS ON PAGE 3 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT NUVOX 

MUST USE THE ACCESS SERVICE REQUEST (ASR) PROCESS TO ORDER 

INTERCONNECTION TRUNKS AND FACILITIES AND LOCAL 

FACILITIES TO ITS CUSTOMERS. IS THIS ACCURATE? 
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Not entirely. Mr. Willis is correct that NuVox, or any ALEC, must order 

interconnection trunks and facilities via the ASR process. NuVox would use the 

local service request (LSR) process to order UNEs to serve its customers. NuVox 

would use the ASR process to order special access services to serve its customer. 

DOES THE FACT THAT NUVOX USES THE ASR PROCESS TO ORDER 

INTERCONNECTION TRUNKS AND FACILITIES RESULT IN NUVOX 

BEING INCORRECTLY BILLED ACCESS RATES INSTEAD OF LOCAL 

INTERCONNECTION RATES? 

No. BellSouth’s interconnection agreements specify that in instances where no 

rate is contained in the agreement, the parties will use rates from their respective 

access tariffs for billing. This language is in the NuVox agreement (known as the 

“Trivergent” agreement) so there may be cases where NuVox is appropriately 

billed access rates for interconnection. Further, in instances where there is a local 

rate, the billing for interconnection may be apportioned between local and access 

rates. In a June 1,2000 letter to all carriers, BellSouth described the billing 

method and necessary factors to apportion the charges for facilities between 

jurisdictions. These factors, to be provided by NuVox, are applied to the 

interconnection facilities and determine what portion should be billed at local 

interconnection rates and what portion should be billed at access rates. 

CAN NUVOX CONVERT ITS SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICE TO UNES AND 

AS A RESULT PAY UNE RATES? 

25 



1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Yes, if it meets the criteria established by the FCC, In June 2000, the FCC 

released a Supplemental Order Clarification in CC Docket No, 96-98, wherein it 

stated, in paragraph 8, “[tlherefore, until we resolve the issues in the Fourth 

FNPEW, IXCs may not substitute an incumbent LEC’s unbundled loop-transport 

combinations for special access services unless they provide a significant amount 

of local exchange service, in addition to exchange access service, to a particular 

customer.” Nuvox may convert those lines that meet the FCC’s restrictions if it 

so chooses; however, no refbnd is due. It is my understanding that BellSouth has 

converted a large number of special access lines to UNEs on behalf of NuVox. 
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ARE BELLSOUTH’S W E  RATES COST-BASED? 

Yes. BellSouth’s current W E  rates, in compliance with the Act, are cost-based, 

as determined by the FPSC in Docket No. 990649-TP. Of course, as this 

Commission is aware, the FPSC recently issued an order in its current generic 

UNE cost proceeding, Order No. PSC-01-118 1 -FOF-TP. The current schedule 

anticipates a Staff Recommendation on all Motions for Reconsideration on 

September 6,2001 and a Commission Agenda decision on September 18,200 1. 

Once the Commission issues its written order, BellSouth will update its SCAT. 

PLEASE COMMENT GENERALLY ON THE TESTIMONY OF MR. 

DARNELL AND MR. GILLAN CONCERNING COST-BASED UNBUNDLED 

NETWORK ELEMENT (“E”) RATES. 
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As T mentioned earlier, the FPSC has conducted a comprehensive generic UNE 

cost docket and issued an order. To the extent that Mr. Damell and Mr. Gillan 

may be asking the FPSC to re-litigate the generic UNE cost docket in this 

proceeding, such action is not necessary. Addressing cost issues in this 

proceeding, in light of the extensive generic UNE proceeding that the FPSC has 

completed, would be duplicative of the FPSC’s time and resources. 

In the current cost docket, the FPSC updated the existing UNE rates and 

established cost-based rates for all UNEs for which a rate had not yet been 

established. As I discussed in my direct testimony, the cost-based rates BellSouth 

included on the Price List contained in its Statement of Generally Available 

Terms and Conditions (“SGAT”) (see Direct Testimony Exhibit CKC-5, 

Attachment A, filed May 22,2001) will be modified to conform to the final prices 

established by the FPSC in the generic UNE cost proceeding which should 

alleviate Mr. Darnell’s concerns. The prices that ALECs will be charged for 

interconnection and UNEs are based on total element long run incremental cost 

(“TELRIC”) methodology. For a11 checklist items to which Section 252(d) is 

applicable, BellSouth provides rates that meet the criteria of Section 252(d) of the 

Act. 

PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. GILLAN’S STATEMENT AT PAGE 19 THAT 

“THE FLORIDA COMMISSION SHOULD PLACE PARTICULAR 

EMPHASIS ON ESTABLISHING COST-BASED RATES FOR UNES.” 
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Mr. Gillan’s suggestion is not necessary. The FPSC has always shown a 

commitment to cost-based rates. Moreover, any comments that the FCCA 

thought appropriate on this issue should have been made a part of the record in 

the generic UNE cost proceeding. Mr. Gillan’s discussion of BellSouth’s 

proposed UNE rates, therefore, is not appropriate in the context of this 

proceeding. 

PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. GILLAN’S ALLEGED “ANALYSIS” (PAGES 

20-22) OF BELLSOUTH’S FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE IF BELLSOUTH 

WERE A UNE-BASED CARRIER. 

Mr. Gillan states, on page 2 1, that “BellSouth could not even operate in Florida if 

required to lease the existing network. . ..” Mr. Gillan’s flawed “analysis” is 

nothing more than an attempt to divert the FPSC’s attention from the real question 

at hand. 

The standard here is not whether anyone can make money at these cost-based 

rates. The FCC stated, in 84 1 of its Verizon-Massachusetts Order, “In the ‘SWBT 

Kansas/Oklahoma Order’, the Commission held that this profitability argument is 

not part of the section 271 evaluation of whether an applicant’s rates are TELRIC- 

based. The Act requires that we review whether the rates are cost-based, not 

whether a competitor can make a profit by entering the market.” 

The question is whether BellSouth’s UNE rates have been developed in 

compliance with the Act and the FCC’s rules; that is, are the rates cost-based? 
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The answer is yes. The fact that, in some cases, BellSouth’s proposed UNE rates 

are higher than BellSouth’s retail rates is not the result of an attempt on 

BellSouth’s part to limit competition. It is certainly not Lcnews” to the FPSC that 

BellSouth’s retail residence local exchange rates are below the cost of providing that 

service. ALECs, however, have been successhl in winning business customers, in 

part due to the margin between BellSouth’s business local exchange rates and 

BellSouth’s UNE rates. In addition, resale that provides for a discount off of the 

tariffed retail rate also is available. 

PLEASE ADDRESS MR. GILLAN’S DISCUSSION, ON PAGE 22, WITH 

REGARD TO BELLSOUTH’S DAILY USAGE FILE (“DUF”) RATES. 

Mr. Gillan’s discussiodanalysis is flawed. First, it is confusing as to what Mr. 

Gillan is actually calculating and what he is using to make his calculation. He 

states that it would appear that DUF rates apply on a per-message basis, which in 

general is correct. It then appears from his Exhibit JPG-8, footnotes 3 and 4, that 

he is using minutes (which certainly would be greater than messages) to develop 

his costs. Mr. Gillan then restates BellSouth-Florida DUF cost per line based on 

“assuming” this, “estimating’’ that, and “calculating an average” cost of 

something else. He uses this restated cost to compare to Qwest’s proposed cost 

and another figure represented to be an Ameritech cost, neither of which is 

provided with an explanation. 

Mr. Gillan’s analysis does not demonstrate that BellSouth is not in compliance 

with the Act and the FCC’s pricing rules. As stated previously, the standard 
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necessary for BellSouth to be in compliance is whether BellSouth’s UNE rates 

comply with TELRIC principles. The FPSC has established cost-based DUF rates 

in Docket No. 990649-TP. Any concerns Mr. Gillan has with those rates should 

have been addressed in that docket. Nevertheless, it should be recognized that 

rate differences among BOCs do not preclude rates from being cost-based, and 

certainly do not preclude granting 271 relief. Specifically, the FCC noted in its 

background discussion of UNE pricing in its SWBT-TX Order, “that SWBT’s 

nonrecurring charges are substantially higher than those charged by incumbent 

LECs in other states. . ..” (Fn. 648). In that Order, however, the FCC still 

determined that SWBT’s prices were cost-based and granted 271 relief in Texas. 

PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. GUEPE’S DISCUSSION ON PAGES 6-8 AND 

MR. GILLAN’S DISCUSSION ON PAGES 20-21, WITH REGARD TO THEIR 

CONTENTION THAT BELLSOUTH SHOULD COMBINE UNES. 

Both Mr. Guepe and Mr. Gillan suggest that the FPSC require BellSouth to 

combine UNEs for ALECs when the UNEs are not combined. On page 7, Mr. 

Guepe states, “BellSouth will not provide cost-based access to combinations that 

allow ALECs to serve new customers or to provide additional lines for existing 

customers . . . BellSouth, if it so chooses . . . assesses a non-cost based ‘glue 

charge”’ Before I comment on the validity of Mr. Guepe’s statements, I need to 

explain what a “glue charge” is. 

Where BellSouth agrees to physically combine UNEs for an ALEC, the prices for 

such combinations will be a negotiated rate. The difference between negotiated 
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“glue charge” is not necessarily a separate charge; it is simply the difference in 

prices described above. 
\ 

HAS THE FPSC PREVIOUSLY RULED ON THE ISSUE REGARDING 

“NEW’ UNE COMBINATIONS? 

Yes. In numerous arbitration orders 

FPSC has found that it is not the duty of BellSouth to perform the functions 

necessary to combine unbundled network elements. The FPSC has correctly 

determined that Rule 5 1.3 1 S(b) only requires BellSouth to make available at 

TELRIC rates those combinations requested by an ALEC that are, in fact, already 

combined and physically connected in its network at the time a requesting carrier 

places an order. 

Intermedia, MCI, AT&T, Sprint), the 

The FPSC further has concluded that BellSouth should be compensated for the 

work it does to physically combine unbundled network elements that an ALEC 

requests when those elements are not currently combined within BellSouth’s 

network. 

HAS ANY PARTY PRESENTED ANY NEW ARGUMENTS SUCH THAT 

THE FPSC SHOULD CHANGE THEIR POSITION? 

No. Mr. Gillan and Mr. Guepe provide no new evidence and the FPSC should not 

change its position on this issue. 
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IS BELLSOUTH OBLIGATED TO OFFER NEW COMBINATIONS AT 
c 

COST-BASED RATES TO COMPLY WITH SECTION 271? 

No. The FCC made it clear in the Bell Atlantic New York Order that new 

combinations are not a requirement of Section 271. In that Order, the FCC 

concluded, “that Bell Atlantic demonstrates that it provides to competitors 

combinations of network elements that are already preussembled in their network, 

as well as nondiscriminatory access to unbundled network elements, in a manner 

that allows competing carriers to combine those elements themselves.” (7 23 1, 

emphasis added). The FCC reached a similar conclusion in its SWBT Order-TX, 

stating “that SWBT provides access to UNEs in a manner that allows requesting 

carriers to combine those elements, and that SWBT provides access to preexisting 

combinations of network elements.” BellSouth’s combination policy is fuIly 

compliant with Section 27 1. (7 2 16, emphasis added) (See also, SWBT Order- 

KS/OK at 7 172). 

18 CHECKLIST ITEM 4 

19 

20 Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO SPRINT’S REFERENCE IN ITS REBUTTAL 

21 

22 

23 

24 DATABASE. 

25 

COMMENTS TO A NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION ORDER 

THAT DISCUSSES WHETHER ALECS SHOULD PAY ELECTRONIC OR 

MANUAL RATES FOR ACCESSING A PARTICULAR BELLSOUTH 

32 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

A. It is not necessary for the FPSC to refer to the North Carolina Utilities 

Commission order discussed by Sprint. This Commission has addressed this issue 

more generally in the context of the MCI arbitration. The FPSC found that 

“where it is determined that BellSouth has an electronic interface in place for its 

retail offerings, but there is no analogous system in place for comparable services 

obtained by an ALEC, it would be a reasonable presumption that an ALEC is 

being dcnied a meaningful opportunity to compete; where such a finding is made, 

BellSouth should charge an electronic ordering charge. However, such a 

determination will need to be made on a case-by-case basis.” (See page 19). 

CHECKLIST ITEM 5 

Q- 

A. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

UNBUNDLED TRANSPORT ISSUES DISCUSSED BY MR. ARGENBNGHT 

(PAGES 17-23). 

Mr. Argenbright contends that BellSouth must provide dedicated interoffice 

transport between ALEC switching locations and between a ALEC’s network and 

another requesting carrier’s network. The FCC requires BellSouth to unbundle 

dedicated transport in BellSouth’s existing network and has specifically excluded 

transport between other carriers’ locations. BellSouth is not required to offer, and 

certainly is not required to build, dedicated transport facilities between ALEC 

network locations, whether they be nodes or network switches or between the 

ALEC’s network and another carrier’s network. 

25 
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HAS THE FPSC PREVIOUSLY RULED REGARDING THE UNBUNDLED 

TRANSPORT ISSUE? 

Yes. In the MCI arbitration Order the FPSC concluded that BellSouth is not 

required to provide MCI with unbundled dedicated transport between other 

carriers’ locations, or between MCI switches. 

HAS MR. ARGENBRIGHT PRESENTED ANY NEW EVIDENCE THAT 

SHOULD CAUSE THE FPSC TO CHANGE ITS POSITION? 

No. There is no need to relitigate this issue in this proceeding. Further, the 

FPSC’s ruling is consistent with BellSouth’s obligation under checklist item 5. 

IN LIGHT OF MR. ARGENBRIGHT’S TESTIMONY ON THIS CHECKLIST 

ITEM, DO YOU STILL CONTEND THAT BELLSOUTH PROVIDES ACCESS 

TO UNBUNDLED TRANSPORT IN COMPLIANCE WTH SECTION 271? 

Yes. As I discussed in my direct testimony, FCC Rule 5 1.3 19 requires a BOC to 

offer access to local transport on the trunk side of a wireline local exchange 

carrier switch unbundled from switching or other services. In the Bell Atlantic 

Order, the FCC stated that it requires that BOCs provide both dedicated and 

shared transport to requesting carriers. (7 337). As evidenced by its 

interconnection agreements and its SGAT, BellSouth provides unbundled 

transport in compliance with these obligations. Because BellSouth is not 

obligated to provide dedicated transport between ALEC locations (or between an 

34 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ALEC and another carrier), Mr. Argenbright’s testimony has no bearing on 

whether BellSouth is compliant with the checklist, 

CHECKLIST ITEM 6 

Q. MR. GUEPE STATES THAT “BELLSOUTH FAILS TO PROVIDE 

APPROPRIATE ACCESS TO UNES FOR CUSTOMERS LOCATED WITHIN 

DENSITY ZONE 1 IN THE TOP 50 MSA’S.” PLEASE RESPOND. 

