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PROCEEDINGS

(Transcript continues in sequence from Volume 1.)
MR. SELF: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Intermedia
would call Kelly Faul to the stand, please.
KELLY FAUL
was called as a witness on behalf of Intermedia
Communications, Inc., and, having been duly swomn,

testified as follows:

———————
—

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. SELF:
| Q Can you please state your name and business
address for the record?
A My name is Kelly Faul and my business address is
One Intermedia Way, Tampa, Florida 33647.
Q And by whom are you employed and in what

capacity?

A 1 am employed by Intermedia Communications, Inc.

as Senior Regulatory Manager, Industry Policy Department.

Q Did you cause to be prepared and filed direct
testimony dated February 21st, 2001, consisting of eight
pages?

A Yes, I did.

Q And did you also have prepared and filed
rebuttal testimony dated March 5th, 2001, consisting of

————
e ——.

four pages?
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“ A Yes.
Q Do you have any changes or corrections to this
testimony?
” A No, | don't.
Q If 1| asked you the same questions today, would
“your answers be the same?
A Yes, they would.
MR. SELF: Mr. Chairman, 1 would ask that Ms.
ﬁ Faul's direct and rebuttal testimony be inserted in the
record as though read.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection it shall

be so inserted.
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INTRODUCTION

Q.

PLEASE STATE YOUR FULL NAME, POSITION, AND BUSINESS
ADDRESS.

My name is Kelly Faul. 1 am employed by Intermedia Communications
Inc. as Senior Regulatory Manager, Industry Policy Department. My
business address is One Intermedia Way, Tampa, Florida, 33647.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PRESENT RESPONSIBILITIES,
WORK EXPERIENCE, AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

As Senior Regulatory Manager I am responsible for the regulatory
activity of Intermedia in a number of areas including numbering,
reciprocal compensation, and access charges. I am also responsible for
various regulatory reporting and compliance issues. 1 have been employed
by Intermedia since January 2000. Prior to that time I was employed by
MCI WorldCom and before that MCI. From 1997 to 2000, I was
employed by MCI WorldCom as a Senior Staff Member in its NPA
Resource Management group where I represented MCI WorldCom at
industry meetings and in regulatory proceeding dealing with area code
relief and various numbering issues. From 1994 to 1997, I was Tariff
Manager in its Business Markets segment responsible for federal and state
tariff filings. From 1984 to 1994, I held various positions in MCI’s Office
of General Counsel in the area of litigation support. I have a Masters of
Business Administration in Management from Virginia Tech and a

Bachelor of Science in Business Administration from Wheeling Jesuit
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University.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE REGULATORY
COMMISSIONS?

Yes. [ have testified in various area code and numbering proceedings in
Florida, Colorado, New Hampshire, and Connecticut.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide Intermedia’s recommendation
to the Florida Public Service Commission ("PSC") regarding the rate
center structure in the 813 NPA (Tampa area). [ will also describe how
changes to the rate center structure and to NPA-NXX assignments and

allocations will impact Intermedia and its customers .

RATE CENTERS AND THEIR PURPOSE

Q.

WHAT IS A RATE CENTER AND WHAT IS ITS PURPOSE?

A rate center is a specifically defined geographic area assigned a vertical
and horizontal coordinate (“V&H coordinate”). The purpose of the V&H
coordinate is that it is one point that identifies that geographic location for
rating and routing of calls on the public switched telephone network.
HOW ARE RATE CENTERS USED IN THE RATING AND
ROUTING OF CALLS?

Central office codes, also known as NXXs, are assigned to a specific rate
center. Carriers then assign telephone numbers to customers based on the

physical location associated with the geographic boundary of the rate
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center. The customer’s rate center will determine its local calling area. It
will also determine how long distance calls are rated.

HOW HAS INTERMEDIA HISTORICALLY BEEN REQUESTING
NPA-NXXS FROM THE NORTH AMERICAN NUMBERING PLAN
ADMINISTRATOR (“NANPA”).

It has been requesting, and has been subsequently assigned, NPA-NXX
codes in the Tampa rate center. It then assigns customers who are physically
located in the Tampa rate center telephone numbers from those NPA-NXXs.
It is this Tampa rate center which Verizon is proposing be split into five new
rate centers.

WHERE ARE INTERMEDIA’S CUSTOMERS LOCATED?
Intermedia has customers located throughout the entire Tampa rate center;
our customers are physically located in each of the five new rate centers
which Verizon is trying to designate. Intermedia has one rate center tariffed

for Tampa.

SCENARIO ONE: VERIZON’S FIVE RATE CENTER STRUCTURE

Q.

WHAT CHANGE IN THE CURRENT RATE CENTER STRUCTURE
AND ALLOCATION OF NPA-NXXS IS VERIZON PROPOSING?

Currently, the Local Exchange Routing Guide (“LERG”) has one rate center
identified for the Tampa area, “Tampa”, used by the majority of ALECs.
Verizon has changed their structure and split the Tampa rate center into five

new rate centers: Tampa Central, Tampa East, Tampa West, Tampa North,
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and Tampa South effective 2/01/2001. Some ALECs also made this change.
WHAT EFFECT WILL VERIZON’S CHANGES HAVE ON OTHER
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS.

Carriers using the one rate center structure, will be required to request
additional NPA-NXXs for the new rate centers in order to ensure that
customers have service. Intermedia has identified customers in all five of the
proposed Verizon rate centers. If ALECs are required to match the new
Verizon rate center structure, there will be a run on 813-NXXs and the area
code will exhaust prematurely.

WHAT EFFECT WILL VERIZON’S CHANGES HAVE ON
CUSTOMERS OF THE ALTERNATIVE LOCAL EXCHANGE
CARRIERS (“ALECS”)?

While not all customers will see an impact from this change, there are
customers who will be required to take telephone number changes.

WHY WOULD SOME CUSTOMERS REQUIRE A TELEPHONE
NUMBER CHANGE?

If a carrier has been assigning telephone numbers from an NPA-NXX in an
area physically covered by two or more of these five new rate center, only
one of those rate centers will now be allowed to be associated to that NPA-
NXX. Some customers may now be located in a different rate center. The
new rate center will be assigned a new NPA-NXX and the customer will
need to be assigned a new telephone number associated with that new NPA-

NXX. Intermedia has customers who will be affected in this way.
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WHAT AFFECTS WILL A NEW TELEPHONE NUMBERS HAVE
CUSTOMERS?

Customers will need to notify all family, friends, business associates,
vendors, etc. of their new telephone number. Customers will incur costs to
change their stationary, business cards, and advertising; any preprogrammed
equipment with the old telephone number will need to be reprogrammed.
WILL THERE BE ANY CUSTOMER IMPACTS IN THE FUTURE?
Yes, customers who have ported numbers from Verizon that were originally
assigned to an NPA-NXX associated with a rate center in which they are no
longer located, will be required to take a telephone number change if they go
back to a carrier who has different rate center structure and the customer is
no longer located in that original rate center.

HOW WOULD THIS SCENARIO AFFECT A POSSIBLE FUTURE
FLORIDA PSC ORDER FOR RATE CENTER CONSOLIDATION
IN THE 813 NPA AREA?

This change is in effect a reverse rate center consolidation. It achieves the
opposite effect of conserving numbers. It is conceivable that the
Commission could, in the future, order the five new rate centers to be
consolidated back into the old familiar Tampa rate center. This would
ultimatley be an inefficent use of carriers’ resources; the work to split the
rate center, then to consolidate them back to the original struture would

seem to be a wasteful use of the limited resources avialable to carriers.
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SCENARIO TWO: VERIZON USES FIVE RATE CENTERS, OTHER

CARRIERS USE ONE RATE CENTER

Q.

IF THE PSC ALLOWS VERIZON TO CONTINUE WITH ITS
CHANGES TO RBDS AND BRIDS AND TO CREATE FIVE RATE
CENTERS AND ALSO ALLOW ALECS TO MAINTAIN THEIR
ONE RATE CENTERS STRUCTURE, WILL THIS CREATE ANY
IMPACTS?

Two troubling impacts have been identified in this scenario; one deals with
pooling and the other with local number portability (“LNP”)?

HOW WOULD THIS SCENARIO IMPACT POOLING?

In a pooling environment, each rate center requires its own pool of thousand
number blocks. In the case of six rate centers: Tampa, Tampa Central,
Tampa East, Tampa West, Tampa North, and Tampa South; each rate center
will require a pool. A total of six pools would be required. And carriers will
only be able to donate and receive thousand number blocks from the pool
associated with the rate center(s) it uses.

WHAT IMPACTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED WITH LNP AND THE
TWO RATE CENTER STRUCTURE SCENARIO?

There will be customer impacts. Customers who are assigned a number
from an NPA-NXX in which Verizon has identified as one of the sub-rate
centers, who have ported their number and are now in the Tampa rate center
will only be able to port numbers within the Tampa rate center. These

customers will not be able to choose Verizon or any other carrier which uses
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the five rate center structure, and port their numbers, they will have to take a

number change.

SCENARIO THREE: ALL LECs HAVE ONE RATE CENTER

Q. WHAT IMPACTS HAVE YOU IDENTIFIED FOR CUSTOMERS IF
THE ONE RATE CENTER IS MAINTAINED AND NOT SPLIT
INTO FIVE RATE CENTERS?

A. Intermedia has not identified any impacts to its customers at this time.

Q. WHAT IMPACTS HAVE YOU IDENTIFIED FOR ALECS IF THE
ONE RATE CENTER IS MAINTAINED AND NOT SPLIT INTO
FIVE RATE CENTERS?

A. Intermedia has not identified any impacts to ALECs at this time.

RECOMMENDATION

Q. WHAT RECOMMENDATION DO YOU MAKE TO THIS
COMMISSION IN REGARDS THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE
RATE CENTER STRUCTURE IN TAMPA?

A. Carriers have been assigned NPA-NXXs in the Tampa rate center for many

years now. To change the structure now, would not only affect the industry
and carriers, but also be costly to some of the telephone customers in the
area. This change will be costly to Intermedia and affect its ability to
provide seamless, high-quality services to its customers. This Commission

should maintain the one rate center structure. The one rate center structure
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will minimize customer impacts, carrier impacts, and premature exhaust of
the area code. At the very least, this Commission should not order any LECs
to make changes to its current rate center structure.

CONCLUSION

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A, Yes, it does.
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INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.

My name is Kelly Faul.

ARE YOU THE SAME KELLY FAUL WHO FILED TESTIMONY IN
THIS CASE ON FEBRUARY 21, 2001?

Yes.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR PRESENT TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide comments on the impacts of rate
center boundary realignment described by Verizon in its testimony of
Beverly Y. Menard.

WHAT 1S THE GIST OF MS. MENARD’S TESTIMONY?

Ms. Menard provides testimony in support of Verizon’s change in the
Business Rating Information Database System (BRIDS) and the Routing
Database System (RDBS). She states that in essence this is how Verizon has
been operating for at least 30 years, although the exact time that these rate
centers were implemented is unknown. She contends that this five rate
centers structure — Tampa Central, Tampa East, Tampa West, Tampa North,
and Tampa South — is necessary to eliminate manual practices that have been

in place for years.

TODAY’S RATE CENTER STRUCTURES
WHAT RATE CENTER CONFIGURATION DOES INTERMEDIA

USE TODAY?
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Intermedia uses one rate center, the Tampa rate center.

HOW HAVE ALTERNATIVE LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIERS
(ALECS) INCLUDING INTERMEDIA BEEN USING NXXS?

The ALECs (including Intermedia) since their inception, have been receiving
codes in the industry recognized Tampa rate center and assigning and porting
numbers within the geographic boundaries defined for the Tampa rate center.
This rate center has defined boundaries which carriers use to assign
telephone numbers to its customers within that geographic boundary. Even
though the Verizon code administrator — who was the code administrator
until June 1998 -- may have made the assumption that the ALECs’ NXXs
were to be assigned to the Tampa Central rate center, ALECs used the Tampa
rate center designation to assign numbers throughout the entire area cover by
the Tampa rate center. The Tampa rate center was the industry recognized
rate centers in the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG), BRIDS, and
RIDB; and continues to be for most ALECs.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. MENARD’S STATEMENT ON PAGE
7, LINES 9 THROUGH 12 THAT THE FIVE RATE CENTERS ARE
REQUIRED SO THAT VERIZON CAN CORRECTLY RATE ITS
END USERS’ CALLS?

Ms. Menard contends that Verizon cannot properly rate calls from its end
users unless the ALECs use the five rate centers designation. Verizon today
is billing its customers’ calls to ALEC customers based on the ALECs’ one

rate center environment. Unless Verizon has been billing its customers

2
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incorrectly during the past number of years, this statement cannot be true.
While Verizon contends that five rate centers have existed for over
30 years, it must be noted that for the ALECs one Tampa rate center has
always existed.
CURRENTLY, ONE OF VERIZON’S RECOMMENDATIONS IS
THAT THE 813-NXXS WHICH ARE ALREADY ASSIGNED TO
ALECS AND THEIR CUSTOMERS THROUGHOUT THE TAMPA
RATE CENTER BE GRANDFATHERED. GIVEN THIS FACT, WILL
THE PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY VERIZON WITH RATING AND
ROUTING CONTINUE TO EXIST?
Yes, for those grandfathered 813-NXXs, the rating and routing problems
identified by Verizon will continue. Verizon states in its testimony that
Verizon cannot properly rate calls from its end users unless the ALECs use
the five rate centers designations. Verizon today is billing its customers for
calls to ALEC customers in an ALEC one rate center environment today.
This will continue for those grandfathered customers. Additionally, this
could have a severe impacts on local number portability (LNP).
CAN YOU EXPLAIN WHAT IMPACTS THIS WILL HAVE ON
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY (LNP)?
Customers are allowed to port their numbers within a rate center. For
example, take a customer who has numbers assigned by an ALEC in the
Tampa rate center and is physically located in, let’s say, what would now
become Tampa East. If that customer wishes to port to Verizon, its numbers

3
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would not be physically located in the Tampa East rate center, if it is
assumed that all currently assigned NXXs are assigned to the Tampa Central
rate center (as is assumed in Ms. Menard’s testimony on Page 10, line 12
through 13). The result is that this customer would require a new telephone
number if it wanted to port to Verizon or any other carrier using the five rate

center structure.

CONCLUSION

Q.

A.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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BY MR. SELF:

Q And do you have any exhibits?

A 1 don't believe so.

Q Okay. Do you have a brief summary of your
testimony?

A Yes, | do.

Q Can you please give that now?

A 1 am here today to ask the Florida PSC to
carefully consider the ramifications of any changes to the
rate center structure in the City of Tampa. The carriers
minus Verizon have been using a one rate center structure
for Tampa since the inception of competition in Florida
and from an industry standpoint further back in history.
Intermedia since it began service in Tampa has requested
and received 813 NXXs for the Tampa rate center. All NXX
codes received by Intermedia were for the Tampa rate
center.

Intermedia requested its first code from GTE,
now Verizon, in 1995. Intermedia continues to receive
codes from Verizon and later NPAs for the Tampa rate
center. It was our understanding that the designations
east, west, north, south, and central were billing tiers
used by Verizon. Intermedia has assigned numbers to
customers throughout the entire Tampa rate center.

Customers who are physically located in what
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Verizon is trying to designate as Tampa east, west,
et cetera, share numbers from NXXs assigned to the entire
Tampa rate center. Therefore, Intermedia has customers
sharing specific NXXs throughout the entire area. The
industry databases, including the LERG, have identified
Tampa as the correct rate center. Carriers are assigned
numbers based on these central office codes, they use
those numbers to assign - those NXXs to assign numbers to
their carriers, and they are based on the physical
location associated with the geographic boundary of the
rate center which Intermedia and the rest of the industry
other than Verizon has used as the entire Tampa rate
center.

It is our understanding that Verizon may have
historically done internal manual processes to identify
its NXXs for billing purposes, the rest of the industry
did not use these processes, we used the Tampa rate
center. Intermedia’'s basic concern with this is that we
will have customers who will have to take telephone number
changes. We do have customers in all five of the areas
that Verizon has identified, the east, west, north, south,
and central.

Not only will our customers be impacted now, but
iater if customers - if grandfathering goes into place,

customers who move who want to change carriers later may
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have to take telephone numbers at that point.

Basically, we would just like to say that
Intermedia will have impacts from a network standpoint on
its network if this happens and that our customers could
be severely impacted. Thank you.

MR. SELF: The witness is available for cross

‘examination.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mr. Beck.
MR. BECK: Thank you, Commissioner Deason.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. BECK:

Q Good afternoon, Ms. Faul.

A Good afternoon.

Q Do your customers in the different rate centers
have the same calling scope or do they vary according to
the rate center of Verizon?

A All of our customers within the Tampa rate
center have the same calling scope.

Q How does that compare to the local calling
scopes of Verizon, if you know?

A 1 believe that they - their local calling area
may not be quite as large, but I'm not exceedingly
familiar with their calling area.

MR. BECK: Thank you. That's all | have.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Ms. Caswell.
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CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MS. CASWELL:

Q I want to refer to something you said in your
opening statement. I'm not sure | heard it correctly. |
think you said that Intermedia was under the impression
that Tampa north, Tampa south, Tampa east, and Tampa west
were billing centers rather than rate centers, is that
what you said?

A I think the term that we had heard from GTE back
then was billing tiers.

Q You heard that from GTE, that term billing
tiers?

A Our people who are getting codes, the code
administrators for our company and our LEC relations
people, yes. That they were billing tiers that Verizon
had set up, but that the rate center was Tampa.

Q Do you know who specifically used that term,
billing tiers?

A | have a document here from GTE that we received
that shows that.

Q Does it say billing tiers?

A Yes, it does. They are called tiers in the -
it's a diagram of all the NXXs.

Q So it would show the rate centers as the five

Tampa rate centers, is that right?
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A Our code administrators when they were
requesting this understood these to be internal tiers set
up by Verizon, but that the rate center was Tampa.

Q What is the date on that document?

1996.

Do you want to share that with us?

> 2 »

Sure.

MR. SELF: Mr. Chairman, unfortunately at the
moment we just have two copies of this. We can make
copies or deal with it however Ms. Caswell or the

Commission wishes.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Well, we will just see

what Ms. Caswell chooses to do with it.
BY MS. CASWELL:

Q Ms. Faul, | just looked through this quickly,
but 1 didn't see the words billing tier anywhere on here,
|am | wrong?

A Tier is what is listed on here, on this
document. Our code administrators, our numbering people
were led to believe by Verizon that these were used for
billing purposes and they referred to them as billing
tiers.
M Q Well, | don't know that | disagree that they are
used for billing purposes, but did anyone ever tell you

those were not rate centers?
I
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A No. But we were told that the rate center
it encompassed those five tiers.