A. BellSouth has elected to be exempted from providing access to unbundled local 

switching to serve customers with four or more lines in Density Zone 1 of the 

Miami, OrIando and Ft. Lauderdale MSAs. To avail itself of this exemption, the 

FCC requires BellSouth to combine loop and transport UNEs (also known as the 

“Enhanced Extended Link” or “EEL”) in the geographic area where the 

exemption applies. The FCC also requires that such combinations be provided at 

cost-based rates. BellSouth will physically combine loop and transport UNEs at 

FCC mandated cost-based prices as required in the FCC’s UNE Remand Order in 

order to have the exemption from providing local circuit switching. 

Beyond this limited exception dictated by the FCC, BellSouth is under no 

obligation to physically combine network elements, where such elements are not 

in fact combined. 

Q. HAS THE FPSC PREVIOUSLY RULED ON THIS ISSUE? 
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1 A. Yes. In the AT&T arbitration, the FPSC concluded “it is not the duty of 

2 

3 

4 

5 

BellSouth to ‘perform the functions necessary to combine unbundled network 

elements in any manner.’” (See Page 23). The FPSC further states that the phrase 

“currently combines” is limited to UNE combinations that are, in fact, already 

combined and physically connected in BellSouth’s network and that there is no 

6 

7 

physical work that BellSouth must complete in order to effect the combination for 

an ALEC that submits an order. (Id.). 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 Q. 

13 

In addition, the FPSC established cost-based rates for new EELS in its May 25, 

2001 Order, UNE Cost Docket ‘No. 990649-TP. 

HAS MR. GUEPE PRESENTED ANY NEW EVIDENCE THAT SHOULD 

CAUSE THE FPSC TO CHANGE ITS POSITION? 

14 

15 A, 

16 

No. There is no need to relitigate this issue in this proceeding. Further, the 

FPSC’s ruling is consistent with BellSouth’s obligation under checklist item 6. 

17 

18 CHECKLIST ITEM 13 
19 

20 Q. WHAT IS BELLSOUTH’S UNDERSTANDING OF THE “TANDEM 

21 INTERCONNECTION ISSUE” DISCUSSED BY MR. ARGENBRIGHT 

22 (PAGES 25-30)? 

23 

24 A. 

25 

26 

The disagreement between BellSouth and WorldCom on this issue has been 

whether the FCC established a single-pronged or a two-pronged test for 

determining if an ALEC is eligible to receive the tandem interconnection rate for 
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reciprocal compensation. A single-pronged test is based on whether the ALEC’s 

facilities serve a comparable geographic area as that served by BellSouth’s 

facilities. A two-pronged test refers to both a geographic test and a test as to 

whether the ALEC’s switch(s) perform comparable hnctions to BellSouth’s 

switch(s). 

However, BellSouth acknowledges that thc FCC’s language in its April 27,2001 

NPRM’5 accompanying its Order on Remand seems to resolve the question of 

whether a two-pronged or a single-pronged test is to be used. Nonetheless, even 

if only the geographic test is required, the ALEC still has the burden of proof that 

it is entitled to the tandem switching rate in every instance based on the 

geographic coverage of its switch. 

IS THE FPSC ADDRESSING THE TANDEM INTERCONNECTION ISSUE 

IN A GENERIC PROCEEDING? 

Yes. The FPSC is addressing the tandem interconnection issue in Docket No. 

000075-TP (Phase 11). 

DOES THE FCC’S ORDER ON REMAND RESOLVE THE TANDEM 

INTERCONNECTION ISSUE RAISED BY MR. ARGENBRIGHT? 

Yes. For all practical purposes, the FCC recently has resolved this issue. As has 

Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket 
No. 0 1-92, Keleased April 27,200 1 (I‘NPRM”). 

37 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

been anticipated for some time, the FCC issued its Order on Remandi6 affirming 

its earlier conclusion that traffic bound for Internet Service Providers (“ISPs”) is 

predominantly interstate access traffic that is not subject to the reciprocal 

compensation obligations of Section 25 l(b)(5) but is within the jurisdiction of the 

FCC under Section 201 of the Act. (Order at 71). 

After it held that ISP-bound traffic was not subject to reciprocal compensation, 

the FCC established a phased-in interim regime that will govern intercarrier 

compensation for ISP-bound traffic over the next three years. (Order on Remand 

at 7 77). The FCC’s phased-in interim regime “establishes relatively low per 

minute rates, with a cap on the total volume of traffic entitled to such 

compensation.” (Id.). The FCC characterized these payments as intercarrier 

compensation that is not subject to the reciprocal compensation obligations in 

Section 25 1 of the Act. 

After establishing the intercarrier compensation mechanism referenced above, the 

FCC gave individual ILECs the ability to “opt” into the FCC’s scheme, if the 

ILEC agreed to exchange all 25 1 (b)(5) traffic at the designated ISP compensation 

rates. BellSouth has determined that it will “opt” into the FCC rates for ISP 

traffic and also offers to exchange all 25 1 (b)(5) traffic at the designated ISP 

compensation rates. Therefore, the issue of whether a ALEC’s switch serves a 

geographic area comparable to the ILEC’s tandem switch is relevant only if the 

ALEC declines BellSouth’s offer to exchange 25 1 (b)(5) traffic at the same rate as 

ISP traffic. 

In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 
1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 and Intercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound TrajJc, CC Docket No. 99-68, 
Issued April 27,2001 (“Order on Remand”). 
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25 

MR. ARGENBRIGHT (PAGE 30) STATES THAT BELLSOUTH MUST 

AMEND ITS SGAT TO REFLECT THAT ALECS WILL RECEIVE THE 

TANDEM INTERCONNECTION RATE BASED ON GEOGRAPHIC 

COMPARABILITY BEFORE SATISFYING CHECKLIST ITEM 13. PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

As I stated previously, BellSouth agrees that comparable geographic coverage is 

the sole demonstration an ALEC must make to receive the tandem 

interconnection rate. The FCC found that Bell Atlantic was in compliance with 

this checklist item because “it (1) has in place reciprocal compensation 

arrangements in accordance with section 252(d)(2), and (2) is making all required 

payments in a timely fashion.” (7 376). Like Bell Atlantic, BellSouth has in place 

reciprocal compensation arrangements set forth in its binding interconnection 

agreements, and makes all payments pursuant to those arrangements in a timely 

fashion. Thus, BellSouth is in compliance with this checklist item. Additionally, 

BellSouth’s local traffic definition (see Section LA) and the reciprocal 

compensation language (see Section XIII, footnote 3) contained in the terms and 

conditions portion of the SGAT that was attached to my direct testimony as 

Exhibit CKC-5 comply with the FCC’s Order on Remand dated April 27,2001, in 

CC Docket No. 96-98 and No. 99-68 and with the FCC’s clarification as to ALEC 

eligibility for the tandem interconnection rate in its April 27,200 1 NPRM. 

WHAT IS BELLSOUTH’S UNDERSTANDING OF THE “FX ISSUE” 

DISCUSSED BY MR. ARGENBEUGHT (PAGES 30-41)? 
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2 A. 

3 

This issue concerns compensation between carriers, rather than restrictions on 

assignments of NPA/NXX codes. Both BellSouth and WorfdCom agree that 

4 carriers are permitted to assign NPA/NXX codes in any manner desired, including 

5 outside the local calling area or rate center with which the codes are associated. 

6 However, if WorldCom chooses to give out its numbers in this manner, calls 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

originated by BellSouth end users to those numbers are not local calls. 

Consequently, such calls are not local traffic under the agreement and no 

reciprocal compensation applies. Further, WorldCom should identify such long 

distance traffic and pay BellSouth for the originating switched access service 

BellSouth provides on those calls. 

IS THE FPSC ADDRESSING THE “FX ISSUE” IN A GENERIC 

PROCEEDING? 

Yes. The FPSC is addressing “FX” in the generic proceeding in Docket No. 

000075-TP (Phase 11). 

HOW HAVE STATE COMMISSIONS IN THE BELLSOUTH REGION 

ADDRESSED THIS ISSUE? 

The South Carolina, Tennessee, and Alabama Commissions have ruled consistent 

with BelISouth’s position on this issue: (1) South Carolina Docket No. 2000-516- 

C, Order No. 2001 -045, dated January 16,200 1 (Adelphia arbitration); (2) 

Tennessee Docket No. 99-00948, Interim Order dated June 25,2001 (Intermedia 
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arbitration); and (3) Alabama Docket No. 27385, Order dated May 21,2001 

(Intermedia Arbitration). 

The Kentucky Commission has heard this issue in two recent arbitration cases 

(Adelphia and Level 3), both of which were subsequently settled by the parties. 

In the case of the Level 3 arbitration, the parties reached a negotiated settlement, 

after the Commission had issued its March 14, 2001 Order. As an indication of 

the Commission’s position on this issuc, that March 14 Order stated: 

Each party shall consider the other’s FX or virtual NXX 
service to be local traffic when the customer is physically 
located within this same LATA as the calling area with which 
the telephone number is associated. 

Thus, although the Kentucky Commission did not agree with BellSouth’s 

position, it did recognize the potential abuse if an ALEC were to assign NXX 

numbers such that the call would appear to be local to the originating party, but 

would actually cross LATA boundarics, or even cross state boundaries. In order 

to limit such potential abuse, the Kentucky Commission specified that only calls 

within the same LATA would be considered local calls. In its Recommended 

Arbitration Order dated April 3,2001 in the MCI/BellSouth arbitration 

proceeding, the North Carolina Utilities Commission reached the same conclusion 

as the Kentucky Commission on this issue. Pursuant to the North Carolina 

Commission’s procedural schedule, objections to the Recommended Arbitration 

Order were filed on May 3,2001, and neither BellSouth nor MCI objected to the 

Commission’s decision on this issue. 

BellSouth offers in its Standard Interconnection Agreement an option for the 
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parties to treat all calls within a LATA as local calls for purposes of reciprocal 

compensation. This option is consistent with the Kentucky and North Carolina 

Commissions’ rulings on FX or Virtual NXX traffic. Likewise, BellSouth’s 

settlements with Level 3 and Adelphia are consistent with the Kentucky 

Commission’s March 14 Order in the Level 3 case. Specifically, those 

settlements resulted in the parties receiving reciprocal compensation for 

terminating all intraLATA traffic. In BellSouth’s negotiations with WorldCom in 

other states, WorldCom has not agreed to such treatment. 

DOES MR. ARGENBRIGHT’S TESTIMONY ON THE NPA/NXX ISSUE 

AFFECT YOUR CONCLUSION THAT BELLSOUTH IS IN COMPLIANCE 

WITH THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST? 

No. The dispute is whether calk should be treated as local or toll for the purposes 

of intercarrier compensation. We agree that carriers can assign NPA/NXX codes 

in any manner they desire. Reciprocal compensation, however, is only 

appropriate for local traffic. ALECs should properly compensate BellSouth for 

originating access charges on calls that originate in one local calling area and 

terminate in another and, in no event, should reciprocal compensation apply to 

such calls. 

3ellSouth’s position on this issue is the same as the Texas Commission and the 

FCC granted SBC 271 authority in Texas. Obviously, BellSouth’s position is 

compliant with section 271. 
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CHECKLIST ITEM 14 

Q. ON PAGE 9, MR. GILLAN COMPLAINS THAT “RESALE NEITHER 

PERMITS A CARRIER TO INNOVATE, OR EFFECTIVELY OFFER 

INTEGRATED LOCALLONG DISTANCE PACKAGES.” PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

A. Whethcr resale permits a carrier to offer integrated packages is irrelevant to a 

determination of BellSouth’s compliance under checklist item 14. To prove 

checklist compliance with Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(xiv) requires that BellSouth 

demonstrate that “[t]elecommunications services are available for resale in 

accordance with the requirements of sections 25 l(c)(4) and 252(d)(3).” 

BellSouth has demonstrated availability of resale services through its SGAT and 

through existing interconnection agreements (See Exhibit CKC-3 attached to my 

direct testimony). 

Although not relevant for checklist compliance, I will respond to Mr, Gillan’s 

assertions. On page 9 of his testimony, Mr. Gillan contends that this alleged 

limitation is a result of BellSouth continuing to assess access charges on the 

reseller’s lines. Assessing access charges on a resoId line is not unique to 

BellSouth. In its Locat Competition First Report and Order (7980), the FCC 

established that ILECs continue to bill access when local services are resold under 

section 25 1 (c)(4). Congress envisioned three separate options for ALECs to enter 

the local exchange telecommunications market. Resale is one of those options. 

The situation Mr. Gillan presents is simply the construct of the resale model. As 
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shown in the Status of Competition portions of both this testimony and Exhibit 

CKC-4 attached to my direct testimony, there are apparently several ALECs 

making a business of resale in Florida that may disagree with Mr. Gillan’s 

conclusion. If resale is not a viable alternative for some ALECs, Congress also 

provided opportunities for a ALEC’s entry through purchasing facilities from 

BellSouth or by constructing its own facilities. In addition, Congress did not 

envision resale as a long-term entry method. For this reason, as noted earlier in 

this testimony, the long-term migration from resale service to facilities-based 

service has been expected as competition matures. 

MR. GILLAN’S TESTIMONY AT PAGE 26 AND MR. GALLAGHER’S 

TESTIMONY AT PAGE 16, IiEFER TO THE “ASCENT DECISION” AND 

ALLEGE THAT BELLSOUTH MUST PERMIT THE RESALE OF ITS 

ADVANCED DATA SERVICES AT A WHOLESALE DISCOUNT. DO YOU 

AGREE WITH MR. GILLAN AND MR. GALLAGHER? 

No. The January 9,2001 ruling by the United States Court of Appeals for the 

District of Columbia Circuit, as referred to by Mr. Gillan and Mr. Gallagher, does 

not support their allegation. Mr. Gillan and Mr. Gallagher have taken a statement 

out of context and used it inappropriately. This decision dealt with regulatory 

relief granted by the FCC regarding resale of advanced services ifconducted 

through the separate afiliute established in the Ameritech and SBC merger. The 

Court ruled that an ILEC may not “sideslip $25 1 (c)’s requirements by simply 

offering telecommunications services through a wholly owned affiliate.” (See 

Ruling, at page 4). This is not what is at issue here, nor does the ruling require 
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1 BellSouth to resell its advanced data services at a wholesale discount, as Mr. 
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6 Q. 

Gillan and Mr. Gallagher would have the FPSC believe. Further, BellSouth has 

no separate affiliate for the sale of advanced services, and therefore, this decision 

does not apply to BellSouth. 