Q You were specifically told that there was one
rate center that encompassed those five tiers despite the
fact that there is five rate centers listed on this
document, is that what your testimony is?
|| A  We were led to believe — if you look at this,
the rate centers from the rest of them have solid lines
around them where it is identified as rate centers, and

that when you have the area that shows the north, central,

south, and west there are dotted lines separating those
different areas.

Q Did you personally have any discussion with
" anybody at GTE back in 1996 about this chart?
A Personally, no.

Q So that in 1996 you knew at least that there

were five designations that had the word Tampa in them,
Tampa north, Tampa central, Tampa east, Tampa west, and

Tampa south, correct?

A Correct.

Q Let's take a look at ICI's price list that it

has filed with the Commission.
MR. SELF: Ms. Caswell, if 1 could request that

ir you identify which page it is, not the entire price list.

MS. CASWELL: Yes. Let's see if there is a page

222
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number on here. Well, it's Section 3. It's 3.2, product

F! descriptions continued, original Page Number 11.4. And
the specific section that I'm looking at is 3.2.2.G it
looks like, and the subheading is Number 2, local calling

areas.

A Okay.
" Q And I'm going to ask you to look at that first
paragraph. Can you read the last sentence in that first

paragraph starting with "the Intermedia.”

A "The Intermedia local calling area matches
existing ILEC local calling areas.”

Q What does that mean to you that Intermedia
matches Verizon's local calling areas?
" A That we would have the same local calling areas
for this product, which is a PRI product.

Q Right. And would you expect those local calling
areas to be described in Verizon's tariffs?

A 1 would expect that.
“ Q So that someone at Intermedia must have looked
at Verizon's tariffs to know what its local calling areas
| were before it filed this price list, would that be true?

A It may have.
” Q How many customers does ICl have in Verizon's

| tariffed rate centers outside of the Tampa central area,

meaning north, south, east, and west?
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A That I'm not sure of.
Q Do you have any idea if the majority are in

Verizon's Tampa central area?

A Yes, they are.

Q Do you think that if number pooling were
instituted, would Intermedia need more than one thousands
block in each of those four areas?

A Probably.

Q They would probably need more than one thousands
block?

A In each of the five areas, yes, or other four
areas.

Q In each of those areas it would need more than
one thousands block?

J A  Correct.
! Q  Meaning that Intermedia has more than 1,000
customers in each?

A Telephone numbers.

Ir Q More than 1,000 telephone numbers in each of
those four areas?

A In at least — that 1 can think of off the top
of my head, at least one of those areas would require more
than 1,000 numbers.

I Q At least one. What about the other three?

A One of the other ones may, I'm not sure. In two




© 0 N O a0 b W N =2

N N N N N =2 =2 & & =m & =2 = = =
mgwnaocmqmmhwwao

225

of the other areas a thousands block would probably today
serve our customers there.

Q You are aware, aren't you, that Verizon has
proposed to grandfather the 813 NXXs that CLECs have
already assigned, is that right?

A My understanding is that they would grandfather
the customers in those NXXs.

Q Right. And if that proposal is accepted, those
customers won't need to take number changes, will they?

A That is correct.

Q And you are aware also of Verizon's number
pooling recommendation, correct?

A Correct.

Q And Verizon hasn't proposed the six pools that
you seem to assume in your testimony, has it?

A 1 was assuming that with the six pool scenario
that there would be one Tampa rate center and then there
would be the five others, the Tampa east, north,
cetera, pools, so there would be two overlaying pools.

Q Okay. And that's not Verizon's proposal, is it?

A I'm not sure what Verizon's proposal is.

Q Do you believe that Verizon has proposed pooling
in a Tampa area?

A 1 don't believe so, but I'm not sure how you

would deal with the grandfathered customers.
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Q Would Verizon's proposal affect ICI's ability to
provide high quality services to its customers?

A Well, if we had customers who had to take
JF telephone number changes, we think that would be a

detriment to the customers. And also we would have

s—

Fprobably some network changes to make, and I'm not sure
what would happen with that.

Q But didn't we just establish that customers
wouldn’t have to take telephone number changes under
“ Verizon's proposal?
A If the customers were grandfathered.

Q Right.
I' MS. CASWELL: Okay. That's all I've got, thank

you.
' COMMISSIONER DEASON: Staff.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. FORDHAM:
Q Ms. Faul, in your direct testimony which was
filed, and, again, today you have said that on occasions
you have requested and been routinely assigned codes in
the Tampa rate center.
Now, on any of those occasions has the numbering
“ administrator ever questioned you or discussed your

request to determine a specific Tampa rate center?

F 1 A Very early on when we were initially getting
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codes back in the mid-"90s, Intermedia talked with Verizon

p—

and we were told we could get one code for the
Hillsborough County area to serve that area.

Q You were told that by the numbering
administrator?

A From Verizon, GTE at that point, yes.

Q Okay. On Page 5 of your prefiled direct
testimony, Lines 8 through 12, you discuss customers who
have ported numbers from Verizon that were originally
I! assigned to an NXX associated with a rate center in which
they are no longer located will be required to take a

phone number change if they go back to a carrier who has a

different rate center structure and the customer is no
l longer located in that original rate center. That is
briefly the essence of those lines in your testimony.
Would you view that as a violation of FCC number

portability requirements?
J A  The FCC states that you have to be able to port
Fwithin your rate center. If through some actions that
happen while you are a customer, the rate center structure
changes and your rate center boundaries change, | don't
think it would be a violation. I'm not an attorney.

Q Okay. In your opinion is number porting limited
to rate center boundaries?

I A  Today it is.
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Il Q On Page 8 of your prefiled direct testimony,
Lines 2 and 3, you state that the Commission should not
order any LEC to make changes to its current rate center
structure. Now, let me ask you this. Since Verizon has
already made changes to reflect the five Tampa rate
centers, should they be allowed to maintain the five Tampa
rate centers?

A Well, I think at this point what - we had -

they had gone -- the ALECs had been meeting, and we
thought that at one point that the Commission had told
Verizon that if they wanted to go forward with this that
they would have to come to the Commission and open up a
docket, | believe, in order to discuss this. We thought
that that was where we stood and we were maintaining the
status quo. Because the change in a rate center doesn't
" affect just one carrier or a couple of carriers, it
affects the whole industry, and that there are other
parties that are impacted by this change.
And | think most of the ALECs had been working

i under this one Tampa rate center scenario. According to

the LERG and all the other industry carriers within North
America, there was one rate center, Tampa rate center.
And that this was a change that Verizon had made recently
llaccording to all the industry databases that were out

there, and that they had gone ahead and done this. It
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sort of blindsided us actually that they had actually
implemented this. Does that answer your question?
Q May 1 take that as a no, they should not be
allowed to maintain it?
A You can do that, yes.
Q We were discussing, or you were discussing with
Ms. Caswell a few minutes ago the concept of pooling. Are
you aware that one of the criteria for initiation of a
number pooling trial is that an area code must be in
jeopardy?
A No, I can’t say that |1 recall that right now.
Q Are you aware of whether the 813 area code is in
jeopardy?
A 1 didn’t believe it is.
MR. FORDHAM: No further questions.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Commissioners. Redirect.
MR. SELF: No redirect.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: And no exhibits?
MR. SELF: That is correct.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Okay. Ms. Faul, you may
be excused.
THE WITNESS: Thank you.
CONMMISSIONER DEASON: We may take the next
witness.

MR. SELF: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. WoridCom
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would call Denise Thomas to the stand, please.

While she is getting ready, Mr. Chairman, as the

prehearing order points out, WorldCom originally filed

direct and rebuttal testimony for Mr. James Joeger.
Subsequent to the filing of that testimony, because of
some other changes it was decided that Ms. Thomas would be
H the witness for WorldCom in this proceeding.

And, in fact, we refiled on March 13th thg
testimony removing all of the references and discussions

of Mr. Joeger, and instead inserting the relevant

biography and job description for Ms. Thomas. Otherwise
the testimony was exactly the same substantively on the
issues.

And so the testimony that we will be working
from is that refiled testimony that was accomplished on
March 13th, and | believe all the parties have a copy of
that.

DENISE THOMAS
was called as a witness on behalf of MCl WorldCom
Communications, Inc., and, having been duly sworn,
testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. SELF:

Q Can you please give us your name and business

address for the record?
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A My name is Denise Thomas. My business address
is 2678 Bishop Drive, San Ramon, California, Suite 200.
" Q And by whom are you employed and in what
capacity?

A | am employed by WorldCom, Incorporated, and |
am the manager in the external numbering policy group.

Q Did you cause to be prepared and filed
testimony, direct testimony consisting of 15 pages?

A That is correct.

Q And did you cause to be prepared and filed

rebuttal testimony consisting of three pages?

A That is correct.

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to this
testimony?

A No, | do not.

Q If | asked you the same questions today, would
your answers be the same?

A Yes, they would.

MR. SELF: Mr. Chairman, | would ask that

h Ms. Thomas' direct and rebuttal testimony be inserted in

the record as though read.

be so inserted.
BY MR. SELF:

Q And | believe also associated with your direct

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection it shall
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testimony you have three exhibits which are identified in
that testimony as JDJ-1 through JDJ-3, is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to these
exhibits?

A No, | do not.

MR. SELF: Mr. Chairman, could we please
identify these prefiled exhibits which are attached to her
direct testimony, | guess that would be Exhibit 11?

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Yes, Composite Exhibit 11.

MR. SELF: Thank you.

(Exhibit 11 marked for identification.)
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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Denise V. Thomas. My business address is 2678 Bishop
Drive, San Ramon, California, suite 200.

WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED BY AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?

I am employed by WorldCom, Inc. (“WorldCom”). [ am a manager in the
External Numbering Policy group for the Corporation.

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOU EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND AND YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE IN
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY.

I received my Bachelors from St. Mary’s College in Moraga, California. I
began my career in telecommunications in 1981 with Pacific Bell. I
worked in various departments during my seventeen year tenure with
Pacific: Operator Services, Regulatory, Human Resources and Billing. In
December of 1997, I accepted a position with WorldCom as a Network
Development Manager. My responsibility was to ensure the successful,
timely implementation of LNP in the top 100 MSAs per the FCC
Requirement. Upon the successful implementation of LNP I elected to
move to the External Numbering Policy Group.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY APPEARED IN PROCEEDINGS
BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

No, I have not testified or appeared before this Commission in any formal
proceedings. Nevertheless, I am very familiar with the Tampa rate area
issues that are the subject of this docket. I have been involved in the

1
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industry planning and implementation efforts to introduce Local Number
Portability within the Florida Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs). In
addition, | have coordinated WorldCom’s positions for number pooling
and area code relief in the state of Florida.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testimony is to address the impacts that result due to
Verizon’s stated desire to change the Local Exchange Routing Guide
(LERG) classification of the rate areas that describe the Tampa
metropolitan area. I will comment on whether it is advisable to make this
change and if not what other remedies should be implemented.

WHAT IS VERIZON’S PROPOSAL THAT IS AT ISSUE IN THIS
DOCKET?

According to Verizon, there is an inconsistency between its tariff and the
Location Exchange Routing Guide (“LERG”), which is now maintained
by Telecordia,. The tariff identifies five separate rate centers for the
Tampa area: Tampa Central, Tampa North, Tampa South, Tampa East,
and Tampa West. For purposes of my testimony, I will refer to these five
Tampa rate centers generally as the Tampa geographic rate centers.
However, in the LERG there is only one Tampa rate center, which has
been designated as “Tampa.” For purposes of my testimony I will refer to
the single market area-wide Tampa rate center as the generic or universal
Tampa rate center.

When Verizon was the code administrator it was able to somehow identify

2
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and place NXX codes in the appropriate Tampa geographic rate centers.
This was apparently fine in a world where there was a monopoly local
telephone service provider. However, when the NXX Code
Administrator’s functions were transferred to NeuStar as the NANPA and
local competition was permitted, new entrants were assigned codes to the
universal Tampa rate center. Verizon’s proposal is to require all carriers
with codes in the Tampa universal rate center to assign the codes to one of
the five geographic rate centers.

WHEN WERE THE SERVICE PROVIDERS FIRST NOTIFIED OF
THIS SITUATION?

Verizon sent out a memorandum on August 15, 2000, advising that the
service providers in the Tampa market area should make the necessary
changes to the LERG to be effective February 1, 2001. WorldCom
eventually received a copy of this memorandum. When WorldCom
became aware of this situation, we began to contact other carriers to
discuss the ramifications of Verizon’s proposal. At our invitation, several
carriers held a conference call on September 29, 2000. We agreed during
this call that there were a number of potential adverse customer
consequences of Verizon’s proposed changes. Subsequent to this call, the
Tampa area service providers have had a number of conference calls and
meetings to further identify the consequences of Verizon’s changes. On
several of the calls representatives of Verizon have participated with us as
well as Staff members from the Florida Public Service Commission.

~
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WHAT ACTIONS HAVE BEEN TAKEN BY THE SERVICE
PROVIDERS AFFECTED BY VERIZON’S PROPOSED
CHANGES?

Our first action was to attempt to better understand the meaning of
Verizon’s proposed changes and the consequences to our customers and
companies. Knowing that changes in the LERG take 66 days or more to
become effective, on October 25, 2000, a number of the carriers prepared
and sent to Mr. Walter D’Haeseleer a letter identifying some of the
potential problems and the need to gather additional information. A copy
of this letter is attached to my testimony as Exhibit JDJ-1. In view of the
minimum time to complete LERG changes and our concerns for the
potential adverse consequences of Verizon’s proposed changes, we
requested that Verizon’s proposed changes at least be delayed until May 1,
2001. We sent a copy of this letter to Verizon as well as to several of the
ALECs.

HOW DID MR. D’HAESELEER RESPOND?

The Commission Staff had apparently already engaged Verizon on this
issue, receiving a letter from Verizon dated October 27, 2000, with Mr.
D’Haeseleer writing on November 2, 2000, seeking additional
information. Also on November 13, 2000, the Staff noticed a workshop
on this issue, which many attended by telephone. On the basis of all of
these events, Mr. D’Haeseleer sent a letter to Verizon on November 17,
2000, requesting that Verizon’s proposed changes be filed with the

4
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Commission in the form of a petition and docketed. Mr. D’Haeseleer’s
letter is attached as Exhibit JDJ-2.

WHAT HAPPENED NEXT?

The service providers attempted to continue to gather information on the
company-specific impacts of Verizon’s proposed changes, but we
interpreted Mr. D’Haeseleer’s letter as indicating that no further action
would be taken by Verizon until they filed a petition with the
Commission.

DID VERIZON FILE A PETITION?

No. But in early January of this year, in a conversation with Telecordia,
we were advised that Verizon was moving forward with making the
changes to the LERG to reassign its NXX codes to the five geographic
rate centers.

WHAT DID THE ALECS DO IN RESPONSE TO THIS
INFORMATION?

We immediately conducted a conference call of the ALECs to discuss
these developments. On the basis of that discussion, we prepared and sent
to Mr. D’Haeseleer, with a copy to Verizon and Telecordia, a letter dated
January 23, 2001. This is attached as Exhibit JDJ-3. In this letter we
requested that all actions cease and Mr. D’Haeseleer’s directions in his
November 13, 2000, letter be complied with.

HOW DID THE COMMISSION RESPOND TO THIS JANUARY

LETTER?
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The Commission now opened a docket on its own initiative as responses
from both Verizon and Telecordia were returned to the Commission and
the ALECs. The Staff also prepared and filed on February 1, 2001, a Staff
Recommendation that was approved at the February 6, 2001, Agenda
Conference to proceed with a hearing on this issue.

SO WHAT IS THE RATE CENTER SITUATION IN TAMPA
TODAY.

The status quo today is six Tampa rate centers: the five geographic rate
centers to which the Verizon codes have been assigned plus one or two
other carriers and the original generic Tampa rate center to which all of
the ALEC and other service provider codes have been assigned.

SHOULD THE TAMPA MARKET AREA BE CONSIDERED ONE
RATE CENTER?

Yes. From the beginning of when local competition began, ALECs
conducted business under the assumption of one rate area for the Tampa
Market area. When WorldCom received its numbering resources for the
Tampa area, NANPA issued codes for a single rate center to cover the
entire Tampa metropolitan area. WorldCom has built its business and
developed its local calling scope with the knowledge that the Tampa area
was a single rate area. Changing the number of rate areas to essentially
expand the quantities of rate areas, is contrary to effective numbering
policy and the efficient use of numbering resources  Therefore,
WorldCom believes that one rate center should continue to be associated
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with the Tampa Market area.

WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS THAT CAN BE USED TO RESOLVE
THIS MATTER?

One option is to allow Verizon to continue operating using the five
geographic rate centers for Verizon’s Tampa NXX codes and to allow the
generic Tampa rate center to continue as an “inconsistent rate area” for the
competitive service providers. A second option is to require Verizon to
remove the change applied to the LERG and continue describing the
Tampa area as a single rate area. Verizon would assert that the latter
option would be rate center consolidation, but this is the way they have
operated for years. A possible third option would be to gradually
transition the competitive service providers to the five rate area
arrangement, but this is the least desirable alternative.

HOW WOULD MULTIPLE RATE AREAS IMPACT NUMBERING
RESOURCES IN THE TAMPA MARKET AREA, SUCH AS IN
ALTERNATIVES ONE AND THREE YOU JUST DESCRIBED?
The impact multiple rate centers will have on numbering resources in
Tampa will vary from service provider to service provider. However, one
common detriment to the industry as a whole and also working against the
Commission’s efforts in achieving a comprehensive and sound numbering
policy is that adding or expanding the Tampa rate centers to five or six
will serve to prematurely exhaust the 813 NPA. This is due to the fact that
numbering resources today are assigned to service providers on a rate area

~
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basis. This paradigm has existed for many years and will not change in
this matter or without further regulatory action. Indeed, the FCC has
acknowledged the rate area problem in its Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking in the Number Resource Optimization docket, fully realizing
that as long as service providers are required to maintain the current
paradigm of obtaining entire NXX codes (or numbering blocks where
number pooling is in place), service providers will continue to acquire
more numbers than may be needed. Rate Center Consolidation is one
solution that can be explored now by moving back permanently to a single
rate area for Tampa. Consequently, until the rate area paradigm is
changed, adding rate areas as Verizon proposes will accelerate the rate at
which NXX codes are consumed in the 813 NPA and thus, speed up the
exhaust date for this NPA.

CAN YOU FURTHER EXPLAIN THE POTENTIAL NPA
EXHAUST PROBLEM IN TAMPA AS IT APPLIES TO
COMPETITIVE CARRIERS?

Yes. At the present time the competitive service providers have
numbering resources presuming one rate center for Tampa. This was
described to the competitive carriers in the LERG which carriers use when
planning entry into a market to determine how many resources to request
from the numbering administrator. Under Verizon’s proposed changes,
the Tampa market area would change from the current single rate area to
five rate areas. Further, those service providers who either desire to mimic
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Verizon’s local calling areas, or whom have interconnection agreements
that require them to match Verizon’s calling area, would have to apply for
some quantity of additional NXX codes in each of the five geographic rate
centers. Beverly Menard’s letter to Mr. D’Haeseleer dated January 24,
2001 makes this same assertion at page 4.

IS THAT THE ONLY IMPACT?

No. The service providers with a business plan whereby their rate areas
mimic Verizon’s would need to conform to the change. These carriers
would need to determine what to do with their currently assigned NXX
codes based on where their customers reside. Essentially, the service
provider would need to geocode its existing customers in order to
determine which Verizon geographic rate center the customer would map
to. If the NXX code was assigned to one rate center, for example Tampa
Central, but the customer resides outside the Tampa Central rate area, the
service provider would have to get 2 new NXX code in that other rate
center and the customer would have to take a telephone number change.
The new NXX code and the customer telephone number change are
required because rate area boundaries must remain intact. Retaining this
customer who would be subjected to the number change is problematic,
and even if the customer was retained the customer would have numerous
problems associated with notifying others of the new number and,
especially for business customers, incurring the costs of new stationary,

advertising, etc.
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IN WORLDCOM’S OPINION, WHAT IS THE PREFERRED
COURSE OF ACTION?

WorldCom would prefer that the industry return to the status quo that
existed prior to February 1, 2001, and have only one Tampa rate center.

IS WORLDCOM IMPACTED BY EVEN THE TEMPORARY
CREATION OF THE FIVE ADDITIONAL GEOGRAPHIC RATE
AREAS?

Yes. Although WorldCom’s local calling plan is not affected, we tend to
operate in terms of matching the incumbent rate areas. But since we are
not required to do so in this case, and we certainly do not wish to subject
our customers to qumber changes, we view this from the perspective of
managing the inconsistent rate area relationship.

The inconsistent rate area was created when Verizon’s changes
were implemented in the LERG. Although we expected that those
changes were to be suspended pending the outcome in this docket,
nonetheless, we were forced to accommodate the change when that did not
occur. In managing the inconsistent rate area, we have had to institute a
manual process for the time being to associate every new service turnup
and ported number to our rate area so that our internal systems do not
generate rate area violation trouble reports.

IS WORLDCOM’S LOCAL CALLING AREA AFFECTED BY THE
CREATION OF THE FIVE RATE AREAS?
No it is not.
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ARE OTHER CARRIERS AFFECTED IN THE SAME WAY AS
WORLDCOM?

WorldCom cannot speak for other service providers. However, we
generally know that the customer impacts [ previously described would
affect all customers and that the carriers would experience provisioning,
number administration, and billing system changes that would need to be
made to reflect the inconsistent rate area changes.

ARE THERE ANY OTHER IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH
VERIZON’S PROPOSED CHANGES?

Yes. While a pooling plan has not yet been adopted for the Tampa MSA,
the success of any future pooling plan for Tampa will be affected by the
final rate center arrangement for Tampa.

CAN YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN THOSE CONSEQUENCES.

Number pooling is done on a rate center basis. Basically, the more rate
centers there are in Tampa, the more pools there are that must be created.
Obviously, one rate center for Tampa would require one pool, which
should maximize the potential to conserve numbers resources. At the
other extreme, today’s six rate centers, would require not only six pools
but also greatly limit the usefulness of those pools.

HOW WOULD SIX POOLS BE LESS USEFUL?

If there are six Tampa rate centers five geographic and one generic, only
Verizon and any other carriers that chose to utilize the geographic rate
centers could pool in the respective five geographic rate centers.
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Assuming the ALECs did not assign their NXX codes to the five
geographic rate centers, then Verizon would basically be pooling numbers
with itself. On the other hand, the sixth pool would involve only those
carriers with NXX codes in the generic Tampa rate center, and they would
pool only among themselves.

SHOULD A NUMBER POOLING TRIAL BE IMPLEMENTED IN
THE TAMPA METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA? IF SO,
WHEN SHOULD THE NUMBER POOLING TRIAL BEGIN?

Yes, a number pooling trial should be implemented in the Tampa MSA.
The trial should be implemented after Verizon reverses the changes to the
LERG and returns to a single Tampa rate center. In addition, pooling is
best served in concert with area code relief using pristine uncontaminated
blocks for the pool. One rate Center definitely enhances the longevity of
the pool, rather than the five rate center scenario that Verizon has
proposed for the Tampa MSA or the six that would exist if today’s
alignment were continued.

WHAT OTHER NUMBER CONSERVATION MEASURES
SHOULD THE COMMISSION ORDER IN THE TAMPA MARKET
AREA? IF ANY, WHEN SHOULD THESE MEASURES BE
IMPLEMENTED, AND HOW SHOULD THE COST RECOVERY
BE ESTABLISHED?

The most immediate measure would be a number pooling trial for NPA
813. The trial should be implemented after Verizon reverses the changes
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to the LERG and there is only one universal Tampa rate center. In
regards to cost recovery, WorldCom echoes the FCC which states that all
shared industry cost should be recovered through a competitively neutral
cost recovery mechanism. Furthermore, WorldCom has no opinion
regarding a carrier methodology for cost recovery of carrier-specific costs
provided the implemented methodology does not affect other carriers.
SHOULD VERIZON BE ORDERED TO IMPLEMENT RATE
CENTER CONSOLIDATION IN THE TAMPA MARKET AREA?
IF SO,
a. HOW MANY RATE CENTERS SHOULD BE
IMPLEMENTED?
b. WHEN SHOULD THE RATE CENTER CONSOLIDATION
BE EFFECTIVE?
c. SHOULD VERIZON BE ALLOWED TO RECOVER ITS
COSTS UPON CONSOLIDATION OF ITS RATE CENTERS
IN THE TAMPA MARKET AREA, IF SO, HOW?
First, we must establish if Rate Center Consolidation is the appropriate
definition for the action that should occur. Prior to February 1, 2001 all
codes in the Tampa Market Area were designated in the LERG under the
rate center heading of “Tampa.” The ALEC carriers built their marketing
and service offerings on the basis of the Tampa MSA having one rate
center. This has been in effect for years, including the time that
competitive carriers have operated in Tampa. WorldCom believes that the
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one rate center system prior to the Verizon changes should be effective
immediately. If the Commission deems this is only possible through rate
center consolidation, WorldCom request that such consolidation be
undertaken. As to cost recovery for rate center consolidation or any other
related implementation issues, Verizon should outline them to the
Commission so they can be investigated.

SHOULD VERIZON BE REQUIRED TO UNDO CHANGES MADE
PRIOR TO AUGUST 15, 2000, IN ITS RDBS AND BRIDS
SYSTEMS? IF SO, SHOULD VERIZON BE REQUIRED TO FILE
A REVISED TARIFF REFLECTING ONE TAMPA RATE
CENTER?

Yes, Verizon should be required to undo changes made prior to February
1, 2001 to the LERG and the associated systems. In addition, the
Commission should order Verizon to file a revised tariff reflecting one
Tampa Rate Center.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.

WorldCom’s position is that the most effective path forward is to describe
the Tampa metropolitan area as a single rate area. This step in
WorldCom’s view is necessary to alleviate impacts that competitive
service providers, albeit some, would incur if required to conform to the
five rate areas that Verizon seeks to codify. Even if there are no impacts
to competitive carriers and their existing customers brought about by rate
center boundary violations should Verizon be allowed to proceed, the

14
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resultant impacts to the life of the 813 NPA would bring about a less
efficient and undesirable numbering practice at the same time this
commission seeks to prolong the lives of NPAs.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Denise V. Thomas. My business address is 2678 Bishop Drive,
Suite 200, San Ramon, CA 94583.

ARE YOU THE SAME DENISE THOMAS WHO FILED DIRECT
TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE?

Yes, I am.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?
My rebuttal testimony responds to the testimony of the Verizon Florida, Inc.
(“Verizon™) witness, Ms. Beverly Menard.

WHATIS YOURFIRSTISSUE WITHRESPECT TO MS. MENARD’S
DIRECT TESTIMONY?

My first problem with her testimony is the assumption that the five rate
centers proposed by Verizon, and put into effect on February 1, 2001, are
somehow the correct structure for Tampa because the Verizon tariff identifies
five rate centers. What Verizon does or has done for its own internal
functionality or operations is not the issue. Rather, from the beginning of
local competition, the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) has defined
the rate areas that describe the Tampa metropolitan area. The LERG has
always defined but a single Tampa rate center, identified simply as Tampa.
BUT WHAT ABOUT HER STATEMENTS THAT THE ALEC NXX
CODES HAVE REALLY BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE TAMPA

CENTRAL RATE CENTER?
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Again, what Verizon has done to route or handle calls is not the issue. All
of the ALECs have entered the market, made their marketing plans, and
configured their networks on the basis of a single Tampa rate center. Even
Mr. Foley, testifying on behalf of NeuStar in this case, makes it clear that
there is, or at least was, prior to February 1, 2001, only one Tampa rate
center. The fact that we have a neutral, independent code administrator that
is the current keeper of the LERG which reflects but the single Tampa rate
center should only confirm this basic network fact.

DO YOU AGREE WITHMS. MENARD’S RECOMMENDATION AT
PAGE 10 OF HER TESTIMONY TO GRANDFATHER THE
EXISTING ALEC NXX CODES?

No. As T and the other ALEC witnesses discussed in our direct testimonies,
this creates potential numbering porting and pooling issues. More
importantly, it will require that for new customers additional NXX codes be
obtained. As Mr. Foley has testified, there is a very real potential of the
premature exhaust of the 8§13 NPA.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. MENARD’S TESTIMONY
REGARDING THE POTENTIAL ISSUES FALLING OUT OF RATE
CENTER CONSOLIDATION FOR THE TAMPA AREA?

I am not an attorney, so I am not qualified to address the legal issues raised
by her testimony. However, if you accept her basic premise, it may follow

that the legal or financial problems she has identified may result. But as I
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have testified, she starts from the wrong position. The reality is not five rate
centers, but the one Tampa rate center that has existed in the LERG and
which all the ALECs and the rest of the world have always responded to
when routing calls. What we are seeking is simply a return to what has
always existed.

WHAT ABOUT THE OTHER OPERATIONAL ISSUES MS.
MENARD HAS DESCRIBED BEGINNING AT PAGE 16 OF HER
TESTIMONY IN CONNECTION WITH “CONSOLIDATING”
TAMPA RATE CENTERS?

I do not have access to all of the underlying operational matters she has
identified. However, as her testimony makes clear, and the entire conduct of
this entire issue also demonstrates, additional investigation and fact gathering
1s required. In the final analysis, | do not believe that this information would
change the LERG reality of one Tampa rate center, but it may help Verizon
transition its internal systems to that reality.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes.

(&%
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BY MR. SELF:
Q Do you have a brief summary of your testimony?
A Yes, | do.

Q Can you please give that now?

A The purpose of my visit today is to reiterate
the fact that the Tampa rate center needs to be returned
to the status quo, i.e., Tampa represented as one rate
center in the LERG. The one rate center Tampa has been in
effect as one rate center since before the beginning of
local competition in Tampa. WorldCom's position is that
Ithe most effective path for it is to allow the Tampa

FI metropolitan area to remain a single rate center.

It is WorldCom's view that this is necessary to

alleviate impacts that competitive service providers would

incur if required to conform to the five new rate areas
that Verizon seeks to codify. Should Verizon be allowed

to proceed with this change, the resultant impacts to the

life of the 813 NPA would bring about a less efficient and
undesirable numbering practice at the same time the

Commission seeks to prolong the lives of NPAs in Florida.

Today the 813 NPA has a projected exhaust date
of fourth quarter 2006. If Verizon is allowed to change
the one Tampa rate center into the five new rate centers,
the life of the 813 NPA and its projected exhaust date of

the 813 NPA will be greatly compromised. Therefore,
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WorldCom again reiterates the need for the Tampa
metropolitan area to be represented as it has been since
before the beginning of local competition as Tampa rate
center in the LERG. This would continue to be good for
I all carriers and their customers.

MR. SELF: Thank you. The witness is available

for cross.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mr. Beck. Ms. Caswell.
CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MS. CASWELL:

Q Good afternoon, Ms. Thomas. I'm Kim Caswell

with Verizon.
Your testimony acknowledges that there are five
separate tariffed rate centers for Tampa. And as |
rumk-'.lrsstam:l your testimony, you are recommending that those
five rate centers be consolidated into just one Tampa rate
center, is that correct?

A 1 don't believe we are recommending
consolidation, we are recommending that it be reverted
back to the status quo before the changes by Verizon of
February "1st, 2001.

Q I think this is just a matter of semantics, but

do you recognize that Verizon has five tariffed Tampa rate

centers?

A 1 would say that we recognize that Verizon's
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tariff indicates five rate centers. But the LERG

indicates one, which is Tampa, which is what we have based
f our numbering and our routing off of.

Q And you are recommending that Verizon's tariff

should only reflect one rate center, which is Tampa,

correct?

A 1 am recommending that Tampa remain as it was,
which would be Tampa in the LERG, with regards to
Verizon's tariff.

Q You are recommending a tariff change, correct?

A 1 would think a tariff change probably would be
easier to do than to require the industry to change what
has been status quo.

Q And changing the tariff would also mean that the
rate centers themselves would be consolidated, correct?

A I'm not sure about that question.

Q Well, | mean, on Page 13 of your direct
testimony, for instance, you talk about cost-recovery for
rate center consolidation. So I'm assuming you are
recommending rate center consolidation. Would that be an

|{incorrect assumption? Because if you are talking about

————

cost-recovery, you have got to be talking about rate
center consolidation.
A I think, and | can only somewhat assume here on

what Mr. Joeger was answering with regard to rate center
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consolidation. If the Commission were to consider rate
I’ center consolidation as opposed to just reverting back to

the original Tampa rate center, if Verizon were required
to do so, then, yes, then it would be a cost-recovery
issue.

Q Would you agree that there is no Tampa rate

center in the tariffs today, there is no rate center
” labeled simply Tampa?
A In the tariffs, in Verizon's tariff?
Ir Q Correct.

A 1 have not looked at the actual tariff. 1 just

———

know what 1 have been told about the tariff that reflects
the five that has been stated by Verizon.
I Q  So when you wrote the tariff identifies five
rseparate rate centers for the Tampa area, Tampa central,
Tampa north, Tampa south, Tampa east, and Tampa west, what
did you base that information on?
A That information was based off of information
that was referred to Mr. Joeger from Fred Gamble
(phonetic), who was the individual that actually was

Ihandling this prior to myself. And I'm sure it was based

—————

off of what he got from the actual tariff copies.
Q And your statement seems to preclude that there
is any simply Tampa rate center in the tariff, correct?

A Identified as just Tampa, not Tampa central,
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yes, | would say.

Q Thank you.

A 1 guess | would have to comment again, though,
since we base everything off of the information out of the
LERG where it is a Tampa rate center with regards to how
our rating and routing and everything is structured, there
would be a Tampa as far as we are concerned, just Tampa.

Q At Page 9, Line 2 of your direct testimony,

Lines 1 to 2 you make reference to interconnection
agreements that require ALECs to match Verizon's calling
area. Do you have such an interconnection agreement that
requires you to match our calling area?

A It would be an assumption on my part that we do
because we have interconnection agreements. What it
exactly states, | couldn't comment.

Q So are you telling me you don't know if the
agreement requires you to match Verizon's local calling
areas?

A No, I'm telling you I'm not sure how our
interconnection agreement with Verizon reads, because |
have not actually seen the interconnection agreement
myself.

Q Then what did you base that statement on?

A Well, 1 think the general practice is when a

service provider comes into market they generally match
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the ILEC's rate centers.

Q Is that a requirement in the interconnection
agreement or is that a business decision on the ALECs'
part?

A I am not quite sure. My assumption would be

that it is more than likely probably a decision because

you don’t want to deal with inconsistent rate centers.

Q So your assumption is that it is the ALECs’
business decision, correct, rather than the
interconnection agreement?

A A combination, yes.

Q No, I'm not asking you if it is a combination.
Is it in the interconnection agreement or not?

A Is it actually in the agreement?

Q Yes, yes. Because it seems here you say, you

refer to interconnection agreements that require ALECs to
match Verizon's calling area. And what | want to ask you
is if you have ever seen an interconnection agreement
between Verizon and an ALEC that has that requirement?
J A No, | have not actually seen an interconnection
agreement.

Q In your direct testimony at Page 13, you say at
|Lines 20 through 22, the ALEC carriers built their
marketing and service offerings on the basis of the Tampa

MSA having one rate center. Does that mean that WorldCom
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1 offers a local calling scope that includes all five of

2 Verizon's tariffed rate centers?

3 “ A I cannot answer that question because I'm not
4 || familiar with that.

5 Q Do you know what WorldCom's local calling scopes
6 F are?

7 A No, I do not.

8 ? Q So you don't know if they match?

9 A If they match exactly, no, | do not.

10 Q In any event, WorldCom's local calling scopes
11 {|won't be affected by the decision in this docket, will

12 |/they? WorldCom has the right to determine what its

13 ||calling scopes are, correct?

14 A I'm going to assume, yes, that they do have the
15 ||right to determine what their calling scope is.

16 Q In your testimony you discuss number pooling,
17 |land you seem to assume there will be six pools, the five
18 [|so-called geographic pools that are reflected in Verizon's

19 || tariffs and one pool for what you call the universal Tampa
20 ||/rate center. Verizon hasn’'t proposed any pool for the

21 ||Tampa, so-called Tampa rate center, has it?

22 A I would assume that that assumption is based on
23 |/ the fact that if you were allowed to implement your five

24 |inew rate centers and you were going to do grandfathering,

25 |lwell, then the grandfathering would encompass customers
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within the Tampa rate center. So if you were going to do
pooling, each rate center would have to have a pool.

Q But Verizon hasn’t proposed having any pool for
the Tampa rate center, because it doesn't have a tariff
that corresponds to that pool, is that right? Verizon
hasn’'t proposed that, correct?

A Not that | am aware of, that they have not
proposed that, no. But they have proposed the
grandfathering of customers keeping them within that
particular rate center of Tampa. And if you are going to
do pooling, you would have to allow those customers to
pool, as well, so you would have to have a pool for the
Tampa rate center.