IS THERE A MORE RECENT COURT RULING THAT SPEAKS DIRECTLY 

TO MR. GILLAN’S AND MR. GALLAGHER’S ALLEGATIONS? 
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Yes. The United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 

issued a decision speaking directly to this issue. In the Background discussion in 

its decision in “Association of Communications Enterprises, Petitioner v. Federal 

Communications Communication and United States of America, Respondents, On 

Petition for review of an Order of the Federal Communications Commission,” 

Case No. 00-1 144; decided June 26,2001, the Court states: 

At issue in this case is that part of the ‘Second Report and 
Order’ in which the Commission addressed the question 
whether the resale requirement of §251(c)(4)(A) applies to an 
ILEC’s offering of advanced services. As the Commission 
acknowledged, it had previously determined that advanced 
services constitute ‘telecommunications service’ and that the 
end-users and ISPs to which the ILECs offer such services are 
‘subscribers who are not telecommunications carriers’ within 
the meaning of $25 I (c)(4)(A). The remaining issue, therefore, 
was whether an ILEC’s offering of certain advanced services, 
including DSL, is made ‘at retail’ so as to trigger the discount 
requirement. The Commission ultimately concluded that while 
an incumbent LEC DSL offering to residential and business 
end-users is clearly a retail offering designed for and sold to 
the ultimate end-user, an incumbent LEC offering of DSL 
services to Internet Service Providers as an input component to 
the Internet Service Provider’s high-speed Internet service 
offering is not a retail offering. Accordingly, . . , DSL services 
designed for and sold to residential and business end-users are 
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subject to the discounted resale obligations of section 25 1 (c)(4) 
. . . [Hlowever, . . .section 25l(c)(4) does not apply where the 
incumbent LEC offers DSL services as an input component to 
Internet Service Providers who combine the DSL service with 
their own Internet Service. 

The Association of Communication Enterprises (ASCENT) 
petitioned for review of this determination, and various tele- 
communications and DSL providers intervened on behalf of the 
Commission. 

In conclusion, the Court states: 

In sum, having considered ASCENT’S objections, we find the 
Commission’s Order in all respects reasonable. 

In addition, the FCC reiterated its position on the resale of advanced services in 

its Bell Atlantic New York Order. In paragraph 393 of that Order, addressing 

Bell Atlantic’s ADSL Access Tariff offering, the FCC stated, “we agree with Bell 

Atlantic that it is not required to provide an avoided-cost discount on its 

wholesale ADSL offering because it is not a retail service subject to the discount 

obligations of section 25 1 (c>(4>.” More recently, in its Verizon Connecticut 

Order, the FCC clearly stated that resale obligations only extend to 

telecommunications services offered at retail. Therefore, BellSouth is not 

required to offer its wholesale DSL telecommunications service to ALECs at a 

resale discount, nor is it required to resell its Internet access ~ervice.’~ BellSouth 

is in compliance with the FCC’s requirements with respect to resale of advanced 

services. 

I7 Application of Verizon New York inc., Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions, Verizon 
GIobal Ne [work Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc., for Authorization 10 Provide In-Region, InterLATA 
Services in Connecticut, CC Docket No. 01-100, Memorandum Opinion and Order (Released July 20, 
2001) (“Verizon Connecticut Order”)(fn 93). 
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DOES BELLSOUTH OFFER AN xDSL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE 

AS A RETAIL OFFERING? 

No. The only DSL telecommunications service that BellSouth offers is a 

wholesale service offered to ISPs. BellSouth does not offer a retail DSL 

telecommunications service, and based on the FCC’s Second Report and Order 

referred to above, as well as the Court’s Decision, 3ellSouth has no obligation to 

make available its wholesale telecommunications DSL service at the resale 

discount, pursuant to section 25 1 (c)(4). 
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PLEASE RESPOND TO MS. BERGER/AT&T’S ALLEGATION ON PAGE 3 

THAT NONE OF THE ISSUES DISCUSSED IN HER TESTIMONY WILL BE 

RESOLVED IN A TIMELY MANNER “AS A RESULT OF BUSINESS-TO- 

BUSINESS NEGOTIATIONS .” 

Contrary to Ms. Berger’s allegation, BellSouth most certainly continues to discuss 

and attempt to resolve all valid issues raised by AT&T, even those that are before 

regulatory bodies. In certain circumstances, where legal or policy issues are 

involved, these matters must be discussed with policy decision makers and/or the 

legal department, regardless of whether these issues are before regulatory bodies. 

This additional but necessary step may add some time to the response period; 

however, BellSouth will continue to strive, in all instances, to respond to AT&T’s 

47 



1 

2 

3 Q. 
4 

5 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

concerns in a timely and reasonable fashion. 

DOES BELLSOUTH HAVE PROCEDURES THAT DEAL WITH THE 

CONCERNS OF INDIVIDUAL ALECS? 

Yes. BellSouth offers various avenues for dealing with individual ALEC 

concerns. In addition to individual Account Teams, numerous ALEC centers, and 

other processes that are tailored specifically for ALECs, BellSouth has established 

an Extemal Response Team (“ERT”) for handling inquiries and responding to 

issues raised by the ALECs. In the timeframe from 1998 through mid-2001, 

BellSouth processed over 3000 individual ALEC ERT letters. These letters have 

dealt with a variety of subjects from requests for specific data to Root Cause 

Analysis. 

DOES BELLSOUTH HAVE OTHER FORUMS IN PLACE THAT DEAL 

WITH CONCERNS OF THE ALEC COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE? 

Yes. BellSouth has in place several collaboratives to address ALECs’ issues and 

concerns. BellSouth established these collaboratives to allow BellSouth and the 

ALEC community to meet, identify, discuss, and resolve, on a weekly, monthly, 

quarterly, semiannual, or annual basis, the various substantive issues that 

BellSouth and the ALEC community face in a competitive market. Importantly, 

these collaboratives are region-wide, thereby providing the ALEC community 

with a single forum to address any BellSouth-specific issues or concerns they may 

have from any state in BellSouth’s service territory. Further, to foster a 
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cooperative environment that is focused on the resolution of issues, as opposed to 

advocating legal and regulatory positions, attorneys are prohibited from attending 

these coIlaboratives. To date, more than 80 ALECs have participated in these 

collaboratives and numerous issues that would have resulted in Commission 

intervention have been resolved. A summary of the collaboratives currently 

offered by BellSouth follows: 

1. BellSouth User Groups - This collaborative consists of four groups, 

(UNE-P, Collocation, Resale, and Facilities Based) each of which has 

its own separate collaborative. The purpose of these groups is to 

bring BellSouth and ALECs together to resolve potential issues 

relating to each group prior to legal or regulatory intervention. The 

groups meet once a quarter, except for the W E - P  group, which meets 

every two months. Over 76 ALECs have participated in these 

collaboratives and several meetings are scheduled in the next couple 

of months. As information, I have attached as Exhibit CKC-7, a 

detailed description of each of the BellSouth User Group 

Collaboratives. 

2. ALEC Inforum - In this collaborative, BellSouth, in a convention-like 

setting, informs ALECs of the latest information on BellSouth’s 

products, OSS, sales and marketing initiatives, and operational issues. 

In addition, the collaborative also provides educational workshops and 

sessions, opportunities to meet and discuss issues with BellSouth 

Subject Matter Experts (“SMEs”), and allows ALECs to network with 
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their BellSouth account executives and other ALECs. This 

collaborative is generally held on an annual basis. The most recent 

meeting was held on July 15-17,2001, in Atlanta. More than 275 

people representing over 80 ALECs attended this recent meeting, 

which included educational workshops and sessions offered by 

BellSouth addressing: (1) Local Number Portability; (2) Tariffs; (3) 

Lens; (4) “HOW to Improve Operational Efficiency”; (5) “Mergers and 

Acquisitions - Your Responsibilities”; (6)  “HOW to Provide Magical 

Customer Service”; (7) UNE-P ; and (8) Loop Make-up. A copy of 

the Agenda for the recent Third Annual 200 1 Summer ALEC Inforum 

is provided as Exhibit CKC-8. 

3. Line SharingjLine Splitting Collaborative - These industry 

collaborative meetings consist of four distinct groups, each of which 

has its own collaborative: (1) Central Office Based Line Sharing - 

BellSouth Owned splitter; (2) Central Office Based Line Sharing - 

DLEC Owned Splitter; (3) Remote Site Based Line Sharing - 

BellSouth Owned Splitter; and (4) Line Splitting. These 

collaboratives provide ALECs with an opportunity to meet with 

BellSouth on a regularly scheduled basis to develop by mutual 

agreement the processes and procedures required to implement Line 

Sharing and Line Splitting. In 2000 alone, the Central Office Based 

groups met over 70 times, and in 2001, to-date, the groups have met 

approximately 25 times. Approximately 12 ALECs have participated 
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in this collaborative. Exhibit CKC-9 provides a description of the 

groups in this collaborative. 

PLEASE RESPOND TO MR. RODNEY PAGE’S CONCERNS ABOUT 

INCIDENTS ASSOCIATED WITH EFFORTS BY BELLSOUTH TO “WIN 

BACK” CUSTOMERS THAT WAVE LEFT BELLSOUTH FOR AN ALEC. 

In his rebuttal testimony and through exhibits attached to his testimony, ACCESS 

discusses several incidents, most of which occurred in Georgia or Alabama, with 

the exception of a single incident in Florida. (See Exhibit RP-1 , pages 1-23). 

When issues such as those ACCESS discusses were brought to BellSouth’s 

attention, BellSouth took immediate action to address them. In particular, 

BellSouth suspended its outbound win back efforts pending a review into those 

processes and programs. The review addressed ALECs’ aIlegations regarding 

disparagement of competitors and possible misuse of wholesale information by 

BellSouth’s retail units. BellSouth has now completed its investigation and has 

implemented steps to ensure compliance with all BellSouth internal policies 

regarding sales and marketing practices as well as applicable statutory and 

regulatory requirements. Attached as Exhibit CKC-10 is an overview of 

BellSouth’s review and the resulting actions taken. 

BellSouth does not condone the disparagement of a competitor or the misuse of 

wholesale information. That being said, however, win back efforts are necessary 

for a11 parties, are an indication of increasing competition and market openness, 
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33 Q. 

34 

and can bring great benefits to customers. Indeed, BellSouth has lost a significant 

number of business customers to ALECs in Florida. Furthermore, from a public 

policy standpoint, win back promotions are a natural outgrowth of the market 

development contemplated by the Act and supported by the FCC’s rules and 

requirements. Specifically, the FCC discussed win back efforts by incumbent 

local exchange carriers in its September 3, 1999 Order on Reconsideration and 

Petitions for Forbearance, CC Docket No. 96-149 (Order No. 99-223). In its 

Order, the FCC noted that restrictions on win back activities “may deprive 

customers of the benefits of a competitive market,” explaining that: 

Winback facilitates direct competition on price and other 
terms, for example, by encouraging carriers to “out bid” each 
other for a customer’s business, enabling the customer to select 
the carrier that best suits the customer’s needs. 

Some commenters argue that ILECs should be restricted from 
engaging in winback campaigns, as a matter of policy, because 
of the ILEC’s unique historic position as regulated monopolies. 
Several commenters are concerned that the vast stores of CPNI 
gathered by the ILECs will chill potential local entrants and 
thwart competition in the local exchange. We believe that such 
action by an ILEC is a significant concern during the time 
subsequent to the customer’s placement of an order to change 
carriers and prior to the change actually taking place. 
Therefore, we have addressed that situation in Part V.C.3, 
infia. However, once a customer is no longer obtaining service 
from the ILEC, the ILEC must compete with the new service 
provider to obtain the customer’s business. We believe that 
such competition is in the best interest of the customer and see 
no reason to prohibit ILECs from taking part in this practice. 

(17 69-70, emphasis added). 

CAN YOU ADDRESS SOME OF THE SPECIFIC INCIDENTS THAT 

ACCESS PRESENTED IN EXHIBITS ATTACHED TO MR. PAGE’S 
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. Before replying to several of the individual exhibits, I would note that none 

of the affiants that have proffered affidavits included as exhibits in the rebuttal 

testimony of Mr. Page have filed complaints with the FPSC. 

Exhibit W-1, page 1 of 23, of Mr. Page’s rebuttal testimony is the affidavit of 

Charles Vance, owner of Furniture Restoration, Inc., in Atlanta, Georgia. Mr. 

Vance states that, after a sales call from ACCESS, he contacted BellSouth to 

compare information. He further states that a BellSouth customer service 

representative told him that if his business switched its local telephone service to 

ACCESS, (1) his business would not receive any sewice maintenance and (2) his 

company would lose its yellow page listing at the end of the year (Le. 2000). 

BellSouth has not been able to determine any specifics related to the alleged 

incident; however, such statements are contrary to the training BellSouth gives its 

service representatives. BellSouth’s service representatives are instructed to 

“compete in the marketplace solely on the merits of BellSouth products and 

services,” and not to disparage a competitor’s quality of service or financial 

condition. It is BellSouth’s policy to treat ALEC customers in a 

nondiscriminatory manner, and ALEC customers are entitled to the same level of 

service as BellSouth end users and are certainly entitled to maintain their listings 

in the Yellow Pages. 

Exhibits FW-1, pages 4 and 5 of 23, of Mr. Page’s rebuttal testimony are the 

affidavits of Michael McDevitt and Susan Kennedy of McDevitt Air, in 
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Savannah, Georgia. They state that McDevitt Air switched its telephone service 

from ACCESS to BellSouth in order to get DSL service fiom BellSouth. Ms. 

Kennedy states that, shortly after requesting to change their service to BellSouth, 

she received a telephone solicitation from “TeleChoice” offering a discount on 

local service if McDevitt Air switched its local telephone service back to 

BellSouth. McDevitt Air received the discount, even though it had already 

decided to return to BellSouth. According to BellSouth’s records, McDevitt Air 

disconnected local service from BellSouth and connected with ACCESS on July 

24, 2000. McDevitt Air subsequently disconnected its service with ACCESS on 

March 12,2001 and reconnected service with BellSouth on March 14,2001. 

BellSouth has not uncovered any evidence to indicate that McDevitt Air was not 

eligible for the rates it received consistent with BellSouth’s tariff and promotional 

offerings. 

Finally, Exhibit RP-I, pages 20 and 21 of 23, of Mr. Page’s rebuttal testimony is 

the affidavit of Mr, Daniel Becton, President o f  Planogramming Solutions, Inc., in 

Jacksonville, Florida, a customer of ACCESS, and the only Florida specific 

affidavit. On April 23,2001, Mr. Becton was contacted by a James Presson, who 

identified himself as a BellSouth representative and attempted to convince Mr. 

Becton to switch his service back to BellSouth while using disparaging comments 

about the financial condition of ACCESS. Similarly, Mr. Page’s rebuttal 

testimony provides also Exhibit RP- 1, pages 22 and 23 as the affidavit of Mr. 

Jimmie Smith, Office Administrator of DANA, Inc., in Atlanta, Georgia, a 

customer of ACCESS. On April 24,2001, Mr. Smith was contacted by a 

Samantha Wright, who identified herself as being “with BellSouth.” Ms. Wright 
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attempted to convince Mr. Smith to transfer his locaI telephone service back to 

BellSouth while using disparaging coinmcnts about ACCESS’ financial 

condition. Neither James Presson nor Samantha Wright is an employee of 

BellSouth. Rather, they both worked for an authorized sales agent of BellSouth, 

which BellSouth has since terminated. In any event, however, it is against 

BellSouth policy for an employee or a sales agent to disparage a competitor, 

including discussing a competitor’s financial condition. Again, as mentioned 

above, BellSouth has implemented procedures to strengthen the training of its 

employees and sales agents about BellSouth’s policy. 