Q I think you just said we had proposed
grandfathering customers within the rate center of Tampa.
There is no Tampa rate center in the tariff, correct?

A Okay. You have proposed grandfathering
customers that the other ALECs have within their quote,
unquote, Tampa rate center.

Q Which would be Tampa central, correct?

A I'm not sure if they have the same V and H
coordinates as Tampa.

Q And that grandfathering would mean those
customers would not have to change their telephone

numbers, correct?
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A That is not totally correct. Because if the
customer desired to switch providers, ports from, say,
WorldCom to Verizon, you would require them to take a
number change because that NXX is going to be based off of
what we consider to be the Tampa rate center. And if they
were actually in what you consider to be Tampa east, you
will require the customer to take a number change.

Q And that situation is no different from any
other where you would have a customer where portability

would be occurring, say, from St. Pete to Tampa. That is

no different from any other — any other rate center in

the state, correct?

A If the Tampa rate center were left at status
quo, just Tampa, within that particular rate center the
lcustomer would be able to port no matter where they were
located.

Q Okay. But there is no Tampa rate center today
in the tariffs, correct?

” A In your tariff? From what you say, yes, in your
tariff.

Q So - and under the FCC guidelines number
porting can only occur within a rate center, correct?

A Correct.

Q So today we can’'t port between, say, Tampa

|
central and Tampa east, or Tampa west, correct, under the
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1 FCC's guidelines and the way the carriers have implemented
2 their systems?
3 A If Tampa were left as is before the February 1st
4 changes by Verizon, that customer would be able to port
5 within the entire Tampa rate center, no matter which
6 switch they were housed.
7 Q No. Okay. You recognize that there are five
8 M tariffed rate centers, correct?
9 A Verizon is implementing five new tariffed rate
10 ||centers, correct.
11 Q No, there are five existing tariffed rate
12 ||centers, correct? And you state that in your testimony,
13 ||and | can tell you where --
14 A For your Verizon tariff you have five rate
15 ||centers.
16 Q Correct. And under FCC guidelines it is

17 ||permissible to port only within a rate center, correct?

18 A Correct.

19 Q And if there are five existing rate centers, a

20 ||customer -- carriers could port only within each of those

21 ||five rate centers, correct, not between them?

22 A There is no porting between rate centers, that

23 |lis correct.

24 Q Right. How many customers does WorldCom have in

25 ||the areas corresponding to Verizon's Tampa north, Tampa
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south, Tampa east, and Tampa west tariffed rate centers?

A The exact number | do not have.

Q Do you have any kind of an estimate?

A It is my understanding that we are probably one
of the larger ALECs within that community.

Q What do you mean by "that community”?

A Or within that particular Tampa rate center.
The number of customers 1 do not know.

Q Now, you are saying that particular rate center.
I have named four Tampa rate centers, and I'm asking you
how many customers you have in each of those areas?

A Okay. | apologize because | keep thinking of it
as just Tampa, which was the original one.

Q Right.

A I can’t give you the exact number.

Q Can you give me a proportion?

A A proportion as to our customer base, how many |
think are in each of the four?

Q Yep.

A No, because it would truly be a very big guess.

Q Would you agree at least that a majority of your
customers are in what corresponds to -- what we think of
as the Tampa central tariffed rate area?

A | think that might be a safe assumption.

Q In your rebuttal testimony at Page 3, Lines 12
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and 13, you indicate that additional investigation and
fact gathering is required with regard to the issues in
this case. Can you tell us what additional information
and fact gathering we would need to do before making a
decision?

A I'm sorry, you're on Page 37

Q Page 3 of your rebuttal testimony, Lines 12 and
13.

A And, I'm sorry, | don't have a numbered copy of
that. Is that the same question --

Q Well, let me just - we don't even need to look
at your testimony. Do you believe that any information,
any additional investigation or fact gathering is
necessary before the Commission can make a decision in
this case?

A 1 would think that probably before they make a
decision as to whether or not to grant the five created
rate centers as opposed to just the original Tampa, yes.

Q And what kind of information or facts would be
necessary before they made that decision?

A 1 would think information regarding how the
other ALECs would be affected by the proposed changes that
Verizon has implemented within the LERG.

Q That's already in the record, isn't it?

A Probably some of it, but 1 think there is
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additional comment.

Q What kind of additional things don't appear in
the testimony that the Commission should know?

A I would say the majority of them probably are
there with regards to customer impact, effect, and maybe
some of the cost issues.

Q I'm sorry, did you say that they are there
already or that they aren’t there?

A I would say that the majority of them are there,
but additional evidence or information could probably be
gathered. To specifics, I'm not sure.

MS. CASWELL: That's all I've got. Thank you,
Ms. Thomas.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Staff.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. FORDHAM:

Q Ms. Faul, on Page 3, Lines 11 through 25 of your
prefiled testimony, you stated that according to Verizon
there is inconsistency between its tariff and the LERG.
Now, my question is do you personally believe that there
is inconsistency between Verizon's tariff and the LERG?

A If the question is do | believe that what they
have written in their tariff does not match what is in the
LERG, that would be true. What is written in their tariff

on paper indicates Tampa north, south, east, central, and
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west, whereas the LERG only indicates Tampa.

Q So basically you concur with Verizon that there
is inconsistency?

A Correct, 1 do.

Q Also on Page 3 you state that WorldCom has
received its numbering resources for the Tampa area and
NANPA issued the codes for a single rate center to cover
the entire metropolitan Tampa area.

Now, when you received those codes, did the code
administrator ever discuss your request to determine which
of the - which of the Tampa areas the codes were issued
for or should be issued for?

A No, they did not.

Q On Page 7 of your direct testimony, Lines 9
through 20, you state that one option would be to allow
Verizon to continue using five geographic rate centers.
Would you just discuss briefly, please, identify the
advantages and disadvantages of that scenario and its
impact on carriers and customers?

A 1 would say that the advantage would be we would
be able to resume business as usual before the
February 1st change to the RDBS and BRIDS and the LERG.
The possible disadvantage, if it truly is a disadvantage,
is that whatever Verizon was doing behind the scenes when

they were code administrator allowing only one rate center
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to exist in the LERG they would have to continue to do.

Q Now, you also state that there is a second
option and that is to require Verizon to undo or remove
its changes to the LERG. In that scenario would you
identify the advantages and disadvantages and its impact
on the carriers and customers?

A 1 would say, again, that if they were to
allow -- be allowed the second option, the ALECs would
remain with the same benefit of being able to continue to
have one Tampa rate center represented in the LERG and
assign codes based upon that. And 1 am not totally sure
as to what internal changes would have to be made within
Verizon.

Q In the first part of this question, just to be
sure that we understood that, the scenario would be if
Verizon were allowed to continue using the five geographic
rate centers, in answering that was that your
understanding?

A No, it wasn't. 1 actually thought you said
second. When | looked at the second one, 1 answered that
question. |

Q I'm going back to the first scenario there where
1 said that if Verizon were allowed to continue using five
geographic rate centers, the advantages and disadvantages

and impact?
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A Right. And I did not answer that properly then.
I was looking at the second option and answered based upon

that one.

Q Okay. Could you have another shot at the first

[ scenario —
A 1 would appreciate it.
HF Q - were they allowed to continue?

A I would think that my answer to that would be
the same as my answer to the third, which you haven't

asked yet, but 1 will go ahead and answer. Which would be

basically the ALECs will be required to change their
existing and get new codes for the other rate centers
’l where they do not have codes because they would still have
customers that were in those particular rate centers that
are now being described as either Tampa north, south,
east, or west. So that particular customer would be
forced —- from an ALEC perspective, that particular
customer would more than likely be forced to change.
H If they were grandfathered, they would be put in
a situation where with regards to the porting it would not
be as flexible for them, because eventually a number
change would take place. The benefit to Verizon would be
that they would have the five geographic rate centers that
they have already put in the LERG after February 1st.
N

Q Okay. Now, | think you have answered scenario
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two, and I'm going to surprise you and not ask you about
scenario three. So let's change channels here.

On Page 10 of your testimony, Lines 4 through
22, you state that WorldCom is affected by the creation of
five rate centers, but WorldCom's local calling plan is
not. Can you explain that seeming inconsistency?

A 1 would have to basically try to second-guess
what Jim Joeger was thinking. 1 am under the assumption
that if the WorldCom calling plan was extended to the
point that it is not affected, the creation of the five
additional rate centers would affect us with regards to, |
guess, our customer base if there were a need for the
customer to take customer changes.

Q But your local calling plan would not be
affected?

A Correct. Because we are matching the
incumbent's rate centers with regards to, | guess, the
calling scope.

Q Okay. On Page 11, Line 25, and Page 12, Lines 1
through 9, you state that a Tampa pooling trial should
begin after Verizon reverses its changes in the LERG.

Now, in your opinion, when should the LERG be changed?

A In my opinion, the LERG should be changed back
to the original status quo as soon as possible.

Q And after -- were it to be changed back, how
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long after that change should the pooling trial begin?
A I am somewhat familiar with the pooling that has
already been or being investigated within the Florida

area, so | would think after November, which is when |

think it is Ft. Pierce MSA or one of the later MSAs is due
to actually look into pooling. So after that time, after
November of 2001. And that is based off of the
requirements relative to the NRO, which the FCC basically
states that pooling should be three NPAs per region per

LATA as to not overburden the carriers within that are

national.

Q In your opinion, Ms. Faul, could a pooling trial
be implemented prior to the change in the LERG?

A Is it okay if | say I'm Mrs. Thomas?

Q I'm sorry, wrong witness. You're right.

A That's okay. 1I'm sorry, could you repeat the
question?

Q 1 apologize for that. In your opinion, could a
pooling trial be implemented prior to a change in the

LERG?

i A If a pooling trial were to be impiemented prior
to the LERG being converted back to just the Tampa rate

center, it would require that there be six poolings, six
Jl areas being pooled, or six rate centers, because each rate

center would have to have a pool of its own.
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Q So |1 would take that as a no, that it could not

be implemented prior to a change in the LERG?
A it could be implemented, but it will require

more administrative with regard to the pooling

HI administrator because there would not be one pool, there

would be several pools that would have to be stocked and

implemented.

Q Are you aware that one of the criteria for
initiation of a number pooling trial is that the area code
must be in jeopardy?

A That is one of the three requirements in the
FCC’s NRO. But there are several states that have
(| petitioned and gotten delegated authority and have gotten
the ability to implement pooling trials without all three
of the requirements being met.

Q Are you aware of whether the Tampa area code is

in jeopardy?

A It's my understanding, 1 think, that it is not
| in jeopardy right now.

MR. FORDHAM: No further questions.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Commissioners.
COMMISSIONER PALECKI: | have just a few

questions. If we get away from the additional

‘ administrative costs to your company that might be

incurred if there were five separate areas, and just focus
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on the issue of existing customers, are you satisfied with
the grandfathering clause or provision that Verizon has
proposed?

THE WITNESS: | would first like to comment on
the fact that the additional costs wouldn't be specific to
my company. Pooling administrator costs would be divided
amongst the industry, so it would be a shared cost. And,
I'm sorry, your question was would | be satisfieq with the
grandfathering?

COMMISSIONER PALECKI: Yes. The grandfathering
provision that has been suggested by Verizon, is that
satisfactory with regard to the issue of existing
customers?

THE WITNESS: If we are looking at the future
ability of the customer to be flexible and mobile and to
have a choice, which is what competition is about, |1 would
say that it would not be fair. Because somewhere along
the line, depending upon that customer’s choice, if they
choose to truly switch providers and port back to Verizon,
there is going to be a requirement for that customer to
eventually take a number change.

COMMISSIONER BAEZ: Now, see, that’'s what -- I'm
sorry, Commissioner, 1 just have to jump in here. That is
what has been bugging me all afternoon. From a practical

standpoint it seems like the proposal actually locks your
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customers in from a competitive standpoint.

THE WITNESS: Locks it into me as far as

|

I! Verizon.

WorldCom?
COMMISSIONER BAEZ: If | was your customer then

I would think twice if | was going to have to port back to

THE WITNESS: Right, you would. But I'm looking
at the customer as far as being fair to the customer and
" giving them the flexibility and ability to use what they

are paying for, which has been commented earlier the cost

to port. They are paying monthly to port. But if they do

port and switch to another carrier, if they switch from
WorldCom to Verizon, then they are penalized because there
will be a requirement for a number change.

Now, do | have a problem if the customer is
locked into me? No, | do not. But I'm looking at the
fairness for the customer as far as flexibility and the
purpose behind porting and what they are paying for.

COMMISSIONER BAEZ: Thanks for being so honest.
I mean, | just hasn't - it just hadn't clicked. | hadn't
heard anyone else say that.

THE WITNESS: You're right. | mean, | have no
|prob|em if they are locked into me forever. | mean, they
! can be grandfathered and be my customer forever, that is

fine with me.
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COMMISSIONER BAEZ: So we are not -- | guess
A I've been trying to look at this as some type of
!competitive issue. And | think it probably works in
reverse. | mean, in a sense, right?

THE WITNESS: Right. So Il guess my thought is
more for the good of the customer, what is fair to the
customer.

COMMISSIONER BAEZ: And we are so glad you are
looking out for that.

COMMISSIONER PALECKI: Thank you. | think you
followed up well on my question. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Redirect.

“ REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. SELF:

Q Just one question, if | may. You have been
asked a lot of questions about grandfathering. Are you
J. aware of anyplace where grandfathering like that has
occurred?

J A No, I'm not.

|
MR. SELF: That's all | have.
‘ COMMISSIONER DEASON: Exhibits.
MR. SELF: Yes, we would move Exhibit 11.
i COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection show

that Exhibit 11 is admitted.

Ms. Thomas, you may be excused.
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THE WITNESS: Thank you.
(Exhibit 11 admitted into the record.)
COMMISSIONER DEASON: We have one last witness.
It's about time for us to take a break, but if this

witness is going to be extremely short we can just

proceed.
MS. CAMECHIS: | don’t think it's up to me.
MS. CASWELL: | probably have ten minutes or so.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Let's go ahead and take a
ten-minute break.
We will take a ten-minute recess at this time.
(Recess.)
COMMISSIONER DEASON: We will call the hearing
ir back to order. Ms. Camechis.
MS. CAMECHIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Time
Warner Telecom of Florida would like to call Craig Tystad,
please.
’ CRAIG TYSTAD
was called as a witness on behalf of Time Warner Telecom of
Florida, and, having been duly sworn, testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MS. CAMECHIS:
Q Craig, would you please state your full name and
business address for the record?

FI A  Craig Tystad, Director of Operations Planning,
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5613 DTC Parkway, Englewood, Colorado 80111.

Q By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A Time Warner Telecom, and | am Director of
Operations Planning, Policy and Procedures.

Q Have you caused to be prepared and filed direct
and rebuttal testimony in this docket?

A No. Yes, | have, excuse me.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Boy, this was going to be

short there for a moment.
BY MS. CAMECHIS:
Q Are there any additions, deletions, changes, or
modifications to your testimony?
A I have one change, it is in the rebuttal
testimony, Page 2, Line 14. Change impacts to impact.
Q And you would consider that a typographical
error, correct?
A That was a typographical error.
Q If I were to ask you the same questions today,
would you provide the same responses?
A Yes.
MS. CAMECHIS: Mr. Chairman, | would ask that
ithe witness'’ testimony be inserted into the record as if
so read.
CHAIRMAN DEASON: Without objection it shall be

Iso inserted.
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BY MS. CAMECHIS:
Q Mr. Tystad, do you have any exhibits to your
ﬁ{ testimony?
A I have one.
Q And is that Exhibit CT-1 to your direct

testimony?

A Yes.

MS. CAMECHIS: Mr. Chairman, | would ask that
that exhibit be marked for identification as | believe it
| is Exhibit 12.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: That is correct, Exhibit
12.

MS. CAMECHIS: Thank you.

(Exhibit 12 marked for identification.)
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INTRODUCTION

QUALIFICATIONS

Please state your name, position, and business address.

My name is Craig Tystad. 1 am the Director of Operations Planning for Time
Warner Telecom. My business address is 5613 DTC Parkway, Englewood, CO
80111.

Please summarize your educational background and previous experience in
the telecommunications field.

[ have nineteen years of experience in the engineering and operations areas of
telecommunications. Before coming to Time Warner Telecom, I was employed
by US West in operational and engineering managerial positions from 1979
through 1993. When [ came to Time Wamer Telecom in 1993, | planned and
implemented TWTC’s switching services including the management of all
aspects of switched services: service provisioning, networks inventory, capacity
management, telephony number administration, inter-company compensation.
message processing, switch surveillance, and trouble management for seventeen
Lucent 5ESSs. Since 1997, I have been in my current job capacity and am
responsible for setting company policy and direction in relation to operation
support systems, new technology implementation, and new product
development. Please find attached my vitae.

Have you previously testified before the Florida Public Service Commission
(“Commission”)?

No.
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Q: On whose behalf is this testimony offered?

A: I am testifying on behalf of Time Warner Telecom of Florida. L.P.

Q: What is the purpose of your testimony?

A: My testimony responds to the tentative issues designated in Order No. PSC-01-
0380-PCO-TP, by discussing the impact on TWTC of Verizon’s intent to
expand from one rate center to five in the Tampa area.

Q: Please summarize your testimony.

Currently. the Tampa area has different rate center designations for Verizon and
the ALEC’s serving customers in that area. According to its tariff, Verizon has
five rate centers in the Tampa area, e.g., Tampa Central, North, South, East and
West. However, ALEC’s entering the marketplace in Tampa have used the
LERG to set up their dialing and routing plans, which includes only one
“Tampa” rate center and encompasses all five of the above-listed rate centers.

On February 1, 2001, Verizon made changes to the LERG, against this
Commission’s instructions, to bring the LERG in line with the rate centers that
their local exchange tariff identified. These changes created significant
discrepancies in the Tampa area based upon the differing treatment of rate
centers by Verizon and the ALECs. Verizon should be ordered to “undo” their
modifications immediately, to avoid the premature exhaustion of the 813 area
code and to avoid undue burdens and costs on ALECs.

Additionally, TWTC supports rate center consolidation. Most of

TWTC’s customers are in Tampa Central (with a few in Tampa East). Rate
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Center consolidation would mean that the local calling area would increase for
TWTC’s Tampa Central & East customers. Using the Verizon General Services
Tariff - A3.5.1 Local Calling Areas, TWTC's local calling area (for
Central/East) would expand to include Zephyrhills, Palmetto, New Port Richey
and Clearwater. Since most customers PIC their intra-LATA toll to their long
distance carrier, any lost revenue to the exchanges would be minimal. Also,
having more than one rate center will require ALECs to acquire additional
numbering resources, and would force ALEC’s customers to change their phone

numbers.

RESPONSES TO TENTATIVE ISSUES LIST ATTACHED TO

ORDER ESTABLISHING PROCEDURE

Should the Tampa Market Area be considered one rate center? If not, what
rate centers should be associated with the Tampa Market Area?

Yes, the Tampa Market Area should be considered one rate center since the
more rate centers there are, the more numbering resources will be required due
to competition. TWTC supports rate center consolidation to one rate center in
order to forestall premature exhaust of the 813 NPA, in addition to facilitating
any future numbering resource optimization efforts that may take place.

How would multiple rate centers impact the numbering resources in the
Tampa Market Area?

Currently TWTC has 4 NXX’s that serve the entire Tampa area. In order for
TWTC to serve customers in the five rate centers designated by Verizon, TWTC

would be required to designate the codes we currently have to the rate center
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covering the area where the predominate number of our customers
physically reside. TWTC would then have to request initial codes in the
other four rate centers in order to bring customers into alignment with
Verizon’s rate centers, and to allow customers to participate in porting. Asa
result, customers may be forced to take a number change to a new area code.

This would be the case with each of the approximately 32 ALEC’s in
the Tampa area. Each ALEC would be required to go to the NANPA and
request a new NXX for four additional rate centers. This instantly increases

the amount of assigned NXX’s to 128, and could contribute to the premature

~ exhaust of the 813 NPA, in addition to causing customer dissatisfaction due

to required number changes.

What effect will Verizon's changes to its Routing Database System
(RDBS) and Business Rating Information Database System (BRIDS)
have on other telecommunications carriers in the Tampa Market Area?
What effect would one or more rate centers have on telecommunications
carriers in the Tampa Market Area?

Terminating calling plans from outside the Tampa area may disadvantage
TWTC. For example, as the table below demonstrates, a terminating calling
plan from the New Port Richey rate center into the Tampa area must be
defined by Verizon for six (6) different rate centers, Tampa, Tampa Central,
Tampa South, Tampa North, Tampa East, and Tampa West. The Tampa rate
center may be designated as a toll call from New Port Richey, whereas all

other rate centers may be designated as a local call from New Port Richey.
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TWTC would have no control over the determination of whether the call is
toll or local, thereby negatively impacting TWTC customers.

Calling Plan for New Port Richey:

Calls to Worst Case Best Case
Tampa Toll Local
Tampa Central Toll Toll
Tampa North Local Local
Tampa South Toll Toll
Tampa East Toll Toll
Tampa West Local Local

Should a number pooling trial be implemented in the Tampa
Metropolitan Statistical Area? If so, when should the number pooling
trial begin?

Yes, and the trial should be begin July 1, 2001. Number pooling mandates
that there be a separate number pool established for each rate center. In the
Tampa area, there would be six separate number pools, one for each rate
center, i.e. Tampa (ALEC’s), Tampa Central, Tampa North, Tampa South,
Tampa East, and Tampa West (Verizon). The problem this creates is that
the ALEC’s, of which there are approximately 32, would donate and
participate in one number pool for the “Tampa” rate center. Verizon would
donate, to themselves, and be the only service provider to participate in the
other five rate center pools, since the ALEC’s do not have numbers
designated for the five Verizon rate centers. This process defeats the
purpose of number pooling as an optimization method within the 813 NPA.
What other number conservation measures, if any, should the

Commission order in the Tampa Market Area? If other number

La
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conservation measures should be implemented, when should these
measures be implemented? How should the cost recovery be
established?

Rate center consolidation is a conservation measure that should be ordered
for the Tampa Market Area. Rate center consolidation should be
implemented immediately. Each carrier should absorb the costs of
implementing rate center consolidation.

Should Verizon be ordered to implement rate center consolidation in the
Tampa Market Area?

Yes.

If Verizon should be ordered to implement rate center consolidation in
the Tampa Market Area, how many rate centers should be
consolidated? and if so, how should it be implemented?

There should be one rate center for the Tampa area.

When should the rate center consolidation be effective?

Rate center consolidation should be ordered immediately with completion as
soon as practicable.

Should Verizon be allowed to recover its costs upon consolidation of its
rate centers in the Tampa Market Area? If so, hov;r?

As stated above, all carriers, including Verizon, should absorb the costs of

implementing rate center consolidation in Tampa.

.=
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Should Verizon be required to undo changes made prior to August 15,
2000, in its RDBS and BRIDS systems? If so, should Verizon be
required to file a revised Tariff reflecting one Tampa Rate Center?

Yes, and Verizon should be required to file a revised tariff reflecting one rate
center for the Tampa market area. Implementation of the proposed
modifications to the RDBS and the BRIDS could result in the premature
exhaustion of NPA 813. If the Commission does not take immediate action
to cease further updates to the RDBS and the BRIDS, all ALECs in the
Tampa area will be required to obtain NXX codes in all five Tampa rate
centers, effective May 1, 2001. Therefore, Verizon should be required to
“undo” changes made prior to August 15, 2000 in its RDBS and BRIDS
systems in order to effectuate rate center consolidation in the Tampa area.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF CRAIG TYSTAD

VERIZON BELIEVES FIVE RATE CENTERS HAVE EXISTED FOR AT
LEAST 30 YEARS. PAGE 3, LINES 3-8. IS THIS AN ACCURATE
CHARACTERIZATION OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES IN THE TAMPA
AREA?

No, Verizon's statement that five rate centers have existed for 30 years
in the Tampa area is a mischaracterization of the facts. For decades,
Verizon disregarded the fact that its tariff refers to five rate centers and
conducted operations in the Tampa area with one rate center.
Regardless of the fact that Verizon’s tariff refers to five rate centers, from
a LERG standpoint, there has been one Tampa rate center for all intents
and purposes. Verizon has not offered any pressing need justifying
expansion from one to five rate centers in the Tampa area, thereby

altering the structure used by Verizon and other carriers for decades.

MS. MENARD STATES THAT THERE WERE “INDUSTRY
CONCERNS” POSED AT CIGRR THAT PROMPTED GTE TO BREAK
OUT THE LOCALITIES FOR ITS CODES TO REFLECT WHERE
WITHIN THE FIVE RATE CENTERS THE CODE RESIDED. PAGE 5,
LINES 14-21. DID THOSE “INDUSTRY CONCERNS” REPRESENT A

CONSENSUS OF THE ALEC PARTICIPANTS IN CIGRR WHO ARE
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AFFECTED BY VERIZON’S DECISION TO EXPAND FROM ONE TO
FIVE RATES CENTERS IN THE TAMPA AREA?

No, there was not a consensus amongst ALECs that Verizon should
break out the localities for its codes to reflect where in the existing five-

tariffed rate centers in Tampa the code resided.

ARE ALECs FREE TO DETERMINE THE LOCAL CALLING AREAS
FOR THEIR CUSTOMERS, OR DOES EACH ALEC HAVE TO MATCH
VERIZON’S RATE CENTER? PAGE 7, LINES 6-12.

Yes, an ALEC may determine the local calling areas for its customers;
however, each ALEC must match Verizon’s rate center. If the rate
centers do not match, there will be a significant impact$ on number
portability, call termination, and number pooling issues. Unless Verizon
and the ALEC use the same actual geographic definition of the area,
expanding from one to five rates centers will negatively impact
customers and other telecommunication companies with little or no

corresponding benefit.

MS. MENARD USED INFORMATION FROM THE 911 DATABASE TO
DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE RATE CENTERS FOR
CUSTOMERS. PAGE 9, LINES 21-23. WAS USE OF INFORMATION

FROM THE 911 DATABASE APPROPRIATE FOR THAT PURPOSE?
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A:

No. Verizon's interconnection agreement with Time Warner Telecom of
Florida, L.P. (Time Wamer), states as follows:

Article VIII, Section 3.4.5.5.7 - GTE agrees to treat

all data on TWTC subscribers provided under this

Agreement as strictly confidential and to use data on

TWTC subscribers only for the purpose of providing

E-911 services.

Accordingly, Verizon's use of information from the 911 database

constitutes a breach of its Interconnection Agreement with Time Warner.

VERIZON RECOMMENDS THAT EXISTING ALEC CUSTOMERS WHO
ARE NOT PHYSICALLY LOCATED IN THE TAMPA CENTRAL RATE
CENTER SHOULD KEEP THEIR TELEPHONE NUMBERS UNLESS
THEY MOVE THEIR SERVICE TO ANOTHER ALEC. PAGE 10, LINES
19-23. IF VERIZON’'S RECOMMENDATION IS ACCEPTED, WHAT
WILL BE THE ACTUAL IMPACT ON CUSTOMERS?

If Verizon uses five rate centers while other carriers use one, when a
customer wishes to move its service from one ALEC to another ALEC,
from an ALEC to Verizon, or from Verizon to an ALEC, the benefits of
number portability would not be available unless the affected carriers
uses the same rate center structure. The customer would be required to
take a number change simply by virtue of the fact that the customer lives

in the Tampa area, whereas in every other area in Florida, the benefits of
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number portability would be available. Based upon this result, it appears
that customers in the Tampa area would not receive the same level of

service enjoyed by customers in other areas of the state.

MS. MENARD STATES THAT VERIZON'S RECOGNITION IN THE
LERG OF FIVE TAMPA RATE CENTERS HAS NOT HAD ANY
IMPACT ON LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY (LNP). PAGE 11,
LINES 25 THROUGH PAGE 12, LINE 15. IS THIS AN ACCURATE
CHARACTERIZATION OF THE FUTURE IMPACT OF EXPANDING
FROM ONE TO FIVE RATE CENTERS IN THE TAMPA AREA?

No. Time Warner experienced a similar situation in Rochester, NY,
where Time Wamer did not match the ILEC's rate center. The
mismatched rate centers had a significant negative impact on Time
Wamer from an administrative and resource standpoint, in addition to

creating significant difficulties with number porting and customer billing.

DOES VERIZON’S RECOGNITION OF FIVE TAMPA RATE CENTERS
IMPACT ALECs?

Yes. | must disagree with Ms. Menard's assertion that there will be no
immediate impact on ALECs. Page 13, Lines 4-17. Once again, the
only way there will not be an impact on ALECs is if all ALECs match
Verizon's rate centers. If ALECs have one rate center while Verizon has

five, number pooling, portabilty and termination issues arise
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immediately. On the other hand, if ALECs match Verizon's five rate

centers, premature exhaustion of the 813 area code is the issue.

SHOULD VERIZON BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT RATE CENTER
CONSOLIDATION IN THE TAMPA MARKET AREA?

This question is actually a mischaracterization of the issue. If the
Commission requires Verizon to use one rate center for the Tampa area,
Verizon would not be required to consolidate Tampa area rate centers;
rather, they would be prohibited from expanding the number of rate

centers in the Tampa area from one to five.

IS VERIZON’'S CONCERN WITH MANAGING NUMBERING
RESOURCES AT THE RATE CENTER LEVEL RELEVANT TO THIS
DOCKET? PAGE 17, LINES 1-20.

No, this issue is not relevant to whether Verizon should be allowed to
expand from one to five rate centers in the Tampa market area. This
issue is not a rate center consolidation issue at all; rather, it is a number
optimization issue that is equally applicable to all carriers, not just
Verizon. The issue exists whether or not Verizon expands from one to

five rate centers in the Tampa area.

SHOULD VERIZON BE REQUIRED TO UNDO THE CHANGES MADE
PRIOR TO AUGUST 15, 2000 AND, IF SO, SHOULD VERIZON BE
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REQUIRED TO FILE A REVISED TARIFF REFLECTING ONE TAMPA
RATE CENTEB?

A: Yes, considering the impacts on number portability, number pooling, call
termination, and premature exhaustion of the 813 area code, Verizon
should be required to undo changes made prior to August 15, 2000, and
should be required to amend their tariff to reflect one rate center instead

of five for the Tampa Area.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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BY MS. CAMECHIS:

Q Mr. Tystad, do you have a brief summary?

A Yes, | do.

Q Would you please provide your testimony?

A Time Warner Telecom believes that Verizon should
not be allowed to expand from one rate center in the LERG
to five rate centers. Time Warner Telecom believes that

customers and other communication carriers in the area

would be significantly impacted by Verizon's changes in

the rate center structure. These changes will stifle
competition by limiting customer options, causing customer
confusion and causing ALECs to incur costs. The changes

will also cause premature exhaust of the 813 area code.

The bottom line is that we don’t believe
customers and competitors should bear the burden of fixing
Verizon's mistake. The best number conservation measure
is to retain a single rate center for Tampa. That's it.

MS. CAMECHIS: Mr. Chairman, we tender Mr.
Tystad for cross examination.

COMMISSIONER ISEASON: Mr. Beck.

MR. BECK: No questions.

CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MS. CASWELL:
Q Good afternoon, Mr. Tystad. Do you understand

Verizon's proposal to grandfather existing customers so




© 0O N 00 g A O N =

B e L - T T S
aﬁaﬁﬁgomqmmhunao

h

290

that they would not need to take a number change?

A I understand the proposal, but | do not agree
with it.

Q Okay. Do you understand that grandfathering
only effects customers physically located outside of the
Tampa central rate center?

A Yes.

Q  And so the only customers that would need to
take a number change if they switch back to Verizon, for
example, are the customers outside of Tampa central,
correct?

A That is correct.

Q And how many customers does Time Warner have
outside of Tampa central?

A It is a small number.

Q Can you give me any kind of a proportion?

A It doesn’'t matter. | mean, my customer -- you
can't compare my customer base to a residential type
provider.

Q Okay. Well, let me ask you this way. Do you
have any reason to disagree with Ms. Menard's analysis
that only two percent of the ALECs' customers are
physically outside of the Tampa central rate center?

A 1 don't, | can't disagree with that.

Q Have you heard anyone here today but Ms. Menard
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offer any statistics about how many ALEC customers are in
the four rate centers other than Tampa central?

A No.

Q In your opening statement you said, |1 believe,
“ that Verizon's proposal would limit customers options, is
that correct?

A That is correct.

Q And what kind of options is Verizon limiting if

it harmonizes the LERG with its tariffs?

A The limitations | was indicating is that any
time you make a rate center smaller, that means if a
customer outgrows their business and needs to move to a
business park they have a greater chance of having to take

a number change. There are other impacts that affect our

ability to serve that customer any time you start —- take
A Aa big rate center and put it to a small rate center.

Q But Verizon's proposal doesn't affect your
calling scopes, does it?

A Which aspect of calls, the wholesale portion or
the retail?

Q The calling scopes that you offer to customers,

you're free to offer any kind of calling scope you want,

H correct? So that if you want to offer them all of Tampa,
you can; if you want to offer them something that

corresponds to each of those five rate centers, you can;
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you are free to do anything you want, correct?
A From a retail perspective that is a true fact.
But, you have to look at the wholesale cost of terminating
those calls. In the interconnect agreement we have to

pay, we would have to pay whatever Verizon destines that

call to be, toll, local, EAS.
“ Q Okay.

A So -- let me just finish that thought. So, in
essence, that drives how our customers -- what we will

retail to our customers. We have to be able to recover

our costs.

Q Okay. And in our interconnection agreement with

you, EAS, ECS, and local are all considered local calls
” for reciprocal compensation purposes, are they not?

A I don't have the interconnect agreement in front
of me, | can't —-

Q Okay. And when you talk about terminating
calling plans, are you assuming that your calling scopes

are necessarily the same as Verizon's?

A In most cases they are the same.

Q But that criticism would assume that, wouldn't

it, necessarily?

A 1 don't understand.
Q Let me ask you this. Even if your calling

scopes are the same as ours, in your talking about
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terminating calling plans being effective, wouldn’'t that
just be the case for customers that were outside of the
Tampa central area?

A My reference to terminating was | have to pay to
terminate a call on somebody else’s network. The rate
that I have to pay is driven by the interconnect
agreement, which in the Verizon example is it has to match
Verizon's calling plan. So my -

Q Are you saying that our interconnection
agreement with you requires you to match your local |
exchange areas or calling scopes with ours?

A For retail reciprocal compensation.

Q Do you have a copy of that agreement with you?
Have you seen that specific provision you are referring
to?

A I was on the interconnect agreement for the
first generation. My understanding is we just finished
the second generation and that provision did stay in
there.

Q And just so I'm clear what that provision says,
does it say that you need to match our calling scopes?

A For reciprocal compensation. So you have got to
look at it from a wholesale/retail standpoint.

Q But you don’'t match our calling scopes except on

the retail level, correct? There is no issue of calling
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scope with reciprocal compensation, it's only on the
retail level that you have calling scope, correct?

A We can define the calling scope on the retail
side.

Q And you do define a calling scope on the retail
side, for instance in your price list before this
Commission, correct?

A Generally, we are driven to match because we
have to recover cost.

Q And | think you have testified earlier you don’t
know if — you don't know if EAS and ECS are considered
local within your interconnection agreement, correct?

A 1 don't.

Q I think you also stated in your opening
statement that customer confusion would ensue if Verizon
harmonized its LERG with the tariffs or harmonized its
tariffs with the LERG. What kind of confusion are you
talking about?

A Any time -- we have learned from experience, we
do have experience in this, any time you adjust rate
centers you need to communicate with every customer. You
have to touch every customer. Because the potential for
impacting the customer from a service standpoint, from a
billing standpoint, you need to touch them and talk to

them and communicate what is going on.
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Q But, again, our recognizing the rate centers in
the LERG doesn't affect your calling scopes, correct? You
have the freedom to make your calling scope whatever you
want it to be, right?

A If we go down the path of five rate centers, |
have to look at every customer. | have to go into my
operational support systems just as you would if we went
the one rate center route. | have to go in and make
changes from Tampa to the five individuals, so | have the
same burden you do if we go the five rate centers.

Q But I'm talking about - I'm talking about the
customer confusion aspect. Would you change customers’
calling scopes if we harmonize our tariffs and the LERG?

A We have to look at that. But we would
communicate with the customers on this change.

Q And what would you be communicating to them? If
their rates and their calling scopes aren’t changing, why
do you need to tell them anything?

A We laid out certain expectations, certain things
we would deliver, we just need to recommunicate that this
is what we can do. Sitting right here right now I can't
say that it's this, this, and this. But anytime you touch
your switch, your operational support system, you have the
potential to impact your customer, my customer.

Q And I'm just trying to figure out how. What
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would you be communicating to them?
A That, for example, if you move you can only move
“ within this rate center. Before they could move within
this rate center.
Q When you say they could move within the rate
center, what do you mean move, physically move?

A If they outgrew their business.