PLEASE RESPOND TO MR. GILLAN’S COMMENTS AT PAGE 4 ABOUT 

STRUCTURAL SEPARATION, AND HIS REMARK AT PAGE 27 THAT 

“THE COMMISSION MUST BE PREPARED TO INCREASE ITS 

VIGILANCE AND REGULATORY OVERSIGHT-OR, MORE SIMPLY, 

ADOPT A STRUCTURAL APPROACH THAT WOULD ALIGN 

BELLSOUTH’S INCENTIVES WITH THE COMMISSION’S OBJECTIVE OF 

A COMPETITIVE LOCAL MARKET.” 

The FPSC is considering the issue of structural separation in another proceeding. 

Structural separation is not a requirement of Section 271, as evidenced by the fact 

that Congress considered the operations for which structural separation is required 

in Section 272, and did not include separation of an ILEC’s retail and wholesale 

telecommunications operations in those requirements. In addition, the FCC has 

never made structural separation a requirement for Section 271 approval. 
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However, in this docket, BellSouth is asking the FPSC to adopt a performance 

measurement and remedy plan. BellSouth is legally obligated to provide ALECs 

with nondiscriminatory access to BellSouth’s network. The performance plan and 

remedies that the FPSC establishes will provide additional incentive for BellSouth 

to comply with its obligations. Additional regulatory oversight, as suggested by 

Mr. Gillan, is unnecessary. 

MR. SAREM’S TESTIMONY ON PAGES 3 AND 4 MENTION THAT A 

CRTTICAL COMPONENT OF A COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

ENVIRONMENT IS THE NEED FOR REASONABLE WHOLESALE PRICES, 

AND APPROPRIATE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS AND 

PENALTIES. PLEASE RESPOND. 

Mr. Sarem acknowledges that BellSouth has met its obligation under the Act to 

open its network and to provide nondiscriminatory access to competitors. The 

additional factors identified by Mr. Sarem are in fact being addressed by the 

FPSC. First, as Mr. Sarem recognizes, the FPSC has recently issued an order in 

its generic UNE cost docket. While Mr. Sarem is correct that BellSouth, and 

numerous other parties, have sought reconsideration on certain portions of the 

order, there is no reason to doubt that the FPSC’s commitment to cost-based rates 

will be reflected in the ultimate outcome. Next, the FPSC is currently considering 

the issue of performance measures and enforcement mechanisms which will be 

designed to provide additional incentives for BellSouth to meet its obligation and 

prevent any backsliding on these obligations once BellSouth is granted 271 relief. 

Therefore, Mr. Sarem’s endorsement of BellSouth’s entry into the long distance 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION RELEASES LATEST DATA 
ON LOCAL TELEPHONE COMPETITION 

Totid Littes Reported by New Entrants Climbed i o  16.4 Mitlioti 

Washington, D.C. - The FederaI Communications Commission (FCC) today released 
summary statistics of its latest data un local telephone service competition in the United 
States. Providers lite such data twice a year under the Commission’s local competition and 
broadband data gathering program. This pro ram was adopted in March 2000 to assist the 

prcivisiuns of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

and reflects data as of December 31, 2000. Notewo w y data tnclude: 

I .  New Entrant Phone Lines Continue Robust Increases 

Commission in its cfforts to monjtnr and furt a er implement the pro-competitive, deregulatory 

Thc information rclcascd today was filed by ualifyiq providers on March I ,  2001, 

CLECs reported about 16.4 million (or 8.5%) of thc approximately 194 million 
ndtionwidc local telephone lhes in service to end-user customers at the end of the year 
2000, compxed to 8.3 million (or 4.4% of nationwide lines) at the end of 1999. 

CLEC market share grcw 93% over the one-year period of January to December 2000. 

CLECs captured 20% of the market in the State of New York - the most of any slale. 
CLECs reported 2.8 miliion lines in New York, compared to 1.2 million lines the prior 
ycnr - an increase of over 130Y0, from the time the FCC granted Verizon’s long 
distance application in New York in December 1999 to December 2000. 

CLECs captured 12% of the market in Texas, gaining over a half-a-million (644,980) 
cnd-user lines in the six months since the Commission authorized SBC’s long distance 
application in Texas - an increase of over 60% in customer lines since June of 2000. 

CLEC market share in New York and Texas (the two states that had 271 approval 
during the reporting period ending in December 2000) are over 135% and 45% higher 
than the national avcragc, respectively. 

. 
2. States with Long Distance Approval Show Greatest Competitive Activity 
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3. Residential vs. Business Competition 
About 60% of CLEC local telephone lines served medium and large business, 
institutional, and government customers. By contrast, almost 20% of incumbent local 
exchangc ciirricr (ILEC) lincs served medium and large business customers. 

CLECs served 4.6% of the residential and small business customers at the end of the 
year 2000, compared to 2.3% for thc ycar ago period. 

CLEC share of the residential and small business customer market grew nearly 45% 
during the six-month period of June 2000 to December 2000. 

CLECs provided about 35% of their end-user customer lines over their own local loop 
facilities. lncumbcnt telephone companies provided about 6.8 million resale lines as 
o f  the end of the year 2000, compared to about 5.7 million lincs six months earlier, 
and they provided about 5.3 million UNE loops as of the end of the year 2000, an 
increase of 62% during the six months. 

At least onc CLEC was serving customers in 56% of the nation’s zip codes at thc cnd 
of the year 3000. 

About 88% of United States houscholds reside in these zip codes. CLECs reported 
lines in all states except Hawaii, and also in the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. 

The 77 providers of mobile wireless telephone services that reported information 
served over 101 million subscribers at the end of the year 2000, compared to about 9 I 
million subscribers at the end of the prior six months period. 

As additional inlormation becomes available, it will bc routinely posted on the 
Commission’s Internet site. The Commission recently accepted comments on whether certain 
modifications should be made to the reporting system. 

The data summary is available in the FCC’s Reference Information Center, Courtyard 
Level, 445 I 2Ih Street, s.w., Washington, D.C. Call International Transcription Services, Inc. 
(ITS) at (202) 857-3800 to purchase a copy. The data summary can also be downloaded from 
the FCC-State Link Internet site at <www.fcc.fiov/ccb/slats>. 
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LOCAL TELEPHONE COMPETITION: 
STATUS AS OF DECEMBER 3 1,2000 

Industry Analysis Division 
Common Carrier Bureau 

Federal Communications Commission 
May 2001 

This report is available for reference in the FCC's Reference Information Center, Courtyard Level, 445 
1 2Ih Street. S.W.. Washington, D.C. Copies may be purchased by calling International Transcriptioti 
Serviccs, Inc.  (ITS) at (202) 857-3800. The report can also be downloaded from the FCC-Stale Link 
lntcmct site PI <www.fcc.gov/ccb/stats>. For additional information, contact the Common Carrier 
Burcau's Industry Analysis Division at (202) 418-0940, or for users of TTY equipmenl, call (202) 41 8- 
(1484. 



Local Telephone Competition: Status as of December 31,2000 

We present here summary statistics of the latest data on local telephone services competition in the 
Unitcd States as reported in the Commission’s local competition and broadband data gathering program 
(FCC Form 477). The summary statistics provide a snapshot of local telephone service competition 
and stabspecific mobile wireless telephone subscribership as of December 31,2000.’ 

Baed on the latest information now available, readers can draw the following broad conclusions: 

0 Competitive local exchange camers (CLECs) reported 16.4 million (or 8.5%) of the approximately 
194 million nationwide local telephone lines that were in service to end-user customers at the end of 
the ycw 2000, compared to 12.7 million (or 6.7% of nationwide lines) six months earlier. This 
rcprcscnts a 29% growth in CLEC market size during the sccond half of the year 2000. See Table 
1. 

About 60% of CLEC local telephone lines served medium and large business, institutional, and 
govemment customers at the end of the year 2000. By contrast, about 20% of incumbent local 
exchange carrier (ILEC) local telephone lines served such customers. See Table 2. 

CLECs reporled providing about 35% of end-user customer lines over their own local loop facilities 
at the end of the year 2000.1 To serve the remainder of their end-user lines, CLECs resell the 

’ Qualifying carriers reported data for December 3 1,2000 in filings due on March 1,200 I.  
(Qualification status is detcmined scparatcly for each state. If a carrier has at least 10,000 local 
telephone hies in servicc in a state, it must file local telephone data for that state.) Earlier FCC Form 477 
filings reported data as of December 3 1,1999 and as of June 30,2000. See Federal Communications 
Commission, Common Carrier Bureau, lndustry Analysis Division, Locol Telephone Competition ut h e  
New Milienniutii (rel. Aug. 2000) and Local Telephone Competition: Status as uSJune 30, 2000 (rel. 
Dec. 2000), available at <www.fcc.gov/ccWstate. During this data gathering program, qualifying service 
providers will file FCC Form 477 each year on March 1 (reporting data for thc preceding December 3 1 f 
and September I (reporting data for June 30 of the same year). An updated FCC Form 477. and 
Instructions for that parlicular form. for each specific round of the data collection may bc downloaded 
from [he FCC F;orms website at <www.fcc.gov/formpage.html>. FCC Form 477 replaced a previous, 
voluntary data gathering program which wai administered by the Common Carrier Bureau. See Local 
Cumpcfition und Rroorll~und Reporting, CC Docket No. 99-301, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 14 
FCC Rcd If4106 (rel. Oct. 22, 1999). 
’ A rcporling canier should own the “last mile” of wire, cable, or optical fiber that connects to the 
end-user premises (or own the equivalent fixed wireless facility) if it reports providing the local telephone 
line over its own facilities. In general, local exchange and exchange access lines provisioned over facilities 
(other than dark fiber) and services obtained from another carrier are not the reporting carrier’s *‘own 
fxiiities” for purposes of this data collection, irrespective of whether those facilities or services are 
obtain4 under interconnection mgemen t s .  under tariff, or by other means. In particular, owning the 
switch that provides dinltone (and other services) over a UNE loop leased from another carrier does not 
qualify a linc as being provisioned over the reporting Cdnkt’S own facilities. We believe thc repom of at 
lcast somc CLECs arc not consistent with these directions, and we expect such providers to report data 
more accurately as thcy gain experience with the program. We also expect that there may be some need 
(continucd. .. .) 
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services ofothcr canicrs or use unbundled network element (WE)  loops that they lease from other 
carriers.’ Sce Tnblc 3. 

I L K S  reportcd providing about 6.8 milIion lines to other carriers on a resale basis at the end of the 
ycar 2 0 0 ,  compared to about 5.7 million lines six months earlier. The number of UNE loops that 
ILECs reported providing to other carriers increased more rapidly, by 62%, to a total of about 5.3 
tnilli~n.~ See Table 4. 

Considering the technoloby deployed in the “last few feet” to the end-user customer’s prcmiscs, 
aboui 1% oi‘nationwide local telephone lines in service at the end of the year 2000, or about 1.2 
million tines, terminated at the end-user customer’s premiscs ovcr coaxial cable facilities. Less than 
1% of lines terminated over fixed wireless facilities. See Table 5. 

The Cumridssion’s data collection propun provides information abut CLEC local telephone lincs 
(and the CLEC share of total end-user lines in service) in individual states. Relatively large numbers 
of‘CLEU lines are iwsociated with the more populous states.’ With 
respect to the calculated CLEC share of local telephone lines in service, however, relatively large 
values are reported for some less populous states, such as Kansas, Louisiana, and Minnesota, as 
well as for some more populous states, such as New York and Texas. See Table 6. 

At least one CLEC reported providing service in the District of Columbia, in Puerto Rico, and in all 
states except Hawaii. Pour or more CLECs reported serving customers in 34 states and the 

(Continued from plrvious pagc) 
for further clarification and adjustment of the reporting system. The Commission recently accepted 
comments on whcthcr niodifications should be ma& to this data collection. See Local Cotnpetirion und 
Broadband Dcploymenf, CC Docket No. 99-301, Second Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (re]. Jan. 19, 
2001 ). 

’ 
and also UNE loops leased in combination with UNE switching or with any other unbundled network 
element. For delinitions of the various unbundled network elements, see Implementation oJrhe Locnl 
Cornpetition Pmvisiom uf’rhr l’elecommunicakm Act of 1996, CC Docket 96-98, Third Report and 
Order and Fourth Furthcr Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Rcd 3696,3932-3952 (rel. Nov. 5 ,  
t999). 

tu report data. However, as the reporting ILECs account for about 98% of all ILEC lines, thc 
understatemen1 should iiot be large. (All ILECs, whether or not they normally report to the FCC, provide 
data on the iiunibcr of tclephone lines served to the National Exchange Carrier Association for use in 
conjunction with the Commission’s universal service mechanism.) We are less certain about the extent to 
which comparable lines as reported by CLECs are understated as a result of the state-specific reporting 
threshold. but we expect such understatement to be larger, on a percentage basis, than for ILECs. 

’ Thc first and sccond largest numbers of CLEC lines are rcported for New York and Texas which arc, 
respectively, the third and second most popuIous states. The most populous state, Califomia, has the third 
largcst number of CLEC lines reported. 

UNE loops, as wc use thc tenn here, includes UNE loops leased from an ILEC on a stand-alone basis 

The numbers reported by ILECs may be slightly understated because smallcr carriers are not required 4 
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Disuict of Columbia! See Table 7. 

Thc percentage of total CLEC end-user lines serving residential and small business customers varies 
amon2 Lhe states. and is generally lower than the corresponding ILEC percentage.? See Table 8. 

By comparison to the roughly 194 million fixed-facility' local lelephone lines serving end-user 
customers, the 77 providers of mobile wireless telephone services that reported information served 
about 10 t nillion subscribers at the end of the year 2oo0.9 About 9% of these subscribers 
rcceivcd thcir scrvicc via a mobile telephone service reseller. Sec Table 9. 