‘ Q So that's really the only situation we have
identified. If a customer outgrows its business and wants
to expand across rate center boundaries that would, in
your mind, affect the customer?

A That is one of the aspects | would communicate.

Q Can you identify any other situation where our
IP change would affect the customer?

A The marketing people would have to sit down to
ensure that the rate plans and how we were going to bill
" the customer would stay the same. Sitting here right now
right now | could not say that.

Q And so you have no reason to believe,
necessarily, that the billing or the rate plans would
change?

H A My initial thought is 1 think they will.
Q Why would they have to change?
A Anytime you go from a big rate center, the

calling plan, our retail calling plan is probably going to
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change when we go down to a smaller rate center.
Q But are you offering a calling scope that
includes all of the five Tampa rate centers today?
A Today we have one rate center defined for our
retail offering.
Q And that includes all of our five Tampa tariffed

rate centers?

A Uh-hlIh-

Q And you don't need to change that because of the

change in harmonizing our LERG and the tariffs, correct?

I A No, | do have to go into my operational support
systems.

Q But you don't need to change the calling scope
for those customers, correct? You can leave the calling
scope as it is?
A I can't say that looking right now. That is
something we would have to analyze and do an impact study.
Q But that would be a business decision on your
F;:l::lrt, correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Now, are you recommending rate center
consolidation in this case?

A I'm calling this rate center expansion. Time
h Warner takes what is in the LERG as our rate center

boundary.
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Q So are you recommending rate center
consolidation? Are you recommending that our five
tariffed rate centers be collapsed into one big tariffed
rate center?

A Yes.

Q And did you consider at all the Commission’s
authority to do that?

A That is out of my area of expertise, |1 did not.

Q Okay. In your direct testimony, | think it's at
| Pages 2 to 3, you state that rate center consolidation
would mean that the local calling area would increase for
!Time Warner's Tampa central and east customers. First of
all, let's look at the designation of Tampa central and
east customers. That seems to indicate that Time Warner
has calling areas that correspond to Verizon's Tampa
central and Tampa east rate centers, would that be true?

’ A Can you repeat the question.

Q Again, I'm reading from your testimony at Pages

2 to 3, Line 23, over to Line 1 on Page 3. Rate center

consolidation would mean that the local calling area would

increase for Time Warner's Tampa central and east
customers. You're using the designations Tampa central
and east customers, which seems to indicate that you have
calling areas that correspond to Tampa central and Tampa

east. Would that be a correct assumption?

298
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A 1 would say -- | am not sure.

Q Okay. And, again, you're saying that rate
center consolidation would mean that their local calling
area would increase, but that would only be true if you
decided it should increase, correct?

A That is true.

Q Okay. Let's look at Page 4 of your direct
testimony. I'm sorry, that's your rebuttal testimony.
Let's look at Page 4 of your rebuttal testimony, Lines 20
through 22. Are you with me? There it says the only way
there will not be an impact on ALECs is if all ALECs match
Verizon's rate centers. Isn't that, in fact, what Verizon
is proposing?

A Yes. The point of this is that all providers
have to match.

Q Okay.

A So whether it's one rate center or five. You
can't have six is the general point of this one.

Q Okay. Thank you.

MS. CASWELL: That's all that |1 think | have.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Staff.
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. FORDHAM:
Q Mr. Tystad, you have stated that in order to

serve customers in the five rate centers that are to be
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designated by Verizon, or that have been designated by
Verizon that you would have to request initial codes in
the other four rate centers in order to bring your
customers into alignment with Verizon's rate centers.

On any occasion when you have requested codes
for the Tampa market, has the code administrator ever
discussed your request to determine which Tampa rate
center the code should be assigned to?

A I don't have day-to-day responsibility of
applying for additional numbering resources, so | can't -
1 have no knowledge of that.

Q On Page 4 of your testimony, Lines 12
through 23 —-

A Direct or rebuttal?

Q Direct. You state that the configuration of
rate centers would affect the calling scopes and therefore
some local calls may become toll calls.

Can you tell us, please, whether it is
technically possible to retain the same calling plans with
a new rate center structure?

A Can you repeat, | didn't quite follow the
question.

Q Okay. In your testimony you had stated that the
calling scopes would be changed and therefore some calls

would become toll calls and so forth. That was in your
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testimony. The question is do you know whether it is
technically possible to retain the same calling plans
under the new rate center structure?

A Technically anything is possible. You can rate

any call the way you want, technically. That question is

|

I! will change.

———

very hard because when you combine two, you know, things

Q Can you explain to us how toll calls are
calculated, including whether mileage is a parameter to
indicate whether a call could be local or toll?

A Do you want to know the way Time Warner
calculates it or in general? There are different ways
il look at it. There is message, there is —

Q Let's stick with Time Warner and explain how
your toll calls are calculated, is mileage a parameter and
so forth?

‘ A I don’t know for sure. But in most cases it's a

,flat per minute of use with no mileage calculation. That

is generally the way we set up a toll plan. 1 don't know

if Tampa is set up exactly that way.
MR. FORDHAM: | don't have any other questions.

I COMMISSIONER DEASON: Commissioners. Redirect.

MS. CAMECHIS: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION

[|BY MS. cAMECHIS:
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Q Mr. Tystad, earlier Ms. Caswell asked you how

many of Time Warner Telecom's customers are located in

Verizon's tariffed Tampa south, north, east, and west rate

centers. And | believe your response was that it didn't
matter because you couldn’'t compare our customer base with
a residential carrier's. Did | misstate your testimony?

A That is true.

Q That is true. Why do you say that you can't
compare our customer bases?

A 1 mean, one of my customers could generate the
revenue of 1,000 residential customers. So from an impact
and an importance to that customer, that service is
probably more important.

Q So even if only two percent of Time Warner's
customers were located outside of the Tampa central rate
center, that could virtually mean, you know, a substantial
portion of our business?

A Yes.

Q Are you familiar with any circumstance or
situation in which Time Warner's rate centers did not
match the ILEC's?

A We have one example in Rochester, New York.
That was our first venture into switched services. Back
in 1994 we placed Time Warner's first 5E in the Rochester,

New York rate center. Time Warner made a decision that we
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would -- from a marketing advantage we would offer a big
lirate center that encompassed four or five of the
incumbents. That worked fine for three or four years, and
at that point we started running into trouble. We were
forced then to expand our rate centers to match the LEC's.
ﬁr It was a huge disaster for Time Warner, politically,
customer-wise. We got our name in the paper.

So we have taken the position that we will
address any grandfathering and we will force a number
change to get that customer in line so they are not in a
one-off scenario. Any time you leave a customer in a
one-off scenario there is impact. They will be impacted
AF at some point. It's not just a number change, it is
receiving -- their neighbor could receive a call that is
[{local, and that same person calling the Time Warner
“ customer, it could be long distance and vice versa.
Out-bound the neighbor could call, it's a local calling;
if the Time Warner customer calls, it's a long distance
[ call.

So there are many unforeseen ways that a
customer is impacted anytime you change a rate center. So

we are taking this very seriously here. From a customer

standpoint, the bigger your rate center the better service
they are going to have. They have more options, more

providers, they can move farther. From a customer
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standpoint it's a much better deal.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Let me ask a question.
You mentioned Rochester and a situation that you
experienced there, and you indicated that you were forced

to make a change in your calling area, did | understand
I' that correctly?

THE WITNESS: We had to expand -~ we had to

expanded our one rate center down to five little rate

centers. So it was almost the exact same scenario with
the exception that Time Warner caused the problem.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Well, | guess my question
is you indicated that you made a business decision and it
worked well for a number of years and then for some
apparent reason you had to change. What was the reason?
THE WITNESS: Number portability. The ILEC
w started rejecting our request to port numbers because of
rate center issues. The big one that got us the press was
| ﬁ that terminating calls to our customers was toll versus
local to an ILEC.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: But wouldn't just the

opposite exist, some that were terminating for your

customers would be local whereas for the incumbent LEC
they were toll? Didn't it work both ways.
THE WITNESS: Yes, it could. But in this case

the only one that got brought up was Time Warner was a
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1 toll call.

2 COMMISSIONER DEASON: So when you made the
3 change, then, were there not - there were situations

4 where your customers could make toll-free calling that

5 would be converted to toll calls?

6 THE WITNESS: Yep. But the expectation of the

7 customer is that it doesn't matter who the service

8 provider is, the phone works exactly the same. So if it

9 is a local call from this phone, it better be a local call

10 ||/from this phone.

11 I COMMISSIONER DEASON: Well, I guess I'm at a -
12 ||would not you be able to market that as distinguishing you
13 |[|from the incumbent, that you have a larger local calling

14 |larea?

15 THE WITNESS: In this case it - in this case on

16 |{the terminating side we had no control over that. it was

17 |[|actual another incumbent. It wasn't Rochester Tel that

18 ||got us, it was another incumbent that actually started

19 |charging to terminate to a Time Warner customer.

20 MS. CAMECHIS: 1 have no further questions.

21 | THE WITNESS: Can I just -

22 MS. CAMECHIS: I'm sorry.

23 THE WITNESS: So what we learned out of that is

24 |you have to match the rate centers and pretty much the

25 || calling plan of the LEC.

|
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COMMISSIONER DEASON: Well, let's back up for
just a moment, then. | understood that one of the

founding principles of the Telecommunications Act of '96

was that it would allow competitors to enter a marketplace
and provide new services, maybe rearranged services, to do
whatever is necessary in the competitive market to
distinguish themselves and to address customer needs. And
that if there were customers out there who desired a

larger calling scope and were willing to pay for it, that

f you can meet that need and be rewarded in the market for
identifying a customer need. What | hear you saying now

is, well, that's all for naught. We are obligated - you

have found that you need to have your calling scopes

always match those of the incumbent.

THE WITNESS: That's what it has beared out.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: So you are saying in
reality some of the hope of the basis for the
Telecommunications Act of '96 is for naught?

THE WITNESS: Well, you have got to look at it a
couple of different ways. From a base service standpoint
we can differentiate there; different products, cheaper
prices, that sort of thing. But from a toll standpoint,
it is looking that we need to match.
ﬁl COMMISSIONER DEASON: But you agree that for the

customers you sign up, for your customer you are free to
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say a call from Point A to Point B for your customers is
toll free?
THE WITNESS: Yes.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Where the problem comes in
is if there is a customer who wants to terminate a call to
your customer at Point A and they are an incumbent

customer that resides at Point B, that that customer is

going to have to pay a toll and you are going to have to
pay terminating -- no, you would receive terminating
access at that point, would you not?

THE WITNESS: We would receive - yes. So from
a wholesale that would be a better deal, but the press we
got was from a retail standpoint.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: That subscribers who were

not your customers had to pay a toll call to call your
customer, whereas if they were your customer they would
not have to pay a toll call.

THE WITNESS: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: It looks to me like that
would be a tremendous marketing advantage for you.
“ THE WITNESS: But we were not in that area. We
were not in the area that was calling my customers. It
was outside of Rochester.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: It would be a - it would

be a toll call for anyone, then. If you were not in the
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there, anyone that lives in that area that calls your
customer would pay a toll. But if they called an
incumbent customer living in the same area they would
still pay a toll, would they not?
THE WITNESS: To my customer they would pay toll
because it was in a rate center that did not match.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Because it was what?

THE WITNESS: Because my customer was designated

to be in a rate center that they were not. So the

customer of the ILEC is designated to the appropriate rate
center. So then somebody outside of the local calling
area calling my customer would be rated toll. That same
customer calling the ILEC would be a local call.

CHAIRMAN DEASON: And it all depends on where
the incumbent LEC assigns your particular customer in the
rate center, which rate center that person -

THE WITNESS: | assigned that customer a phone
number from a different rate center so -

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Further redirect?

MS. CAMECHIS: No further redirect.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Exhibits. Do we have
Exhibit 127

MS. CAMECHIS: Yes, we would like to move that
Exhibit 12 be entered into the record.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection show
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then that Exhibit 12 is admitted.
Thank you, Mr. Tystad, you may be excused.

(Exhibit 12 admitted into the record.)

COMMISSIONER DEASON: | believe that is the last
witness. We have a number of items we need to address
before we conclude. First, we have three late-filed
exhibits, Exhibits 6, 9, and 10. We need to establish a
filing date for those exhibits.

Ms. Caswell.

MS. CASWELL: | remember 9 and 10 agreeing to a
hr week. | can't remember what Exhibit 6 was.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: It was just -

MS. CASWELL: Oh, yes. We can do that within a
week, too. A week from today.

MR. FORDHAM: Commissioner, we need to add to
“ that, 1 think, Exhibit 2, because we were unable to

retrieve the full range of correspondence that had been

contemplated by the exhibit. We will have to do that and
provide it to the parties for their approval and then
submit that. A week would be adequate for that, also.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Okay. 1 trust you
discussed this with the parties and we will just then
designate Exhibit 2 as a late-filed, and you likewise will
provide that within one week?

MR. FORDHAM: That is correct, sir.
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COMMISSIONER DEASON: Very well. We also have

the matter of a legal issue which needs to be briefed.
But we need to determine the exact terminology or the
wording of the issue. Mr. Self.

MR. SELF: Yes, Commissioner. | have some draft

language that | think we all agree is not the greatest on

Earth, but will work. What | have is as a legal issue

under current Florida and federal law, what is the extent
of the Commission’'s authority to order rate center
consolidation. And I don't know if you want that as
|[1ssue A or whatever the next issue is.

MR. FORDHAM: 1| would think Issue A would be the
appropriate designation.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: I'm sorry?
II MR. FORDHAM: | think Issue A would be the
appropriate designation for it.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Okay. | assume the
parties are in agreement with this terminology?

MS. CAMECHIS: Yes.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Very well. Staff, are you

in agreement?

MR. FORDHAM: Yes.
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Are there any other final
matters we need to address?

MR. FORDHAM: Yes, Commissioner. There was a
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document referred to as the tier document or something
showing rate tiers that Mr. Self shared with Verizon and
staff did not get a look at that. Could we have a brief
look at that before we close the hearing?
COMMISSIONER DEASON: Surely.
(Pause).
H MR. FORDHAM: 1 think this document would be
I

helpful if it were in the record. | don't remember if it

was moved.
l COMMISSIONER DEASON: No, it was not even
identified.
ll MS. CASWELL: No, and | think I'm going to have
to object to that because | don’t think it is even clear
what it is, who prepared it. I'm not sure if there is a
date on that. | just would have some hesitation about
including that in the record without any knowledge of what
exactly it is or who did it.

MR. SELF: Well, | believe that Ms. Faul

testified with respect to how the document was obtained

| and the information that was conveyed to her in the course
of receiving that document. And I guess to use

Ms. Caswell's words about one of the other exhibits, |
think the Commission could admit that and give it the
|appropriate weight based upon the testimony that was

offered at the time that that document was discussed in
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the record.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Well, let's do this so the
record is clear. At least let's identify it. Now,
whether we admit it or not, we will get to that in a
second. Right now we have an exhibit, we are going to
identify it as Exhibit 13. | need a description, a title
which describes this exhibit. Mr. Selif, help me.

MR. FORDHAM: The designation on the document
itself, Commissioner, is GT-2A, and it is dated January
25th, 1996.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: GT-2A dated 1/25/96?

MR. FORDHAM: Correct.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Okay. And this exhibit
came forth while Witness Faul was on the stand, correct?

MR. SELF: Yes, for Intermedia.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: All right. And she
indicated that she had knowledge of this particular
document, correct?

MR. SELF: Yes.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Ms. Caswell.

MS. CASWELL: I'm okay with it coming in as long
as we all understand that everything Ms. Faul said was
hearsay. She wasn't around when this document was
prepared or used.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Well, | think the record
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is clear. She described the extent of her knowledge of
this particular document, and the record is what the
record is. So with that understanding, we will then admit
!Exhibit 13. It is going to be incumbent upon someone,
though, to make copies of this and make sure that all

parties have a copy.

MR. SELF: | will take care of that, Mr.
Chairman.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Any other matters we need
to address? The schedule for this case?

MR. FORDHAM: Briefs are due, Commissioner, on
April the 24th. We are scheduled for a May 29th agenda.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Very well. Do the parties
have anything else at this time? Hearing none, | thank
you all for your participation. This hearing is

adjourned.

MR. SELF: Thank you.

(The hearing concluded at 4:00 p.m.)




© 0O N O O A~ WO N =

N N N N N N = & = = o o = = = o=
N A O N =2 O O O N & G A W N = O

|

314

STATE OF FLORIDA )
1 CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER
COUNTY OF LEON )

I, JANE FAUROT, RPR, Chief, FPSC Bureau of Reporting
FPSC Commission Reporter, do hereby certify that the
Hearing in Docket No. 010102-TP was heard by the Florida Public
Service Commission at the time and place herein stated.

IT IS FURTHER CERTIFIED that | stenographically
reported the said proceedings; that the same has been transcribed
under my direct supervision; and that this transcript, consisting
of 115 pages, Volume 2 constitutes a true transcription of my
notes of said proceedings and the insertion of the prescribed
prefiled testimony of the witnesses.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that | am not a relative, employee, attorney
or counsel of any of the parties, nor am | a relative or employee
of any of the parties’ attorney or counsel connected with the
action, nor am | financially interested in the action.

DATED THIS 3RD DAY OF APRIL, 2001.

FPSC Division of Records & Reporting
Chief, Bureau of Reporting
(850) 413-6732




EXHIBIT No.

DOCKET NUMBERS: 010102-TP
WITNESS: Stip-1

PARTY: Staff

DESCRIPTION: Official Recognition List

1. Florida Public Service Commission Orders*
2. FCC Orders & Rules*

3. Federal Act*

4,

Other Documents*

* Too voluminous to duplicate

PROFFERING PARTY: Staff

FLORIDA PUSTRYSEFUTE ORI
DOCKET 770
NO. O/O_chg?,— msmrro L

GG APANY/
ETh ro“ égﬁm!j B, e T e e TR A R
D.»;aiE: -,.-_;é i 2/ A



EXH
Staff Exhibit 1

EFICIAL R NITION LIST

Dockets No. 010102-TP

Florida Commission Orders

10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
18,
17.

18.

Florida Public Service Commission Order No

. PSC-01-0456-PAA-TP, issued

February 26, 2001, in Docket No. 010102-TP
Florida Public Service Commission Order No. PSC-01-0380-PCO-TP, issued

February 14, 2001, and PSC-01-0380A-PCO
Florida Public Service Commission Order No
February 5, 2001, in Docket No. 990455-TL
Florida Public Service Commission Order No
October 20, 2000, in Docket No. 990455-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

October 27, 2000, in Docket No. 990455-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

July 14, 1997, 'in Docket No. 960100-TP

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

August 11, 1997, in Docket No. 960100-TP

Fiorida Public Service Commission Order No.

January 11, 1995, in Docket No. 940567-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

July 27, 1994, in Docket No. 940567-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

May 16, 1994, in Docket No. 911034-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

May 11, 1995, in Docket No, 941272-TL

-TP in Docket No. 010102-TP
. PSC-01-0293-CO-TL, issued

. PSC-00-1937-PAA-TL, issued
PSC-00-2055-PAA-TL, issued
PSC-97-0846-FOF-TP, issued
PSC-97-0846A-FOF-TP, issued
PSC-95-0061-FOF-TL, issued
PSC-94-0920-PCO-TL, issued
PSC-94-0572-FOF-TL, issued

PSC-95-0598-PHO-TL, issued

Fiorida Public Service Commission Orders No. PSC-98-0812-FOF-TL, issued

June 19, 1998, in Docket No. 871058-TL
Fiorida Public Service Commission Order No

. August 23, 1995, in Docket No. 941272-TL

Fiorida Public Service Commission Order No
June 3, 1997, in Docket No. 961153-TL
Florida Public Service Commission Order No
February 10, 1997, in Docket No. 961153-TL
Florida Public Service Commission Order No
January 6, 1998, in Docket No. 971058-TL
Florida Public Service Commission Order No

. PSC-95-1048-FOF-TL, issued
. PSC-97-0637-FOF-TL, issued
. PSC-97-0138-FOF-TL, issued
. PSC-98-0040-FOF-TL, issued

. PSC-98-1761-FOF-TL, issued

December 29, 1998, in Docket No. 980671-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No

. PSC-99-1066-FOF-TL, issued




19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

May 25, 1999, in Docket No. 990223-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

April 2, 1999, in Docket No. 990373-TP

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

20, 1999, in Docket No. 990373-TP

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

July 14, 1997, in Docket No. 960100-TP

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

March 24, 1997, in Docket No. 960100-TP

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

November 8, 1995, in Docket No. 920260-TL

Fiorida Public Service Commission Order No.

PSC-99-0606-PCO-TP, issued
PSC-99-1393-S-TP, issued July
PSC-97-0846-FOF-TP, issued
PSC-97-0324-FOF-TP, issued
PSC-95-1391-FOF-TL, issued

PSC-99-1891-CO-TL, issued

September 23, 1999, in Docket Nos. 870248-TL, 870790-TL, 900039-TL,
910022-TL, 910528-TL, 910529-TL,, 911185-TL, 921193-TL, 930173-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

April 28, 1997, in Docket No. 951354-TL

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

May 30, 2000, in Docket No. 981444-TP

Florida Public Service Commission Order No.

March 18, 2000, in Docket No. 981444-TP

FCC Orders and Rules

ok b

Count Decisions

1. None

Federal Act

1.

The Telecommunications Act of 1996

Other Documents

1
2.
3.
4

PSC-97-0488-FOF-TL, issued
PSC-00-1046-PAA-TP, issued

PSC-00-543-PAA-TP, issued

FCC Orders 99-122, 00-104, 00-429 in CC Docket No. 99-200

FCC Orders 95-284, 96-286, 97-74, 97-289, 98-82, 99-19, 99-151, 00-47 in CC

Docket No. 95-116
'FCC Order 99-158, 99-189, 99-374 in CC Docket No. 99-35

FCC Order 96-325

FCC Orders in CC Docket No. 96-98 and 98-147

FCC Order 98-187 in CC Docket No. 98-146

1999 Florida Public Service Commission Comparative Cost Statistics

INC Guidelines (http://www.atis.org/atis/clc/inc/Incdocs. htm})

Florida Area Code and Incumbent Local Exchange Company maps
Central Office Code Reclamation and Part 4 Process Updated (including FCC




Process available at
http://www.nanpa.com/reclamation/fcc_reclamation_process.html) as of
February 26, 2001 (http://www.nanpa.com/reclamation/coc.html)

2000 COCUS and NPA Exhaust Analysis
(http://nanpa.planet.net/pdf/1999-cocus.pdf) and Updated January 15, 2001
COCUS Report (http://nanpa.planet.net/pdf/011501_cocus.pdf)

The Commission's March 6, 2001, decision approving the settlement offered in
Docket Nos. 990455-TL, 990456-TL, 990457-TL, and 990517-TL. (Order
Pending)

Architecture and Administrative Plan for Local Number Portability by Hoke R.
Knox issued April 23, 1997 for NANC

Technical Requirements for Number Portability - Switching Systems
(hitps://www.atis.org/atis/docstore/doc_display.asp?1D=428)

Florida Rate Center Consolidation Working Group Report dated September 22,
2000, in Docket No. 881444-TP.
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State of Florida

Public Serbice Commission

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER @ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850

-M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M-

DATE: MARCH 30, 2001
TO: DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING (BAYQ) |
FROM: DIVISION OF COMPETITIVE SERVICES (ILERI)}?2C

RE: DOCKET NO. 010102-TP - In re: INVESTIGATION OF PROPOSED
: UPDATES TO THE ROUTING DATA BASE SYSTEM (RBDS) AND
BUSINESS RATING INPUT DATABASE SYSTEM (BRIDS) AFFECTING

TAMPA TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS

Please place the following correspondences in the above
referenced docket.

1) August 15, 2000 letter from Verizon to Tampa Florida
Industry Player

2) September 12 and 14, 2000 e-mails from Donna McNulty and
Frederick C. Gamble of WorldCom to Levent Ileri and
Lennie Fulwood of the Florida Public Service Commission

3) October 23, 2000 letter from Walter D’Haeseleer! to
-~ Beverly Y. Menard?

4) October 27, 2000 fax from Beverly Y. Menard to Walter
D’ Haeseleer

5) November 2, 2000 letter from Walter DfHaeseleer to
Beverly Y. Menard

6) November 8, 2000 letter from Beverly Y. Merard to Walter
D’ Haeseleer

7 November 13, 2000 letter from Karen M. Camechis? to
W ! '
APP alter D’Haeseleer
AL
P aammia ]
<l
COM
LTR__ 'Director of Competitive Services Division, Florida Public Service
THR Commission
;.E“:;
gPC; ’pdvocacy Support, Assistant Vice president, Verizon
Al
RGO 3 i i . TRLY 1ol
SEQ Counsel, Time Warner Telcom of Florida, L.P,. DOCUMENT NUMRER-DATE

o ™ 0399 HR305

- L)

ol
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DOCKET NO. 010102-TP
DATE: MARCH 30, 2001

8) November 17, 2000 letter from Walter D’Haeseleer to
Beverly Y. Menard

9) January 24, 2001 e-mail messages from Beverly Y. Menard
to Bob Casey of the Florida Public Service Commission

10) January 26, 2001 letter from Walter D’Haeseleer to
Beverly Y. Menard

11) January 26, 2001 letter from Walter D’Haeseleer to Floyd
R. Self!

If you’ve any questions, please call me at 413-6562.

LI
Attachments
cc: Division of Legal Services (L. FORDHAM)

4Attorney, Messer, Caparello & Self uﬂ *

-2 -




BT Wed Mmeeting, 2l

INTERCOMPANY CORRESPONDENCE

\—

verizon
N Reply To:
August 15, 2000 HQB11A06 — Irving, TX

To: Tampa Florida Industry Player
Subject: TAMPA Rate Center

This correspondence is to inform you of the forthcoming update to Telcordia's RDBS
(Routing DataBase System) and BRIDS (Business Rating Input Database System)
repositories to bring their LERG (Local Exchange Routing Guide) and V+H/TPM
(Vertical and Horizontal Terminating Point Master) output products in sync with
current Florida tariff language. The current effective date for this activity is February
1, 2001. The Florida PSC (Public Service Commission) is aware of this sync-up
effort to tanff compliance.

If you are a code holder in the Tampa area, this most likely will impact your entries
in RDBS and BRIDS. '

The original and current tariff language reflects five specific rate centers: Tampa-
North (TAMPANTH), Tampa-Central (TAMPACEN), Tampa-West (TAMPAWST),
Tampa-East (TAMPAEST) and Tampa-South (TAMPASTH). At this time RDBS
reflects only the rate center name of TAMPA.

All code holders should submit appropriate part 1 forms to NANPA (North American
Numbering Plan Administrator) to correctly reflect the rate center of their code(s) as
specified above in parentheses. NANPA has agreed that multiple codes may be
submitted on one form per new rate center per OCN (Operating Company Name).
However, all paperwork must comply with the minimum industry guideline time
interval of 66 days. '

Based upon the existing localities in RDBS we have included direction as to which
rate area that locality would exist.

TAMPASTH TAMPAEST  TAMPAWST " TAMPACEN  TAMPANTH

Tampa_South Tampa East Tampa West Tampa Central Tampa North
APOLLO BCH BRANDON CITRUSPARK GIBSONTON LANDOLAKES

BALM LIMONA ODESSA INTERBAY LuTZ
RUSKIN LITHIA OLDSMAR MACDILLAFB

SUN CITY SEFFNER MANGO
WIMAUMA THONOTOSSS PORT TAMPA

VALRICO RIVERVIEW




SULPHURSPG
TEMPLETRRC

If you need further assistance with which rate center your switch/code is to reside,
please refer to the boundary maps included in the tariff.

Please ensure that your decisions and updates to RDBS are timely to ensure correct
routing and completion of calls for your subscribers.

Thank you,

Janice M. Goebel

Staff Specialist — Service Activation
VERIZON (f.k.a. GTE)

545 E John Carpenter Freeway
MC: HQB11A06

Irving, TX 75062



Levent lleri
R

From: Donna McNulty [donna.mcnuity@wcom.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2000 7:10 PM

To: Levent lleri; Lennie Fulwood

Cec: donna.mcnulty@wcom.com

Subject: Thursday's meeting

Levent, Lennie,

A call-in number for Thursday's meeting with WorldCom regarding the two
issues we discussed earlier today is set forth below:

Date: Thursday, September 1l4th
Time: 9:30am Eastern

Call #: 1-888-790-2033

Code: 2251

If you have any questions, please contact me at your convenience.

Donna
422-1254

I — Pt




Levent lleri

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

A

Untitied Attachment

Fredrick C. Gamble Mait [Fred.Gambie@wcom.com]
Thursday, Septermber 14, 2000 9:37 AM

Lennie Fulwood

Levent leri

florida

WorldCom's
Presentation to the...




Page 1 of 1

VLevent lleri

Fredrick €. Gamble

External Numbering Policy Liaison
Phone: 972.656.1475

VNET: 757.1475

Page: 800.PAGE MCI Pin: 5656519

3/30/01
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Issue Summary

~Verizon’s Tampa Rate Area Expansion
Impact to WorldCom
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Conclusion



Issue Summary

VERIZON

Verizon wants to expand the Tampa rate
center from 1 rate area to 5.

BELLSOUTH

BellSouth wants the Commission to
grant a motion of variance to delay its full

participation in number pooling in three
NPAs



Verizon’s Tampa Rate
Area Expansion

Verizon’s letter unilaterally informed the
Industry that the Tampa Rate Center
would be expanded into five rate centers,
effective 02/01/2001.

All code holders could be impacted.

WorldCom has a number of NXX codes
in the Tampa rate area.

This could affect up to 10,000 customers
per NXX.

Could also impact customers that have
ported to WorldCom.



Impact to WdrIdCom

WorldCom currently treats Tampa as a single
rate center.

Our network was designed to follow the LERG.

More codes/blocks will be consumed for the
additional rate centers.

Would need to change customer 10 digit
numbers where rate center differs from those
created.

Network translations would need to be rebuilt, to
accommodate toll calls.

Sales and services availability databases would
need to be updated.

Business rules will need to be re-defined.




Impact to WorldCom
(Cont.)

s Other Carriers providing service to
the Tampa Rate Center could also
be affected by Verizon’s changes.

s Request the Commission disallow
this expansion of rate centers.

~ =» It unnecessarily consumes more

numbers, and has not been open
for public comment.



BellSouth’s Motion of
Variance

» On July 28,2000 BellSouth Filed a motion of variance to delay
their participation of Commission Order No. PSC-00-1046-
PAA-TP, in areas where BellSouth currently has 1AESS
switches that are LNP capable.

= BellSouth states that ten (10) switches' are in the three
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) where the Commission
has required number pooling to be implemented by April 2,
2001.

» BellSouth also states that it would not be able to comply with
~ the order until12/7/2003 in three number pooling NPAs (561,
904, 954) and 7/15/2004 for the Miami MSA.

= BellSouth wants the Commission to allow it to continue to
receive numbers in blocks of ten thousands in the affected
areas until its switches are replaced, while the rest of the
Industry must comply with the order and receive numbers in
blocks of one thousand.




BellSouth Motion of
Variance (Cont.)

= BellSouth should expedite the replacement of its
switches in the affected areas.

s WorldCom suggests to the Commission that BellSouth
should donate its number resources at the same level
as the rest of the Industry.

a If the Commission wants to grant the waiver, BeliSouth
could apply for codes when new numbers are needed,
become the LERG assignee, retain 1 block, and return
the 9 remaining blocks to the pooling administrator.

= This is the most competitively neutral solution.




Conclusion

VERIZON

»  WorldCom requests the Commission overturn

Verizon's Rate Center Expansion
BELLSOUTH

= WorldCom requests that the Commission require the

aforementioned changes in considering BellSouth’s
motion.

9



Commissioners:

J. TERRY DEASON, CHAIRMAN
E. LEON Jacoss, IR.

LILA A. JABER

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF COMPETTTIVE SERVICES
WALTER D"HAESELEER
DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6600

Public Serbice Commission

October 23, 2000

Beverly Y. Menard

c/o David Christian

106 East College Avenue, Suite 810
Tallahassee, Florida 32310-7704

Ms. Menard:

On October 9, 2000, staff informally asked Verizon to respond in writing to concemns arising

from the impact of Verizon's proposed changes to the Routing Data Base System (RDBS) and
Business Rating Input Database System (BRIDS) in the Tampa rate center. If carriers need to obtain
additional codes, staff observes that such requests must be made 66 days prior to the date of
activation. Due to the required notification interval, staff believes it is necessary to formally request
Verizon’s position on the following issues:

Competing carriers believe that traffic currently classified as local would become intraLATA
toll. Therefore, CLECs would pay access charges where reciprocal compensation once
applied.

Will Verizon’s proposed changes affect traffic classification for purposes of inter-carrier
compensation and, if so, how?

Competing carriers believe that they would incur cost to update network translations, sales
and services availability databases, and business rules.

Does Verizon’s agree? If so, please explain in detail how the cost impact would not be anti-
competitive.

Duie to the fact that this Commission is seeking rate center consolidation, it appears that the
proposed rate center expansion in the Tampa area would be contradictory to the efforts of
number conservation. '

What is Verizon’s position?

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD *» TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

A# Alfirmative Action/'Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: htip://www.floridapse.com Tnternet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus



Following the proposed rate center expansion, will Verizon require carriers to home
NPA/NXXs in the other rate centers to access customers in those rate centers? If so, when?

Since you have been aware of many of these concems since October 9, 2000, [ am requesting

a written response by October 30, 2000. If you have any questions, please contact Lennie Fulwood
at 850.413.6572 or Levent Ileri at 850.413.6562.

Sincerely,

galter D'Haeseleer

cc: Floyd Self
Beth Salak
Cheryl Bulecza-Banks
Sally Simmons
Bob Casey
Lennie Fulwood ¢
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Beverly Y. Menard \/
Reguiatory & Govemmarmtal Attairy

Azgistart Vicc sidant (FL/GA) verizo n

201 N. Pranklin St., FLTCO616
Tampa, FL 33602-3167

Phooe $13.443.2926
Fou §1322).4888
October 27, 20000 beverly. menard@verizon.com

M_r..WaIt'er O'Haeseleer, Director
Division cf Competitive Services
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Mr. D'Haessleer:

In response to your data request of October 23, 2000, Verizon Florida Inc.'s (Verizon)
responses are as follows:

1. Competing carriers believe that traffic currently classified as local wouid become
intralLATA toll. Therefore, CLECS would pay access charges where reciprocal
compensation once applied. :

Wil Verizon's proposed changes affect traffic classification for purposes of inter-
carrier compensation and, if so, how?

E; Eiscumd further below, Verizon believes there should be virtually no
differences in traffic classification for compensation pu . MHowever, this will
depend on what the CLEC decides to do. In Verizon's interconnection
ggmnt& local, EAS ar1|d t%O(.‘.S ﬂv?'imc are all tgoatotg;s ki.nle_lgl SO1ViCe t;ogent

sation purposes. In ampa rate centers, all Tampa ra ers
are able to call all other T rate conters as a local call. The attached chart
shows the central offices and local calling sreas for the five rate centers. Today,
most of the CLEC's NXXs are oons-domg to be Tampa Central for rating and
compensation purposes. The differences in calling areas which could impact
compensation are as follows: .

a. if a customer moved from Tampa Central (or Tampa North) to Tampa
East, South or West, cails to Dade City and San Antonio (both in Sprint’s
temritory) would become toll calls ingtead of ECS calls. A review of ECS
data only shows a small number of calls from T Central and Tampa
North to these exchanges. If a customer is located in the other areas, it is
believed that they would have a lower community of interest with these

axchanges.

b. = Ifa customer moved from Tampa Central to Tampa South, calls to
Paimatto wouid become local calls inatead of toll calls.

2



r

, TROM FL RIG & (ND AFF (FRI)10. 2730 11:22/8T 11 21-N0. 4260855634 P

Mr. Walter D'Haeseleer
October 27, 2000
Page 2

c. if a customer moved from Tampa Central to Tampa North or West, calls to
New Port Richey would become ECS calls instea%a of toll calls.

2. Competing carriers believe that they wauld incur cost to update network

transiations, sales and services availability databases, and business rules.

Does Verizon agree? If so, please explain in detail how the cost impact would
not be anti-competitive.

Response:

Verizon does not agree. Carriers should have been following the existing .
boundaries for the five calling areas for assignment of numbers to insure calis to
their customers from Verizon customers are not billed in a manner inconsistent
with customer oxpectations. The five rate areas in Tampa have been explained
in numerous indu mee_tinq::lnoe the industry started dopbrma LNP. If
carriers have been following the existing boundaries, the format LERG change to
five rate centers should have iitde or no impact on competing carrier databases
(see response to item 3). if the compeﬁngecmen have been having difficulty
determining the existing rating structure, this change shouid make it easier to
underatand and therefore actually facilitate competition. Therefore, Verizon does
not believe any of the impacts of this change would be anti-competitive.