4 

0 The Commission's data collection program requires CLECs and ILECs to identify each zip code in 
which the provider s e m s  at least one customer." As of December 31,2000, at least one CLEC 
was serving customers in 56% of the nation's zip codes. About 88% of United States households 
reside in these zip codes. Moreover, multiple carriers report providing local telephone service in the 
major population centers of the country. See Table 10, Table 1 I ,  and the map that follows Table 
I l .  

~~~ 

In the Form 477 due March I, 2001, 165 ILECs filed a total of 331 statespecific reports on their loml 
telephone service and 86 CLECs filed a total of 369 reports. Of these, 13 [LEC reports and 53 CLEC 
reports were froin carriers that had fewer than 10,000 lines in a particular state and were thus voluntary. 
Qualifying carriers werc required to report services in the firty states, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
and Virgin Islaiids. Carricrs were invited, but not required, to make voluntary submissions for American 
Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands. No such voluntav submissions were received. 

The srnallcst diffcrwce occurs in Ncw York (67% for ILECs and 63% for CLECs). 

ThaL is, vuice teleptione lines provided by means of wireline or futed wireless technology. 

Facilities-based providers with fewer than 10,000 mobile wircless teIephone service subscribers in a 

7 

' 
" 

state (measured by revenue-generating handsets in service) are not required to report. A facilities-based 
mobik wireless telephone service provider serves subscribers using spectrum licenses that it owns or 
manages. 

C L E O  and ILECs are required to rcpod, for states in which they have at least 10,000 local telephone IO 

lincs in servicc, lists of zip codcs where they have subscribers. Providers of mobile wireless telephone 
scrvice do not report zip codes. 
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0 In Florida, Georgia, New York, and Texas, at least one-quarter of the zip codes have seven or 
more reporting CLIICs. By contrast, 8% of nationwide zip codes have seven or more reporting 
CLECs. See Tablc 12. 

As other infomiation from FCC Form 477 becomes available, it will be routinely posted on the 
Commission’s Intenict site. We invite w e n  of the information presented in this statistical summary to 
provide sugestions for improved data collection and analysis by: 

e 

a E-mailing comments to eburton@fcc.gov, 
0 

a 

Using the attached customer response form, 

Calling the lndustry Analysis Division at (202) 418-0940, or 
Participating in aiy formal proceedings undertaken by the Commission to solicit comments for 
improvement of FCC Form 477. 

4 



Dcccinbcr 1999 

June 2000 

Dcccinbcr 2000 

ILEC Llnea CLEC Llnes Total CLEC Share 

181,307,695 8,3 18,244 189,625,939 4.4% 

178,864,907 12,746,924 191,611,831 6.7 

177,420,655 16,397,393 193,818,048 8.5 

Reporting ILECs Repnrting CLECs 

Rcsidentiul & % Residential & % Residential & 
Other '' Stnull Businesses 

Residentlal & 
Small 

Businesses 
Small Busiricsses Other I' Small Business 

Deccnibcr 1999 143.388,X)X 37,919,327 19% 3,373,662 4,944,582 4 1% 

June 2000 140,486,770 38,378,137 79 4,597,807 8,149,117 36 

Deccmber 2000 139,765,099 37,655,556 79 6,688,062 9,709,33 1 41 - 



Table 3 
Heportlng Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

(End-User Lines in Thousands) 

ncccinbcr 1099 81 n,3 I8 

June 20(1(1 76 12.747 

[Icccmbcr 2000 87 16,397 

Percriii 
CLECs Total End- Acquired Percent CLEC Owned 

Kepnrting User Lines Lines 21 
~ 

5,47 I 65.8 Vo 2,847 34.2 Yo 

' 8,443 66.2 4,304 33.8 

~ 10,649 64.9 5,748 35.1 

D c c c m h  IW7 0 159,00H 

Dccembcr I W K  7 164,614 
Junc 1900 7 167,177 

Dcccinbcr 1999 168 I n7-43 I 
Juiic 2000 I60 I 87.784 

Dcccmher 2ono 170 189,512 

Junc I 908 K 161,810 

Table 4 
Keporting Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers 

(Lines in Thousands) 

157,132 1,743 133 1.876 1.2 % 

161.191 3,062 36 I 3.423 2. I 
162.909 3.583 685 4,268 2.6 
18 I ,308 4,649 1,474 6. I23 3.3 
178.865 5,662 3.257 8,9 19 4.7 

159,118 2.448 244 2.692 1.7 

177,421 6,822 5,2G9 12.09 1 6.4 

n Lines Provided to Other Carriers 

UNE Loops Percent of 
Leased Total Line! 

Linea Resold 
1I.ECs 'total Lines Date I' Reporting 

I /  Data for Dcceiiiber 1997 through June 1999 arc from Common Carrier Bureau voluntary surveys. Data starting 
with Dccernbcr 1999 arc from FCC Form477 filings. 



Technology ILECS CLECs Total 

Linea oDos Percent Lines (000s) Percent Lines (000s) Pcmenr 

Coaxial Cablc 62 0% 1,125 7% 1,187 I */n 

Fixed Wirclcss 29 0 45 1 3 480 0 

1 177,330 1 0  90 192,151 99 

Total 177,421 100 16.393 100 193,818 100 



Table 6 
End4Iser Lines Served by Reporting Local Exchange Carriers 

(As of December 31,2000) 

Stnic I LECs CLECs Total 
AInhxin:t 2.331.7W 191.299 Z,J43,003 
4laska 48 1.684 
Ai~i7tiiu 3,073,779 146.480 3,220,259 
Arkansas 1.733.035 
C'a I I fninia 23,467,042 1,492,585 24,959.627 
~blolud,r 2,833,948 286.955 3,120,903 
Connccticur 2.422.01 2 154,349 2,576,361 
Deliiwsrc 555.9 13 I 8 

District of I'olumbia 922,531 9q.850 1.017,3ai 
1,007,756 12,087,449 l;lui id4 I 11,079,693 

Gcorgia 1 4,820,788 551,316 5,372.lOd 
Hiiwaii 
IJ,lllU 

Illinois 

744.205 0 744.205 
733.580 I 

7,887,152 83 1,917 8.7 19,069 
Iiidiaibi 1 3,576.825 209,660 3.786.485 
Illwa I 1,413.303 164.069 1.577.372 

I .520,6!6 220,328 1,740,944 
2.1 22,02 I 56,392 2,178.4 I3 
2,415,435 380,947 2,796.RR2 

Clainc I 804,652 
Malyland 1 3,802,622 165,502 3,968, I24 

. 1 --- 
4,252,502 509,73 I 4,762.233 
6,283,406 382,013 6,665.479 
2.Yb1,241 503.775 3.445.016 

--. Mlsslsipp 1 1,304,145 6839 I 1,373,036 
Mihaour I I 3,485,41 I 203,537 3,688.948 
Irlot1ian.i 
Nchr:rsk:i 
Ncvada 
Ncw Iiampshtrc 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Ncrv York 
Nonh Carolina 

529.878 
949.21 7 

1.394,7(18 * * 
805, L43 52.137 857,280 

6;747,131 323.680 7,070,811 
957,195 I 

10,962,969 2,769.8 I4 13,732,783 
5,071,853 286.436 5,358.289 

Nonh Dak(,tu I 317,270 * 
Ohio I 6,935,159 264,461 7.199.600 
Oklrlioirra 
Orcgoii 
I'crinryl VUIII.1 

1,616,845 102,456 1.739,301 
2.109,SlO 70,221 2.11P,731 
P.017.391 870,hlll 8,888.Qo9 

I'ucno K I C I ~  I 1,299.291 
I(lndc Islalid I 627.784 I 

Suuth Cardinr 
Smith Daktrra 
'I'cnncssec 
'ICXSS 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virgin Isluiida 
Virgini.i 

2,260,645 108.233 2,368.878 
3013,349 . 

3,291,602 296.28 I 3.S87.883 
12.063.098 1,687,586 13,750,684 
1,174.625 114,649 1,289,274 
400,929 w 

NA 0 0 
4,317.626 414.432 4).732,05s 

Washingttr!~ J.lB4.183 309.482 4,093,665 
West Virgini;i Y21,432 
Wiwmain 3,223,663 321.720 3.545.383 

226,434 
N;itiotlwldc 177,420,655 

CLEC Share 
8 %  

5 
* 
6 
9 

10 
0 

IO 
w 

6 
10 
13 

3 
14 

4 
I I  
6 

L5 

I 

h . 
b 
5 

20 
5 

4 
6 
3 

I O  

* 
5 

8 

c 

I2  
9 

0 
9 
8 

Y 

-. * 

Q 

Ntitv. Cdriicrs with uiidcr IU.w)O Iincs in B stale wcrc nut required 10 repat .  
* Ihfa witlilicld tn niuintain firm confidentiality. 



r 
Stakc lLECs CI.ECs Iota1 

Alubunlu 9 4 13 
Alaska 4 2 6 
Anzonr 3 5 H 
Arkanus 4 1 5 
California 8 14 22 
Colondt i 3 6 ‘I 
Connccticut 2 6 X 
lklawerc I I 2 
District of Columbiv I 7 x 
I:lnridu a 19 21 
Georgin 14 19 33 
H;iw:iii I 0 I 
ldillll 4 I 5 
llliiioir 7 I S  22 
lrrdiariu 
Iowa 
KdllsdS 

Kentucky 
Louisirnu 
Mainc 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michiydii 
Minnesota 
Mis$issippi 
Missouri 
Mmtann 
Ncbranka 
Ncvada 
Ncw Hampshire 
Ncw Jersey 
Ncw Mexico 
New Yolk 
North Cuolina 
North Dakau 
Ohio 
Okluhonu 
Omgoii 

Puenn Rico 
R h d c  Islnnd 
South Carolina 
South Ibtotn 
Tcnncwc 
Texas 
Utah 
Vciinoiit 

Virginiu 
Wwhingtun 
West VirEiiiin 
Wiscnnsin 

I’ciinsylvsnia 

Virgin Islands 

7 12 I Y  
7 4 I I  
5 b I I  

I I  4 IS 
5 8 13 
6 2 8 
1 10 I I  
I I I  12 
6 9 15 

19 12 31 

8 2 I O  
IO 10 20 
9 5 14 
8 5 13 

10 18 28 
1 I 2 
1 3 4 

I S  5 20 
6 1 8 

13 9 22 
IS 25 40 
4 4 n 
4 I 5 
0 0 0 
5 IO 15 
7 I O  17 
2 1 3 
IO 10 20 

5 5 IO 
7 8 I5 

Wyoming 

Nationwide - Unduplictikd 
‘lael Sratc Fil inp I/ 

7 2 9 
6 3 9 
6 3 9 
5 4 9 
3 10 13 
2 2 4 
8 13 31 
I5 9 24 

2 I 3 

165 16 2s I 
33 I 3 69 700 

Requircd Filingall 
Vnlunbry Filings I/ 

318 316 634 
13 53 66 



State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connccticu! 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
lllinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusctts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 

ILECs CLECE 
88% 5% 
64 
78 47 
89 e 
81 48 
15 58 
85 43 
66 * 
33 13 
87 22 
90 36 
84 Nh 
78 * 
16 38 
19 23 
75 54 
86 12 
82 86 
87 7 
78 
64 10 
67 35 
79 25 
75 19 
a7 45 
86 19 
82 I 

* 



Table 9 
Mobile Wireless Telephone Subscribers 

Rcporilng Percent 
Carrlcra It Meadd 2 - -  

9 1 Yo 

7 
2 

4 23 
I 0 IO 
i n  6 
7 62 

i n  4 
9 2 

I I  4 
5 32 Maii ic 

7 6 
M.ISFJL huectti 6 4 
MiClligdll I I  9 
Minncso1.i I 2  2 

~ ._ 

Subrcrlberr Subrcrlberr Subrcrlberr Dcc Percent Chang 
Dcc 1999 June 2000 moo Dcc 99 - Dec 
1.0110.4 I O  1.253.084 t.386.294 28% 

165.211 169.892 . . 
I .  125,321 1.624.668 1.829.495 63 

7 19.9 19 715.467 743.92U 3 
8.544.941 12.283.369 t2.649.5Q8 48 
1.552.718 1.654.989 1,856,075 20 
1.077.0R9 1.136.61 8 1,277.t23 1‘) 

270.848 275.219 37 I .0 14 37 
910.1 16 333.815 921.962 2 

5,158,079 4,983.418 6 3 9 , 9 8 5  23 
2.538.983 2.687.238 2,739,000 8 . .  

2 a a . m  454,364 524.291 82 
271,436 296,066 344,564 27 

3.922.4112 4.309.460 5.143.767 31 . .  . .  . .  

1,318.975 1,717,378 1.715,OYd 3l l  
774,773 975,629 832,106 7 
689,472 724.024 MI I .?93 20 
911.700 9 9 9,s 4 4 942,545 3 

1,227,106 1,294,693 1,306,457 h 
187.003 283,640 351.786 9 2 

1,473,194 2.0 13.058 1,894.25 1 29 
1,892,014 2,228.1GY 2,649.130 40 
3,512,813 3.423.535 3,488.826 - I  
t.550,4 I 1  1,595.560 1,740,654 12 

673.355 509,038 786,577 I7 
1,855.452 1.848.775 1.767.4 1 I - 5  

0 + + 
571,296 600.88S 659,380 14 
750,335 825.163 6114.752 - 9  
280,5011 309,263 3~7.264 38 

2,289,~i 2.7sn.024 3,575,130 56 
363,827 195.1 I I 443.343 12 

4,833,816 5.016,524 5.736.660 1Y 
2,536.068 2.730.178 3.105,81 I 22 . I 

3,237,786 3.278.960 3987.192 23 
826,637 979,513 2,271,755 I75 
914,848 1,082,425 1,20L307 3 1  

2,761,414 3.850.372 4,014.894 4s 
1 

1,090,005 926.448 -- 
279.304 313,550 355.889 27 

1,131,232 1.236.338 I J92.586 22 

1.529.054 I .a76444 1.9h2.568 28 
5,792,453 6.105,423 7,489. I BO 29 

643,824 692.006 750,244 17 

0 0 Nh 
1,860,262 2,447,687 2.450.289 32 

. 

1,873,475 2,144,767 2,286.082 22 
241.265 347.916 355.9tl9 411 

1,525,818 1,342,908 I ,s95.72a 5 
12’1,634 I 

79,616,083 90.643.0sa IO I ,2 12.054 27% 

* Ualii withheld  ti in.imlain limi conlidcnlialily, 
I t  C.irricir with unilur 10,000 subscribers in a m t c  were not rcquircd Iu rrpur~. 
?I I’crccnriige t,r ninhife wirclcs.; subscrihrn receiving ihcir service from a mobile wireless rcrclfcr. 



Table 10 
Percentage of Zip Codes with Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

Number of 
CI,ECa 
0 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 , . 0 or More 

June 
Huuoeholds 
14,039,322 
14,055,272 
12,244,926 
I2,670,58 I 
11,846,579 
lO,U72,7 17 
6,565, I83 
4,65 1,5 1 2  
3.820.321 
3,896,0211 
z , a = ~ , m  
2,797,818 
1,560,567 

889.929 
6 14.35 L 
256.630 
28 1,485 
f62.502 
108.502 

0 
3uncnr Ycar Update 

June 
2000 

46.2 % 
19.8 
9.1 
6.8 
5.  I 
3.9 
2.4 
1.7 
1.3 
I. I 
2.6 

2000 
Percentage 

13.6 
13.6 

12.3 
11.5 
9.7 
6.4 
4.5 
3.7 
3.8 

2.7 
I .s 
0.9 
0.6 
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0. I 
0.0 

(ZOO), Mapli 

I 1.n 

2.8 

December 
2000 

44.5 % 
17.0 
10.3 
7.2 
5.3 
4. I 
2.9 
2.3 
1.7 
1.4 
3.4 

Table 11 
Households in Zip Codes with Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

Number of CLECs 

0 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
h 

7 
8 
0 

I(1 

I I  
I 2  
13 
14 
IS 
I 6 

I 7  
I H  

I Dcmogr:ipliic Powcr Pad 
:- i n  

December 2000 
Househulds I Pcrcentnjie 
12,514.914 I 12.1 
I 1,054,909 
I 1,034,005 
12.1 18,475 
1 I ,5 12,655 
9,89 1,501 
7,307,707 
6,324,420 
4,993,994 

4.532, I 16 
3,660.306 

1,871,163 
2,783,552 

1,207,409 
7711,9 I 9  
736,244 
430,972 
225,363 
204.34 I 
203,702 

1 Corporation. 

10.7 
10.7 
11.7 
1 1 . 1  

9.6 
7. I 
6. I 
4.8 
4.4 
3.5 
2.1 
1.8 
1.2 
0.7 
0.7 
0.4 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 



Reporting CLECs by Zip Code 
( A s  o f  D e c e m b e r  3 1 .  2000)  

L Y 
U O  

Number of Report ing C L E C s  

m 7 or More  
w 4  t o 6  

1 t o 3  



Table 12 
Percentage of Zip Codes with Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

Florida 

Massachuscm 
Michigan 
Minncsola 

Monvana 

Ncw Jcrsry 
Ncw Mexico 95 
Ncw York 
h'iirlh Carolin., 49 
h'urth Dakota 1 94 
Ohiii I 53 
Oklahoma 71 
Orcgon 
Pctinsylvania 

Souih Carolina 41 
South Dakota 
rcnnessee 

I : I  8 14 
55 

94 

30 
27 9 10 
48 6 
0 0 0 
I I O I O  

45 9 
3 0 

35 
31 14 
61 
42 4 5 

14 0 0 
39 0 0 

70 
42 
99 0 0 
54 0 
45 14 0 
IO  0 0 
33 6 
30 6 
40 1 0 1  0 
23 

34 

0 

I 1  I 1; 

12 
0 

6 7 
13 

2 I 
2 I 

0 7 I 3; 

0 0 
I O  2 0 0 y 

0 
1 

4 3 
0 0 
4 2 

3% 9% 
Circskr than zero but leas than 0.5%. 



Customer Response 

Publication: Local Telephone Cnmpetiiian: Status as of December 31, 2000 
You can help us providc the bcst possible information to the public by completing this form and 
nlurning it to the Industry Analysis Division of the FCC's Common Canicr Bureau. 

1. Please check thc catcgory that best describes you: 
-- press 
__ current telecommunications carrier 
- potential telecommunications carrier 
_I business customer evaluating vendodservice options 
- consultant, law fum, bbbyist 
- other business customer 
- acadcmiclstudcnt 
- residential cutomer 
- FCC ernployec 
- other federal govemment employee 
__ sbte or local government employee 
__ Other (please specify) 

2. Please nite the report: Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor No opinion 
Data accuracy 0 d) (-) Ll w 
Data presentation cs d) (-1 (-1 (-.I 
Timeliness of' data 13 (3 (A (3 (-1 
Completeness of data (3 C) 0 C) (3 
Text clarity I-) (-1 (J d) L) 
CompIeteness ol'text (-1 (-1 (-1 (-1 (-> 

rate this report? i-) (-1 Q 0 0 
3. Overall, how do you Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor No opinion 

4. How can this rcport be improved? 

5. May we contact you to discuss possible improvements? 

Namc: 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 960786-TP 

EXHIBIT CKC-7 
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UNE-P User Group - BellSouth Interconnection Services Page 1 of I 

> whdasule sdutims >> 

i 

UNE-P User Group 
BellSouth-CLEC User Groups 

User Groups Hmni 

Annouccment 
Agenda 

HlIlCb of Eny,lycrllerlt The next UNE-P User Group meetfng wlll be during the CLEC 
Infarum at the Hllton Hotel-Downtown in Atlanta, GA on 3Uly 17. 

255 Courtland Street NE 
404-659-2000 

Mcrribcr DirL'rIOrY 

Minute5 
Presriitatitiiis 1:30am-4:30pm 

Action Plan If you are not plannlng to come to  Atlanta for thls meeting, you 
may still joln and acltvely participate. A conference brldge will be 
established to allow your pattlclpatlon. You may joln by calling in 
on bridge number 105-970-3743 access code 6484. 

Attendees are responsible For their own hotel accommodatlons. In 
order to confirm yaur attendance or attendance at the meeting 
elther by physlcal attendance or attendance by conference bridge, 
please contact Elten Shepard via e-mall at 
e l l e s . . m . x h e ~ .  Or call Ellen at 770-988-3754 
by July 10,2001 so that we may accommodate your seating and 
break time food requlrements. Let us know how many UNE-P 
people wlll be attending for your company. Pleasa provfde the 
following Information far all attendees when you call or e-mail 
Ellen: 

I Name of attendee 
Job tltle or functlon 
Name of company 
Contact telephone number and emall address 
Attending tn parson 
Attending on conference brldge 

i 
I 

0 199s - 2001 BellSouth Corp. All Rfghts Resewed. L a m l N m  

7/13/2001 



UNE-P User Group Rules of Engagement - BellSouth Interconnection Services Page 1 of3 

! 

nnnoun1:cirw 111 

Agends 

Rules of Engagement 

UNE-P User Group - Rules of Engagement 

BellSouth-CtEC User Groups 
Unless otherwlse speclfled, these maetlngs will take place via 
Conference Bridge. When approprlate and convenlent for the CEC, 
the CLEC members may attend In person In Atlanta, Georgia a t  
BellSouth Executive Conference Center or at the designated 
meeting location. 

Membershlp wlll be comprised of representatives from each 
participating CLEC and BellSouth companies, The User Group will 
be open to all CLECs who do business In BellSouth r e g h .  CLECs 
must either be using UNE-P or In the negotiatlon phase for using 
the product. 

The User Group I$ not meant to replace, supercede or impose on 
the existing Change Control Process, actlvity wlth the Account 
Team, Training, CSM or other establlshed process for 1s5ue 
resolution or new business actlvlty,Each company may bring or add 
on the conference calf the number of participants necessary to 
represent their posltion. BST recommends three (3) to flve (5) 
CLEC participants. If the number of partlclpants grow to  be 
unmanageable, CLECs and BellSouth will revislt the Issues of 
representatlon to apply some restrictions. 

Each meeting wlll begln with a roil call to take attendance. 

Attorneys are NOT Invited to participate so that the sessions are 
kept at a business operations-level. Thls is not 8 forum for legal 
and regulatory Issuea, During roil call If any attorneys am on the 
conference call or In attendance, they wlll be asked to dlsconnect 
themselves from the meetlng. 

Each member must provlde the name of a back-up representative 
who will take his or her place In case the orlglnal member i s  unable 
to partlcipate In a workshop. Thls will allow some contlnulty of 
knowledge in the arganlzatlon. Meeting mlnutes wilt be  pmvlded 
one (1) week after the workshop. This should keep representatives 
and their deslgnees Informed and up-to-date for participation. 

SCOPE 

The scope- of the User Group wlll Include: 
Business Processes 
Ordering and Provisioning 

http:Ilwww.intcrcclnnection.bellsoutbcom/noti~~tionslusergroup~ ... /unep_rulesofmgagemont.htm 7/13/2001 



UNE-P User Grou;l Rules of Engagement - BeIlSouth Interconnection Services 

Network OpemtTans 
I Malntenance and Repair 
w Billing 

Other 

The scope of tha UNE-P User Group wlll not Includa: 

Change Control Issues 
BonaFlde or New Business Requests 
Contmc!xai Agreemen& 
testing Support (Le. Negotlatlng/coordinatlng test 
agreemenk and dates) 
Pricing 
Products other than W E - P  
Legal and Regulatory Issues 

REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION 

The minimum requlremants for participation In the UNE-P User 
Group electrontcally are: 

Word 6.0 orgreater 
Excel 5.0 or greater 
Internet E-mail address 
Webaccess 

FORMAT OF USER QROUP WORKSHOP 

The workshops will be 1/2 day long dependlng on the subject 
matter and the number of issues to be dlscussed. The Facliitator 
wlll summarize each day's activities and cieerly outline the 
structure for the next meeting. 

Unless otherwlse specified, the workshops wlll bepln a t  8:30 AM 
EST and end at 32:30 PM EST. 

RESPONSIBIUTIES 

Facllitate meeting. 
a Collect Issues submitted by CLECs. 
a Devetop the meetlnp agenda and determlne logistics. 

Complle meetlng tnlnutes. 
a Develop and mahtaln action plan. The action plan wlll show 

status of each Issue, date opened, date closed, pending, 
expectad resolutlon date, etc. 
Post meeting mlnutes and actlon plan an web site one ( 1 )  
week after the meeting, 

CLEO Responsibilities: 

Page 2 Of 3 

http://www.i~iterciinnection.bellsouth.comlnotificatione/uset~oupsl..Junep_rulesofengagement.htm 7/13/2001 



UNE-P User Groul) Kulcs of Engagement - BellSouth interconnection Services Page 3 of 3 

Access web slte for meeting notice 
Subrnlt Issues and documentation via e-mal1 (two weeks in 
advance of meetlng) 
Attend and partlcipate In meetings 
Provtde name, tltle, address, emall address and contact 
telephone numbers for all participants 
Revlew User Group site and download documents as 
necessary r u ~ ~ ~ a n F e ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r n ~ p ~ /  

DOCUMENTATION 

Agenda items must be submitted to the facllftatbr v[a e-mail two 
(2) weeks prlor to the scheduled meeting. CLECs and BST must 
provlde their issues In wrltlng to the Facilitator via emall. The 
Facilitator wlll compile all the lists, develop a working agenda and 
return to ail members one (1) week before the meeting. 

Each CLEC should brlng examples to the workshop that wlll support 
the issue that they raise. For example: 

0 P" 
date of trouble 
name of customer affected 
circult # 

Workshop documentatlon wlll contaln membershlp rules, action 
plans, contact lists, updated process flows and minutes of each 
meetlng . 

6 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Corp. All Rights Reserved. hegal NoWes 
I 

ht~p://www.interciinnection.bellsouth.comlnotificationsluse~oup sl... /unep_rulesofengagemtnt.htm 7/13/2001 
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i 
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BellSouth-CLEC User Groups 
Announcement 

The nnxt Co/lwatlon User Gmur, meetlna will be at the h e n d a  

BellSouth Conference Center (EPLC) In Atlanta, GA on Siptember 
10 * 

1447 Northeast Elcprasrrwmy 
Ballroom 2 

Mrrnhrr Oirrctoq 

Miirirtes 404-321-8000 

8:30um-Z2:30pm 
Actloll Wdt1 

If you are not plannlng to come to Atlanta for thls meetlng, you 
may stlll join and actively partlclpate. A conference brldge wlll be 
established to allow your patticlpatlon. You may join by calllng In 
on bridge number 205-970-3743 access code 6484. 

t 

Attendees are responsible for their own hotel accommodations. In 
order to conflrm your attendance or attendance at the meeting 
either by physlcal attendance or attendance by conference bridge, 
please contact Ellen Shepard via e-mall at 
clJ@~,-&aoardQlbalInouth.ebm. Or call Ellen at 770-936- 
3754 by September 13, 2001 so that we may acwrnmodate your 
seating and break tlme food requirements. Let us know how many 
Collocatlon people will be attending for your company. Please 
provide the followtng lnfarmatlon for all attendees when you e- 
mail Ellen: 

a Name of attendee 
Job tltk or function 
Nama ot company 
Contact talephonr numbar and emall address 
Attandlng In parson 
Attandlng an conference brldge 

6 199s - 2001 BellSouth Corp. All Rlghts Reserved, leg&" 
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Collocation User Group - Rules of Engagement 

BellSouth-CLfC User Groups 
aniiaunci" 112 

Unless otherwlse speclfled, these meetings will take place via 
Conference Bridge. When appropriate and convenient for the CLEC, 
the CLEC members may attend In person In Atlanta, Georgia a t  
BellSouth Executive Conference Center or at  the designated 
meeting location. 

Membership will be comprised of representatlves from each 
participatlng CLEC and BellSouth companles. The User Group will 
be open to all CLECs who do buslness In BellSouth reglon. CLECs 
must either be using Collocation or In the negotiation phase for 
using the product. 

Rules of Etigagement 

Mcmbcr Dircf .wy 

Mltl\itcs 

Actioii I'lnn 

The User Gmup Is not meant to replace, supercede or Impose on 
the existing Change Control Process, actlvtty wlth the Account 
Team, Tratning, CSM or other established process Por Issue 
resolution or new busIness activity.Each company may brlng or add 
on the conference call the number of partlclpants necessary to 
represent thelr posltlon. BST recommends three (3) to flve ( 5 )  
CLEC partlclpants. I f  the number of partlclpants grow to be 
unmanageable, CLECs and BellSouth wlll revlslt the issues of 
representation to apply some restrictlons. 

Each meetlng wtll begin wlth a roll call to take attendance, 

Attornoya m r a  NOflnvltsd to partlclpate so that the sesslons are 
kept at  a buslness aperatbns-level. Thls is not a h r u m  for legal 
and regulatory tssues. During roil call i f  any attorneys are on the 
conference call or tn attendance, they wlll be asked to disconnect 
themselves From the meeting. 

Each member must provide the name of a back-up representative 
who wlll take his or her place In case the orlginal member Is unable 
to partlcipate in a workshop. Thls wlll allow some contlnuity of 
knowledge In the organlratlon. Meetlng mlnutes wlll be provided 
one (1) week after the workshop. This should keep representatives 
and thelr deslgnees Informed and up-to-date for participation. 

SCOPE 

The scope of the Collocation User Group will Include: 

Buslness Processes 
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b Ordering and Provlsloning 
s Network Operatlons 
s Malntenanee and Repair 
s Billing 

Other 

The scope of the Collocation User Group will not Include: 

Change Control Issues 
I Contractual Agnements 

Prlclng 
Products other than Cnllocation 
Legal and ReguIatory Issues 

REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION 

The minimum requlrements for partlclpation In the COllOCatlOn User 
G m u p  electronically are: 

Word 6.0 or greater 
Excel 5.0 or greater 
Internet E-mall address 
Web access 

FORMAT OF USER GROUP WORKSHOP 

The workshops w111 be 1/2 day long dependlng on the w bject 
matter and the number of issues t o  be dlscussed. The Facilitator 
will summarize each day's activities and clearly outllne the 
structure for the next meeting. 

Unless otherwise specifled, the workshops will begln a t  8:30 AM 
EST and end at 12:SO PM EST. 

BellSouth Responslbllltles: 

Facilitate meetlng. 
Collect issues submltted by CLECs. 
Develop the meetlng agenda and determine logistics. 
Compile meetlng minutes. 
Develop and malntaln actlon plan. The actlon plan will show 
status of each Issue, date opened, date dosed, pendlng, 
expected resolution date, etc. 

e Post meeting mlnutes and action plan on web slte one (1) 
week aft@r the maetlng. 

CLECs Respo nslbll Ities: 

ACCeSS web slte for meeting notice 
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Submit lssues and documentation vla e-mat! (two weeks In 
advance of meeting) 
Attend and partlclpate in meetlngs 
Provlde name, tltle, address, emall address and contact 
telephone numbers for all partlclpants 
Revlew User Group site and download documents as 
necessary 

w ~ . . l n ~ ~ ~ n n ~ l f l p h b ~ n Q t i ~ ~ f l ~ ~ ~ ~ Q . W ~  

DOCUM ENTATION 

Agenda items must be submltted to the factllrator via e-mall two 
( 2 )  weeks prior to the scheduled meetlng. CLECs and BellSouth 
must pravlde thelr Issues In wrltlng to the Facllitator vla emell. The 
Facilitator wlll complit ell the lists, develop a worklng agenda and 
return to all members one (1) week before the meeting. 

Each CLEC and BellSouth should bring examples to the workshop 
that will support the Issue that they rake. 

Workshop documentatlon will contaln rules of engagement, action 
plans, contact Ilsts, updated process flows and minutes of each 
meetlng. 

1 

D 1995 - 2001 BellSOUth Corp. All Rlghts Reserved. & m l b k e s  
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Annouccment 

Resale User Group 
- Agenda BellSouth-CLEC User Groups 

Rules of Engagement The next Resale User Group mestlng will be at the BellSouth 
Center In Atlanta, GA on August 22. 

Mainbur Uw.rtu:y 
Val1 Audltortum 

Miiiutcs 675 Wart Paachtrsa Street 
404-927-7710 Picbcrit.tlion!. 

8:30am-l2:30pm 
Action Plan 

If you are not planning to come to Atlanta for thts meetIng, you 
may stlll joln and actively partlclpate, A conference bridge wlll be 
established to allow your p8rtlclpatlon. You may joln by calllng In 
on brldge number 205-978-3743 access code 6484. 

Attendees are responalbls for their own hotel aecommodatlons. I n  
order to urnfirm your attandance or attendance at the meetlng 
elther by phystcal attendance or attendance by conference bridge, 
please contact Ellen Shepard via e-mail at 
e l l e n . . q . . s h e p x d W s ~ ~ w .  Or call Ellen at 770-936-3754 
by August 14,2001 so that we may accommodate your seattng 
and break time food requlrements. Let us know how many Raoale 
people wlll be attendlng for your company. Please provlde the 
followlng InformatJon for all attendees when you e-mail ElIen: 

Name of attendee 
Yab tltle or function 

0 Name of company 

Attending In person 
b Attending on conference brldge 

Contact telephone number and emall address 

0 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Corp, All Rlghts Reserved, Leg&Natlces 
i 

7/13/2001 



Rules of Engagement for Resale User Group 

Unless olhelwise specified, them meetlngs will take place vla Conference Bridge. When 
appropriate and convenient for the CEC, the CLEC members may attend in person in Atlanta, 
Georgia at BellSouth Executive Conference Center or at Ihe designated meeUng locauon. 

Membership will be comprisad of representetlvee from each pwtlclpating CLEC and BellSouth 
companies. The User Group Mlf be open to all CLECs who do buslness In BellSouth region. 
CLECs must elther be uslng Resale producls or in the negoUaUon phase kr uslng the 
procucVservice 

The User Group is not meant to replace, supermde or Impose on the exlsUng Change Control 
Process, acllvity with the Account Team, Tralning, CSM or other eslabllshed process for issue 
resolution cx new business acllvlty. Each company may bring or add on the conference call the 
number of particlpants necesseryto represent their posltlon. BST recommends ulree (3) to five 
(5) CLEC participants. If the number of partlclpants grow lo be mmanageable, CLECs and 
BellSouth will revislt the issues of represenlellon to apply some restrictions. 

Eaci meeting will begin wilh a roll call to lake attendance. 

Altorneys are NOT invited b3 partlcipale 60 lhat the sesblons are kept at a business operations- 
level. This is not a forum for legal and regulatory Issues. During roll call If any atlorneys are an the 
mnterence call or in attendance, they will be asked to dlsconnecl themselves from the meeting. 

Each member must provide the name of e back-up fepresentatlve who wlll take his or her place in 
casff the arighal member is unabb to partlclpate In a workehop. Thls wUI allow some corilinuity Of 
knowledge in the organization. Meetlng mlnulea WW be provlded one (1) week after the workshop. 
This should keep repreeenlaUws and thet derigneer informed and up-to-date for p~rllCipaUOn. 

SCOPE 

The scape of lhe User Group Wm include: 
9 Business Processes 
4 Ordering and Provisioning 

N e b &  Operations 
Malntenance and Repair 
Billing - Other 

The scope of the Resale User Group wB1 no1 Includa: . Change Control Issues . . Contractual Agreemen$ 

9 Pncing 
9 . Legal and Regulatory Issum 

BonaFide or New Business Requests 

Testlng Support (i.e. NsgotiatlnglcoordhsUng test agreements und dates) 

Products other than Remle product9 



REQUIREMENTS FOR PMTICIPATlON 

The minlmum requirements for pafticipatlon in the Resale User Group slectronlcally are: 

* Word 6.0 or greater 
Excel 5.0 or greater . Internet E-mail address 
‘Neb access 

FORMAT OF USER GROUP WORKSHOP 

The workshops will be I12 day long dependlng on &e subject mslter and the number of issues to 
be dlscuseed. The Facllltator will slanmarire each day’s acUvlUes and clearly outllne !he atruclure 
for the next maeting. 

Unless otherwise specifled, h e  workshops will begin at 830 AM EST and end at 1230 PM EST. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

BellSouth Responsibilities: 

9 Facilitate meetlng. - 
* . Complle mesung minutes. . 
* 

CLECs Responsibilities: 

- - 
* 

~ . i n t e r c o n n e c l l o n . b e l l s w ~ . ~ / ~ t ~ ~ ~ o n s / u a e ~ r o u p ~  

Cdiect issues submltled by CLECs. 
Develop the maating agenda and determine loglstlcs, 

Develop and maintain actlw plan. The sdlon plan wlll show statue of sa& Issue. date 
opened, date closed, pending, expeeled resolutlon date, etc. 
Post meeting mlnules and acllon plan an web site one (1) week after the fYIt3etlng. 

Access web slte for meetlng notfce 
Submit issues and documentatlon vfa e-mail (two weeks In edvance of meeting) 
Attend and parliclpete In meetings 
Provlde name. title, address, emall address and contact telephone numbers for all 
participants 
Review User Group site end download documents as necaaliaiy 

DOCUMENTATION 

Agenda items must be submllied to the facllllalor vie e-mail hvo (2) weeks prlor to the scheduled 
meeting. CLECs and EST muit provkie thelr 1 8 ~ ~ 0 s  In writing to lhe Faoitiletor via emeil. The 
Facilitator will compile aU the lists, dewlap a working agenda and return to all member8 one (1) 
week before the meetlng. 

Each CLEC should bring examples to Ihs workshop that will support the Issue that they raise. For 
exa.npTe: 

PON # 
date of trouble 
name of customer effacled 
ciroAt # 

Wo-kshop documentatlon wllt mtaln membenhlp rules. action plans, contact lists, updated 
process flows and minutes of each meatlng. 
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Annoucement 
Facility Based User Group 

BellSouth-CLfC User Groups AOcnaa 

R u l I 3  01 ~Ilg,~gr’rrr~llr 

The next FaclIJty-Based User Gmup msstlng will be at the 
BellSouth Center In Atlanta, GA on September 26. 

Val1 Audltorlum 
675 West Peachtree Street 
404-927-7710 

Mciri ber IlirvClrh y 

Mlniites 

Pn5errtmcw!. 

At:tlOn Wnl l  8:30am-l2:30pm 

I f  you are not planning to come to Atlanta for this meeting, you 
may still Joln and sctlvely partlclpate. A conference bridge will be 
establlshed to sllctw your partlclpatlon. You mayfoln by calling In 
on bridge number 205-970-3743 access code 64B4. 

Attendees are responsible for their own hotel accommodatlons. In 
order to conflm your attendance or attendance at the workshop 
either by physlcai attendance or attendance by conference brldge, 
please contact Ellen Shepard via e-mail at 
ellep,mL-, Of call Ellen at 770-936-3754 
by September 19,2001 so that we may accommodate your 
seating and break tlme food requlrements. Let us know how many 
Facility-based people wlll be attending for your company. Please 
provide the following lnformatlon for all attendees when you call or 
e-mall Ellen: 

Name of attendee 
lob tltle or fundon 
Name of campmy 
Contact telephone number and emall address 
Attending in person 
AttendIng on conference bridge 

i 
Q 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Corp. All Rights Reserved. Legd-NatlCB 
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Rules of Engagcment 

hclioll Plalb 

Facility Based User Group 
Rules of Engagement 

Be II So u th- CLEC User Groups 

Unless otherwlse specified, these meetings wlli take ptace via 
Conference Erldge. When appropriate and convenlent for the CLEC, 
the CLEC members may attend In perron In Atlanta, Georgla at 
BellSouth Executive Conference Center or et the deslgnated meeting 
location. 

Membership wlli be comprised of representatives from each 
partlclpatlng CLEC and 8ellSouth companles. The User Group will be 
open to all CLECs who do business in BellSouth region. CLECs must 
either be using Facility-based or In the negotlation phase far using 
the product. 

The User Group Is not meant to replace, supercede or Impose on the 
existing Change Controf Process, adlvlty wlth the Account Team, 
Tralnlng, CSM or other established process for Issue resolutlon or 
new buslness activity. Each company may bring or add on the 
conference call the number of partlclpants necessary to represent 
their position. BST recommends three (3) to five (5) CLEC 
participants. IF the number of partlclpants grows t o  be 
unmanageable, CLfcs and BellSouth will revlslt the Issues of 
representation to  apply some restrictions. 

Each meeting wlli begtn with a roll call to take attendance. 

Attorneys are NOT Invited to participate PO that the sesslons are 
kept at a buslnsss opetdtlgns-level. This is not B forurn for legal and 
regulatory issues. During roll call If any attorneys are on the 
conference call or In attendance, they wlll be asked to disconnect 
themselves from the meeting. 

Each member must provlde the name of a back-up representative 
who will take his or her place In case the orlglnat member Is unable 
to participate In a W~rkShop. This will allow some contlnuity of 
knowledge In the organlretlon. Meeting mlnutes wlli be pmvided one 
(1) week after the workshop. Thls should keep representatlves and 
thelr designees informed and up-to-date for participation. 

SCOPE 

The scope of the Facility-based User Group wlll Include: 

http:,'lwww . interconnection. bel 1south.co~notificationdusergroupdh.. Jfacility-b-~ltsofengage. htm 7/ 1 3/200 1 
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Bl~slnass Processes 
Orderlng and Provlsionlng 
Network Operatlons 
Malntenance and Rep& 
Bililng 
Other 

The scope of the Facility-based User Group wlll nat Include: 

a Change Control Issues 
Contractual Agreements 
Pricing 
Products other than Fuclllty-based 
legal and Regulatory Issues 

REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION 

The minimum requlrements for partl:ipatlon tn the Faclllty-based 
User Group eledronlcally are: 

Word 6.0 or greater 
Excel 5.0 or greater 
Intemet E-mall address 
Webaccess 

FORMAT OF USER GROUP WORKSHOP 

The workshops will be 1/2 day long dependlng on the subject matter 
and the number of Issues to be dlscussed. The Facilitator wlll 
summarize each day's actlvltles and clearly outline the structure for 
the next meetlng. 

Unless etherwlse specifled, the workshops wilt begin at 8 9 0  AM ET 
and end at 12:30 PM EF. 

Bellsouth Re~pon~lbllities; 

Facilitate meetlng. 
0 Collect Issues LU bmkted by CLECs. 

Develop the meetlng agenda and determlne lOglStICS. 
Compile meetlng minutes. 

Develop and malntain actlon plan. The actlon plan wlll Show status 
of each Issue, date opened, date closed, pendlng, expected 
resolution date, etc. 

Post meeting minutes and action pian on web slte one (1) week 

http:I~www.intcrc:onncction.belIsouth.comlnoti~cations/usergroupslh..,/facility_b_rulesofengage.htm 7/13/2001 
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after the meeting. 

CLECs Respcmsib/tirjes: 

Access web site for meeting notlce 
Submit issues and documentatlon via e-mail (two weeks In 
advance of meeting) 
Attend and partlclpate In meetlngs 
Provide name, title, address, email address and contact 
telephone numbers for all partlclpants 
Review User Group slte and download documents as necessary 
w w ~ ,  1 rlrerronaecUmk&PmUla tlooS/u semcvm 

DOCUMENTATION 

Agenda Items must be submttted to the facilitator vla e-mall two (2 )  
weeks prior to the scheduled meeting. CLECs and BellSouth must 
provide their Issues In wrltlng to the Facllltator vla emall. The 
Facllltator wlll complle all the lists, develop a worklng agenda and 
return to all members one (1) week before the meetlng. 

Each CLEC and Be1150uth shuuld brlng examples to the workshop 
that will support the Issue that they ralse. 

workshop documentatlon wlll contain rules of engagement, action 
plans, contact Ilsts, updated process flows and mlnutes of each 
meeting. 

8 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Corp. All Rlghts Reserved. k m ( @ s  
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Join Us far the 

3rd Annual 2001 Summer CLEC Inforum 
Agenda 

Qgi6t.ra tion 

Hotel Informatlnrr July 15 - 17, 2001 
A!!&aaMHllton&rawera 

Atlanta, Georgla 

Amidst the tightening capltal markets and Increasingly 
competltlve envlronment, BellSouth has devoted tts 3rd Annual 
2001 Summer CLEC Infarum to provldlng you wkh inforination on 
how to improve operational efflclency. 

In addltlon to networklng opportunities with your BellSouth 
account execueive, BellSouth subject matter experts and your 
peers, valuable educational workshops and sesslans are planned, 
The sesslans w[ll provide you with the latest Information on 
BellSouth products, Operational Support Systems, sates and 
marketlng lntttatlves and Operational issues. 

Plus, there will be several exhlblt tables designed to glve you the 
opportunity to talk one-an-one with Subject Matter Expert5 In 
several areas such as the Complex Resale Support Group, Product 
Management and CLEC Tralnlng. 

Make the commltment today to BellSouth by pfannlng to join your 
CLEC peers at BellSouth's 3rd Annual Summer C E C  Inforum. 

9 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Corp. All Rights Reserved. kgd&.4la 
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> wholesale sdutions >> 
xo connect >> snd create somcthingw 

BellSouth Line Sharing Collaboratives 

Welcome 

Links to gat to spaelfic Infarmatlon relatlng to speciflc 
collaborativcs 

C O . k ! d  - BellSouth Owned Splitter 
CO @Wed - Data CLEC Owned Sulltter 
RS B w d  - B.slW-th-Owie4 SplitMr 
Cir?n..s_P.H~n! 

Q 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Carp, All Rlghts Reserved. kgn!.NQ.t&s 
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BellSo uth Line Sharing Colla bora tives t .5 t. Homc 

Welcome/Menu 
WELCOME: 
Welcome to the ElellSouth*/ Data CLEC (DLEC) Une Sharlng Collaborative5 
Web Pages. This slte has been developed for the beneflt o f  partlclpating 
DLEC members by provldlng an easlly accessible and current source of 
Information and llnks relatlng to  the speciflc BellSouth / DLEC Collaborative 
and the BellSouth Line Sharlng offering. 

WHAT IS A LINE SHARING COLLABORATIVE: 
A Line Sharing Collabwatlve Is a regularly scheduled meetlng 
between BellSouth and partlclpatlng DLECs, During these meetlngs, 
the DLECs and BellSouth work together to develop, with the mutual 
agreement to, the processes and procedures required to Implement 
Line Sharing In order to meet the requlrements of the FCC 3rd 
Report and Order In CC Docket No. 98-147 and 4th Report and Order 
In CC Docket No. 96-98, relaased December 9, 1999 (Une Sharlng 
Order). 

WHERE / WHEN DO THESE COUABORATIVES MEW: 
Each callaboratlve meets In the 3ellSouth Center located in Atlanta, 
GA a t  675 W. Peachtree SI., and has a conference bridge avallabfe. 
For more information regardlng meetlngs, SugQested transportation, 
accammodatlons, parking, dress, etc., CU!!KHEE. 

WHAT COLLABQRATIVES ARE CURRENTLY IOTAPUSHIO! 
To obtaln additional lnformatlon regardlng speciflc collabotatlvas, 
CLICK on the desired t h e  Sharlng Collabaratlve listed below. 

These sltes contain documents and llnks to the latest Informatlon, 
previous meetlng minutes, and other pertinent Information. Some 
Information will be statlc, whlk other Information may change on a 
quarterly, monthly or weekly basis. 

Currently there are three (3) active coilebaratlves, as follows: 

1. CENTRAL O F F I X C X I ~ ) _ B ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~  
SPUTTER 
BellSouth owns the splitter loeated in the Central Office. 



Line Sharing CallBoratives - BellSouth Interconnection Services 

2. CP BASEP.-PLli;CS!_WNER~"U~ 
OLEC owns the splitter located In Its collocatlon area. 

BellSouth owns the splltter located at a Remote Site. 

QUESTIONS - Please contact your account team 

I 

. Q 1995 - 2001 BellSouth Carp. All Rlghts Resenred. legal_adlas 
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L.S.C. t i m e  

BellSouth Line Sharing Collaboratives 

Co-Based BellSouth Owned Splitter 

WELCOME: 
Welcome to the BellSouth@ / Data CLEC (DLEC) CO Based - BellSouth 
Owned Splitter Line Sharlng Collaboratlve(s) Home Page, This page 
provides informatlon and !inks specific to the CO Based - BellSouth 
Owned Splitter Line Sharlng Coflaborative. This slte has been developed 
for the benefit of partlclpatlng DLEC collaboratlve members by provldlng 
an easily accessible and current source of Collaborative, an< the 
BellSouth Line Sharlng offering informatlon. 

WHAT IS 'CO BASED - BELLSOUTH OWNED SPIMTER' LINE 
SHARING: 
For a detailed descrlptlon of 20 BASED - BELLSOUTH OWNED SPUTTER' 
Line Sharlng, please see our Web page description - 

WHERE / WHEN DOES THIS COLLABORATIVES MEEf: 
This collaborative Is scheduled to meet weekly In the 8ellSauth Center In 
Atlanta, GA, and has a conference bridge available (usually 205-970- 
3743 Access Code 6714). To be lnduded In the dlstrlbutlon Ilst for this 
collaboratlve - GLKtLHERE, 

LINKS TO 'CO BASED - BELLSOUTH OWNED SPLITTER - LrNE 
SHARING' DOCUMENTS / PLOWS: 

Baceline Items Works In Progress 
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Cus.tomer_ More-mkAoS.hw5 
s / w o i  

ADSL TO DLEC DATA MIGRATION 

DLEC TO ADSL DATA MIGRATION 

DLEC TO DLEC DATA MIGRATION 

BELLSOUTH VOICE TO CLEC VOICE 

Sutrscxalu.ent Qrder-P- 

DENIAL w/ LINE SHARING 
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L.S.C. Hoilie 

BellSouth Line Sharing Coilaboratiwes 

Co-Based DLEC Owned Splitter 

WELCOME: 
Welcome to the BellSouth /data CLEC (DLEC) CO Based - DLEC Owned 
Splitter Line Sharing Collaborative Home Page. Thls page provides 
information and llnks speclflc to the CO Based - DLEC Owned Splitter 
Llne Sharing Collabomtlve. This slte has been developed for the benefit 
of partlcipating DLEC collaboratlve members by provtdlng an easily 
accesslble and current source of Collaboratlve, and the BellSouth Line 
Sharing offering Information. 

WHAT IS 'CO BASED - DLEC OWNED SPUTTER - U N E  SHARING': 
For a detailed descriptlon of 'CO BASED - DLEC OWNED SPUTTER' Llne 
Sharing, please see our Web pegc descriptlon - "a. 

WHERE / WHEN DOES THIS COLLAEORATIVES MEET: 
Thls collaborative Is scheduled to meet weekly In the BeltSouth Center In 
Atlanta, GA, and has a conference brldge avallable (usually (205) 970- 
3743 Access Code 6714). To be Included In the dlstrlbutlon llst for this 
collaborative - CLICKJjEEE. 

LINKS TO 'CO BASED - D U G  OWNED SPLITTER' U N E  SHARING 
DOCUMENTS/FLOWS: 

Basellne Items Works In Progress 

COLMBO-RAT- LSQOExamalefarmed 
SpUW w iaior 

COMMUNICATION MATRlX 
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SCHEDULE 

Actln,n W a  6/is/oi MEETINGS MI@L!T€S 

NEBS COMPLIANT SPUTTER 
LIST 
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L.S.C. Home 

BellSouth Line Sharlng Collaborafives 

RS-Based BellSouth Owned Splitter 

WELCOME: 
Welcome to the BellSouth@ /data CLEC (DLEC) Remote Slte (RS) Based - 
BELLSOUTH Owned Splitter Llne Sharing Collaboratlve Home Page. Thls 
page wlll provlde Informaelon and tlnks speclflc to the f2S Based - 
BellSouth Owned Splttter Llne Sharlng Collaboratlve. Thls slte has been 
developed for the beneflt of partlclpatlng DLEC coilaboratlve members by 
providing an easily sccesslble and current source of collaborative and the 
BellSouth Line Sharing offerlng informatlon. 

WHAT IS 'RS EASED * BELLSOUTH OWNED SPUmER - LINE 
SHARINQ': 
For a detailed descrlptlm of 'RS BASED - BELLSOUTH OWNED SPUTTER' 
Llne Sharlng, please see our Web page descrlption - CUJZKILERE. 

WHERE / WHEN DOES THXS COLLABORATIVES MEET: 
Thls collaborative meets weakly In the BellSouth Center In Atlanta, GA, 
and has a conference brldge avallable (usually 205 970-3743 Access 
Code 6714). To be included In the dlstrlburlon llst for thls collaborative - 
CkXCK HERE. 
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L.S.C, Holnc 

BellSouth Line Splitting Collaboratives 

Line Splitting 

WELCOME: 
Welcome to the BellSouth@ Line Splitting Collaboratlve(s) Home Page. 
This page provides lnformatlon and links spedflc to the BellSouth@ Line 
Splitting Coilaboratlva. Thls site has been developed Far the beneflt of 
participating CLEC/DL€C collaboratlve members by provldlng an easily 
accessible and current source or Collaborative, and the 8ellSouth@ Llne 
Splitting offering Informatton. 

WHAT I S  LINE SPLITTING: 
For a detalled descrlptlon of BellSouth” Llne Spllttlng, please see our 
Web page descrlptlon - mHERE. 

WHERE / WHEN DOES THIS COLLABORATNES MEET2 
This collaborative is scheduled to meet weekly in the BellSouth Center In 
Atlanta, GA, and has a conference bridge avallable (usually (205) 970- 
3743 Access Code 6714). To be included In the distributlon list for thls 
collaborative - .CJJCKHtlR&e. 

UNKS TO ‘CQ BASED - DLEC OWNED SPLLlTER’ LZNE S C L M N G  
DOeUMENTS/FLOWS: 

Basellne Itame Work8 In Progress 
Meetings -ItemsLoas/lS/Ol 

http://www.interco~ection.bellsouth.com/markttallec/line_sharinpr~collaWbIsc_linesplitting.html 7/13/2001 
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BellSouth’s Win Back Review 
Recommendations and Implementation 

During the early part of 2001, BellSouth received complaints from 
competitive carriers (“CLECs”) addressing certain aspects of BellSouth’s win 
back and retention programs. The complaints can be placed in two basic 
categories: disparagement of CLECs; and misuse of wholesale information. 

Following receipt of these complaints, BellSouth Senior Management took 
three related steps: (I) all outbound (telemarketing and direct mail) win back 
programs were temporarily suspended; (2) a review of these programs (the 
“Review’’) was commenced to ensure that BellSouth policies and guidelines were 
being followed; and (3) a formal process was adopted for identifying and handling 
any subsequent CLEC complaints related to BellSouth’s marketing and sales 
practices. 

The Review team found (a) that there was no evidence of systematic 
wrongdoing; (b) no evidence of improper systems links; (b) that clear policies 
regarding use of information found in BellSouth’s systems and sales and 
marketing were clearly established; and (c) that these policies were generally 
understood in the field. 

The Review team, based upon their work, recommended to Senior 
Management that seven steps be taken by BellSouth to address perceived gaps 
in the implementation of the Company’s policies. The seven Recommendations 
(the “Recommendations”) were: 

Strengthen vendor management - reassess and 
modify its management of third party vendors engaged in telesales or 
telemarketing of BellSouth’s products and services. While certain aspects of 
BellSouth had clearly articulated and well developed policies and procedures 
addressing this activity, these best practices had not been standardized for all 
third parties engaged in the activity. 

principle underlying BellSouth’s policy is that we should engage in “positive 
selling”- emphasize BellSouth’s strengths, not the competition’s weaknesses. 
Given BellSouth’s position in the market, it was recommended that a policy be 
adopted that requires strict adherence to the “positive selling” approach, even if 
the sales activity restricted does not violate any applicable law or regulation. 

training does a good job in regards to BellSouth’s responsibilities with respect to 
information concerning end user customers. That was the primary focus of 
action by the FCC. Further, the wholesale service organization has an 
appropriate understanding of the confidentiality of the information it has 
concerning other carriers. It was recommended that the retail CPNl coverage be 

Strengthen “non-disparagement” policy - The 

Enhance CPNl training - BellSouth’s current CPNl 

1 
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expanded to include a more detailed explanation of BellSouth’s duties and 
responsibilities in connection with “wholesale information.” 

Set competitive information boundaries - While 
information should be provided to BellSouth personnel regarding the status of the 
telecommunications industry, it was recommended that a uniformity of use be 
required to ensure that only appropriate material is provided and that clear 
instruction and guidance is provided regarding the material’s use. 

Educate staff on acceptable systems use - BellSouth 
has a clear policy prohibiting access tu IT systems without an approved business 
need. It was recommended that employees be periodically and systematically 
reminded of their responsibilities regarding this access. 

0 

recommended that a formal process be adopted to assess systems access for 
new, transferred, or promoted employees. 

a 

reinforcement, monitoring, and auditing of the training provided to employees and 
sales representatives is critical to long term compliance with legal requirements 
and to the success of the corporation. It was recommended that these functions 
be assumed by the Customer Markets Compliance organization. 

Enhance systems access controls - It was 

Enhance quality assurance program - Periodic 

Senior Management accepted these Recommendations and an 
implementation team (the “Implementation Team”) was formed. The team 
adopted a uniform six-step approach to each of the Recommendations. This 
approach provided the structure necessary to effectively operationalize the 
recommendations. 

To address the recommendations regarding the non-disparagement 
policy; the CPNl training; the competitive information boundaries; and the 
acceptable systems use, the Implementation Team developed a modular yet 
integrated training program entitled the “Competitive Landscape Operating 
Requirements. The training will be conducted in two phases. The first phase will 
include all BellSouth and third party personnel that will be engaged in outbound 
marketing of BellSouth’s win back programs. The second phase will cover all 
other BelEouth customer contact personnel and employees that support these 
groups. 

The modular training consists of sections covering BellSouth’s Fair 
Competition Policy; CPNl and Wholesale Information; Access to BellSouth’s IT 
Systems; and Dissemination and Use of Competitive Information. The substance 
of the training includes but is not limited to: 

Definition of BellSouth’s positive selling approach and the 
prohibition on negative setling. Training and reinforcement of the 
requirement that customers who are also competitors must be 
treated fairly and not be disadvantaged. 

# 405848 
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BellSouth’s policy to protect all proprietary information belonging to 
or in the control of BellSouth, including without limitation, 
information about all of its customers, both carrier and end user. 
Instruction regarding the appropriate uses of individually 
identifiable Wholesale information and confirmation that Wholesale 
information cannot be accessed or used for any purpose related to 
the sale or promotion of any BellSouth product or service. 

0 The prohibition on 8ellSouth personnel accessing any BellSouth IT 
systems unless there is a legitimate and authorized business 
purpose for such access. 
Training regarding the dissemination and use of competitive 
information including circumstances under which it is appropriate 
and inappropriate to disseminate and use such information. 
Information regarding and the communication of the instructions 
and limitations of use that must accompany the dissemination of 
competitive information. 
Training regarding the handling and use of confidential information 

To address the Recommendation regarding vendor management, 
BellSouth has adopted a uniform approach to training, managing, and monitoring 
all third party sales representatives involved in telesales and telemarketing 
activity on behalf of BellSouth. The core components include a standardized 
training course for all BellSouth personnel responsible for the management of 
third party telesales and telemarketing vendors; a telesales checklist utilized in 
connection with both the orientation of new telesales and telemarketing vendors 
and in the roll out of any new product, service or program sold by such vendors; 
standard contract provisions addressing monitoring, training, and compliance 
obligations; and a certification process for use with new telesales and 
telemarketing vendors and with the roll out of any new product, service or 
program sold by such vendors. The certification process includes both product 
training and sales tactics training and will be used to reinforce BellSouth’s 
policies concerning non-disparagement and positive selling. 

In order to address the Recommendation regarding enhancement of 
system access controls, BellSouth has adopted a process for monitoring and 
approving continued systems access for all newly hired employees and 
transferred and promoted employees. Each receiving manager of a new 
employee and transferred or promoted employee is required to conduct a review 
of the systems to which the new, transferred or promoted employee requires 
access in order to perform in the employee’s new position. Access to only those 
systems will be provided and, if applicable, access to other systems will be 
removed. Longer term, BellSouth plans to institute a IT systems-based 
approach to managing and monitoring systems access. 

To address the Recommendation regarding the enhancement of the 
quality assurance program, BellSouth will utilize the Compliance structure 
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currently in place. The compliance structure will be enhanced to include special 
attention to the Competitive Landscape Mandatory Guidelines and the 
Dissemination and Use of Competitive Information guidelines. Additionally, 
ongoing monitoring by the Compliance structure will ensure that annual training 
on the guidelines will occur. Further the Internal Audit organization will conduct 
periodic audits of the Compliance obligations to further ensure continued 
compliance with BellSouth policies. 

# 405848 
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