There is always a cost of doing business in this ind based upon any routing
and rating corrections and changes as dispiayed in RDBS. All industry
participants create changes in their network to accommodate the daily changes in
NPA-NXX code activity. -

. Due to the fact that this Commission is seeking rate center consolidation, it

appears that the proposed rate center expansion in the Tampe area wouki be
contradictory to the efforts of number conservation.

What is Verizon's position?

Response:

Verizon strongly disagrees with the characterization that Verizon is seeking to do
a rate center expansion in Tampas. The only thing that is occurring is to have the

LERG pr recognize the Tampa rate centers that have been in existence
since prior to 1972. ‘

When Verizon was responsible for NXX assignments, discussions wers held with
carriers to determine which Tampa rate center wished to obtain. With the -
move to Neustar, the knowiedge level was not maintained or used. Therefore,
thers have been a ot of workarounds. etc. to try to accommodate this situation.
With the change in the LERG, carriers will now have the required information to
determine the proper rate centers.

3
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Page 3

As part of the Commission's work on rate center consolidation, Verizon iooked at

the poqsibilﬂ; of combining the five Tampa rate centers. However, it was
determined that the revenue requirement impact would be too large. Therefore
the task force report submitted to the Commission staff on September 28, 2000
only proposed consclidating the Tampa South and Tampa East rate canters. [t
was proposed to combine the Tampa North rate center and Zephyrhills. The
potential revenue requirement that would have to bé recov. for the 813 area
code for the proposed rate center consolidations was $8,500,000.

verizon is very cognizant of the concerns relative to number utilization. As a
result, when the industry meetings were heid prior to the implementation of this
change, NeuStar was involved in the process.

330 codes still available for assignment in the 813 area code. The current date
projected for area code relief in the 813 area code is fourth quarter 2008.

Followin the proposed rate center expansion, will Verizon require carriers to

home N in the ather rate centers to access customers in those rate
ceanters? |f so, when? '

Response;

Verizon Florida has no plans to require the carmiers to make any changes. Verizon

Florida has no of knowing where the CLEC's customers are ph ly
located. If the CLECs say that their existing codes are all Tampa Cantral (some

CLECs are already showing the other Tampa rate centers in the LERG), Verizon

is aware of two potential probiems that may occur.

a. If a customer wants to leave the CLEC, and are assigned to a Tampa
Central NXX by the CLEC but ly located in ancther Tampa rate
center, Verizon would not be able to port back the customer due to the LNP
rules (where are not allowed to go across rate centsrs). For Verizon 1o serve
the customer, the customer would be required to take a number change.

b. IfacustonmisassignedtoaTampaCcntralNXXbutphricauybcatedin
another Tampa rate center, and desires to get additional lines

a number change.

Unfortunately, thers has besn a lot of misinformation concerned with this
. Some CLECs believe that Verizon is impacting the CLEC's iocal

gal g area with this cha in the LERG. That is not the case. To the best of

Verizon's knowledge (which is mmo request was made for each CLEC to
update the LERG for their own 's), most of the CLEC codes have been
installed as Tampa Central rate center. This means that the CLEC's

customers get the same calling scope as Verizon's Tampa Central rate center

customers. nizing the Tampa rate centers in the LERG does not
change the CLEC’s calling scope to 1/5th the calling scope they currently
have.

(FRIJ10- 2730 11:22/8T 11:21/NC. 4260853404 P

There are currently approximately

from the CLEC
(who then has NXXs in each Tampa rate center), he may be required to make

4
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Mr. Waiter D'Haeseleer
October 27, 2000
Page 4

There have been a few conference calls with CLECs to discuss this issue. As
part of this process, | volunteered to check out addresses where needed to
determine the end office that Verizon would use to serve the customer. To
date, | have provided this service for five addresses. Verizon has tried to work
with the industry to make this move as simple as possibie. However, to insure
we don't keap exacerbating LNP problems in the future, the LERG must be
changed to reflect the actuai network that is in place. . -

If you have any quastions or require additional information, pleaaé do not hesitate to
contact me at (813) 483-25286.

Sincerely,

Bwad—l l-!-"ﬂl-u'oa.n-d

Beverly Y. Menard
Reguiatory & Govemnmental Affairs
Assistant President

BYM:wjh
Attachment

e Mr. Lennie Fulwood

5
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STATE OF FLORIDA

Commuissiopers:

J. TERRY DEASON, CHAIRMAN
E. LEON JACOBS, JR.

Lita A. JABER

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

Division oF COMPETITIVE SERVICES
WALTER D'HAESELEER
DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6600

Public Serbice Commission

November 2, 2000

Beverly Y. Menard

¢/o David Christian

106 East College Avenue, Suite 810
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7704

Dear Mr. Menard:

Thank you for your October 27, 2000, response letter regarding Verizon’s proposed changes
to the Routing Data Base System (RDBS) and Business Rating Input Database System (BRIDS) in
the Tampa rate center. Based on the information you provided, staff believes that it is necessary to
formally request Verizon’s position on the following issues:

1. a) Please explain why Verizon believes it is necessary to convert the current Tampa rate
centers into new Tampa rate centers. Also, explain what has changed since the filing
of Verizon’s tariff filing with the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) and
why Verizon did not implement this change at that time.

b) Please compare and contrast the advantages and disadvantages of the current Tampa
rate center structure versus the proposed Tampa rate center structure.

2. Please state how Verizon defines and implements Local Number Portability (LNP).

3. a) Is Verizon LNP capable in the current Tampa rate center? If so, when did Verizon
become LNP capable in the current Tampa rate centers?

b) Will Verizon be LNP capable upon implementing the proposed Tampa rate centers?
If not, please explain.

c) Is it true that the current LNP mechanism will also be applicable in the proposed
Tampa rate centers? If not, please explain how the current LNP implementation in
will change under the five rate center configuration.

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER © 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD » TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
. An Affirmative Action/Equat Oppartunity Emplayer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com luternet E-mail: contact@pscstate.lus



Ms. Menard .

Page 2

November 2, 2000

Is it true that by implementing thousand-block number pooling and/or individual.

number porting in the Tampa Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), Verizon will allow its
customers to port their numbers in the current and proposed Tampa rate centers from any
point to any point? If not, please explain and state any exceptions.

Please refer to the spreadsheet on Attachment A, and indicate on Column G (Rows 1 through
60) whether number porting is allowed or not under various scenarios as presented. Please
use Attachment B as a reference. '

In the event that the FPSC recommends rate center consolidation, how would this affect the
current and proposed Tampa rate center structures.

In your October 27, 2000, response letter on page 3, in section 4-a, you stated that “Verizon
would not be able to port back the customer due to the ENP rules.” Please state and explain
the LNP rules, and if necessary, please provide any pertinent documents to support your
response.

Since you have been aware of many of these concems since October 9, 2000, [ am requesting

a written response by November 9, 2000. In addition, we will discuss these issues with your staff
and CLECs on November 13, 2000. If you have any questions, please contact Levent Ileri at (850)

413-6562.
Sincerely,
éalter D’Haeseleer
LI .
ONLERMLETTERSWERIZONY WPD
cc:  Floyd Self
Beth Salak -
Cheryl Bulecza-Banks
Sally Simmons
Bob Casey

Levent Ileri
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sAttachment A

A 8 c D E ¥ G
Customers’'old { ¢ ' cu’tomr:ir" Customers
Row carrier :stomors oW CAMTIOF | residein |Customers move (l.e., 's porting
Number umbers | (Verizonora (le., same new premises) allowed?
homed at CLEC) | o orises) pre (Yes or No)
Verizon L CLEC homed at
31 X A A A Yes
32 X A B A No
33 X A C A No
34 X A D A No
35 X A £ A No
36 X (o] A A No
37 X C B A No
38 X C C A Yes
39 X C D A No
40 X C £ A No
41 X A A within A Yes
42 X A B8 within A No
43 X A C within A No
44 X A D within A No
45 X A E within A No
48 X C A within A No
47 X C B within A No
48 X C C within A No
49 X [+ 8] within A No
50 X C E within A No
51 X A A within A Yes
52 X A B fromAtoB No
53 X A C fromAtoC No
54 X A D fromAtoD No
55 X A S fromAto E No
56 X C A within A No
57 X C 8 fromCto B8 No
58 X C C fromCto C Yes
59 X C D from C to D No
60 X C E fromCto E No
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A B c D E F G
Customers'
Customers' old | Customers’ | new carrier | CUstomers [ - s porti
N::ww carrier numbers | (Verizon or a ﬁre:l;I: ':\. Cusl:::'nor; :rvo ;I.e-, a"';w'::g
homed at CLEC) | [ oen) pramises (Yes or No)
Verizon { CLEC homed at

1 X A A A Yes

2 X A B A Yes

3 X A C A Yes

4 X A D A Yes

5 X A_ E A Yes

6 X C A A NA

7 X C B A N/A

8 X G C A N/A

9 X C (8] A N/A

10 X C E A N/A

11 X A A within A Yas

12 X A B within A Yes

13 X A C within A Yes

14 X A D within A Yes

15 X A E within A Yes

16 X C A within A Yes

17 X C B within A Yas

18 X C C within A Yes

19 X c D within A Yes
20 X C E within A Yes
21 X A A within A Yes
22 X A B fromAtoB Yas
23 X A C fromAtoC Yes '
24 X A D fromAto D Yes
25 X A  E fromAto E Yes
26 X C A within A Yes

27 X C B fromCto B Yes

28 X C C fromCto C Yes

29 X o] D fromCtoD Yes
30 X C E fomCtlo E Yes
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¢ Beverly Y. Menard ver im

Regulatory & Governmentai Affairs
Assistant Vice President (FL/GA}

201 N. Franklin St., FLTC0616
Tampa, FL 33602-5167
Phone 813.483,2526

Fax: 813.223.4888

beverty. menard@verizon.com

November 8, 2000

Mr. Walter D' Haeseleer, Director
Division of Competitive Services
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Mr. D’Haaseleer:

Subject: November 2, 2000 Data Request regarding Verizon’s proposed changes

to the RDBS and BRIDS in the Tampa Rate Center

In response to your November 2, 2000 letter, the following are Verizon's positions on the
following issues:

1(a)

1(b)

Please explain why Verizon believes it is necessary to convert the current Tampa rate
centers into new Tampa rate centers. Also, explain what has changed since the filing
of Verizon's tariff filing with the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) and why
Verizon did not implement this change at that time.

Response: We are not converting, expanding or changing the currently tariffed
Tampa rate center. We are only correcting the RDBS system and its output products
to match what currently is reflected within the tariff and the switches as was
requested by industry participants. We are eliminating a manual process which
existed when GTE was the Florida Code Administrator, that was not continued after
the transition of the function to Lockheed-Martin, now Neustar (in 1998).

Please compare and contrast the advantages and disadvantages of the current
Tampa rate center structure versus the proposed Tampa rate center structure.

Response: As discussed in re‘sponse 1(a), Verizon is not proposing any changes to
the Tampa rate center. The only change is to have the LERG reflect the actual
Tampa rate center structure.

2. Please state how Verizon defines and implements Local Number Portability(LNP).

Response: The 1996 Telecommunications Act defines “number portability” as “the
ability of users of telecommunications services to retain, at the same location, existing
telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience
when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.” The First Report



Mr. Waiter D' Haeseller, Director
November 8, 2000
Page 2

3.a.

3.b.

3Ic'

gnd Order apd Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 96-286) established
implementation guidelines and timeframes for implementation of LNP in the top 10
MSAs across the United States. Verizon imptemented LNP according to these
guidelines and completed LNP depioyment in ali of the top 100 Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs) locations in which we provided service by year end 1968.
Verizon chose voluntarily to move beyond the minimum requirements of the FCC
order and completed LNP implementation in all of our Florida locations effective
August, 1999

Is Verizon LNP capabie in the current Tampa rate center? If so, when did Veriion
become LNP capable in the current Tampa rate centers?

Response: As stated in response 2, Verizon is LNP capable in all of our Florida
locations. Tampa became LNP capabie in September of 1998.

Will Verizon be LNP capable upon implementing the proposed Tampa rate centers?
If not, please explain. '

Response: Implementation of the LERG change associated with the five Tampa rate
centers will not have an impact on Verizon's LNP capability.

Is it true that the current LNP mechanism will aiso be applicable in the proposed
Tampa rate centers? If not, please explain how the current LNP implementation wiil
change under the five rate center configuration.

Response: The changes to the LERG database will have NO impact on the existing
Verizon LNP capability.

Is it true that by implementing thousand-block number pooling and/or individual
number porting in the Tampa MSA, Verizon will allow its customers to port their
numbers in the current and proposed Tampa rate centers from any point to any
point? If not, please explain and state any exceptions.

Response: The implementation of thousand block number pooling wiill have no
impact on Verizon's porting policies. In today’s environment, Verizon does NOT port
numbers outside of the rate center in which the customer resides. In the five rate
centers that exist in the Tampa area, Verizon has not intentionally ported a customer
a customer from one rate center to another. As stated in response 2, the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 referred to number portability services as the ability

“to retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without

impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one
telecommunications carrier to another’. The FCC has not ordered location portability
but most industry participants allow customers to move to new locations within the
same rate center.
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5.

ber 8, 2000

Please refer to the spreadsheet on Attachment A, and indicate on Column G (Rows 1
through 60) whether number porting is ailowed or not under various scenarios as
presented. Please use Attachment B as a reference.

Response: The spreadsheet has been populated as requésted. In rows 6-10, a not
applicable (N/A) is entered on the sheet because Verizon does not provide its

customers with rate center calling capabilities that differ from their physical location
(unless they have established foreign exchange service). in addition, it was assumed
for the answers to rows 1-30 Verizon would be porting to a CLEC. For rows 31 - 60,
it was assumed that a CLEC would be porting to Verizon in all instances. Porting
between CLECs may produce different answers in column G.

NOTE: if a customer leaves Verizon and changes to a CLEC (stays in the same
location) and chooses to return to Verizon, the customer's number will remain the
same. If a customer begins service with a CLEC and then chooses to port to Verizon,
a number change will be required in some instances. If the customer's physical
location is not the same as the rate center designation for the CLEC that is losing the
customer, Verizon will require a number change to port-in the customer.

In the event that the FPSC recommends rate center consdtidation, how would this
affect the current and proposed Tampa rate center structures?

Response: Verizon supports rate center consolidation that is revenue neutral. In the
case of collapsing the five rate centers around Tampa to one, the impact would be far
from neutral. A detailed cost study has not been performed but rough estimates
indicate that millions of dollars of loss wouid be experienced by Verizon if a simple
consolidation took place without adjustments to the current tariffed rates.

In your October 27, 2000, response letter on page 3, in section 4-a, you stated that
“Varizon would not be able to port back the customer due to the LNP rules.” Please
state and explain the LNP rules, and if necessary, please provide any pertinent
documents to support your response.

Response: As previously noted in response 2, the FCC referred to number
portability in terms of the ability of a eustomer to move from one provider to another,
AT THE SAME LOCATION, without impairment of quality, convenience or reliability.
Industry guidelines/rules were deveioped based on the FCC order. The industry
standards developed by T1S1.8 that the vendors utilize for the development of
switching software, only applies to porting of customers within rate centers. From the
forward of the ATIS Technical Requirements document for Number Portability on
Switching (TRQ-2 April 1999): "This document provides the requirements for service
provider portability, and location portability within a rate center. Number portability
outside a rate center is beyond the scope of this document.” Verizon has consistently
complied with these guidelines/rules since the first depioyment of LNP. The FCC
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stated in its First Report and Order and Further Notice or Proposed Rulemaking
(paragraph 181) “We decline at this time to require LECs to provide either service or
location portability”. In addition the FCC states (paragraph 184) ‘the disadvantages
of mandatory location portability outweigh the benefits.”

The Final Report & Recommendation dated 4/25/97 (which is located on the NANC
web site under documents for LNPA), the Architecture & Administration Plan for
Number Portability report paragraph 7.2 states “...location portability is technically
limited to rate center/rate district boundaries of the incumbent LEC due to
rating/routing concerns.”

Sincerely,

B.M_.,' L.‘.-V\una-k.d

Beverly Y. Menard

Regulatory & Governmentat Affairs
Assistant Vice President

BYM:wjh

¢ Levent lleri
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A 8 c D E F G
Customers’old | Customers’ g::tg::'r: Customers Is porting
Nf;‘g“ carrier numbers | (Verizon or a (Ir :"'::r:'. c"'t::’r:.:;::;""' allowed?
homed at CLEC) | Lo ee) new e {Yes or No)
Verizon | CLEC homed at
3 X A A A
32 X A 8 A
33 X A c A
34 X A D A
35 X A E A
36 X C A A
37 X C B A
38 X C c A
39 X C D A
30 X [ E A
41 X A A within A
42 X A B within A
43 X A C within A
44 X A D within A
45 X A 3 within A
46 X C A within A
— 47 X c B within A__
48 X C c within A
49 X C D within A
50 X C E within A
51 X A A within A_
52 X A B fromAto B
53 X A C fromA to C
54 X A D from A to D
55 X A “E from A to E
56 X C A within A
57 X C B fomCto B
58 X c C fromCtoC
59 X c D from C 1o D
60 X C E from Cto E
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Customers'
Customers’ old tomers’ Customers
Row carrier C::mb:: (\r;::zf:r;:ra reside in |Customers move (i.e., I:l Iz::::g
Number homed at CLEC) g}::n‘::;“s: new premises) (Yes or Noj
Verizon | CLEC homed at 7
6 X C A A
7 X C B A
8 X C C A
10 X C E A
11 X A A within A
12 X A 8 within A
13 X A C Within A
14 X A D within A
15 X A E within A
16 X C A Within A
L X c B within A
18 X C o] within A
19 X C D within A
20 X c E within A
21 X A A within A
22 X A B from A (0 B
23 X A c from A to C
24 X A D fromAtoD_
25 X A E fromAto E
26 X C A Within A
27 X C B fromCtcB
28 X C c fomCto C
29 X C D from C to D
30 X C E from G to E
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November 13, 2000 TALLAHASSEN, L 32902-2046

Walter D’Hacseleer, Director
Division of Competitive Services
Flarida Public Service Cammission
Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

RE: Verizon Tampa Rate Center Updates
Dear Mr. D'Haeseleer,

I am wnting on behalf of Time Wamer Telecom of Florida, L.P. to advise you of our
concems regarding the proposed Verizon (fn/a GTE Florida) Tampa rate center updates to the
Routing Database System (RDBS) and Business Rating Input Datahase System (BRIDS)
effective February 1, 2001, and 1o request thar the Florida Public Scrvice Commission act 10 ,
temporarily delay this action for 90 days, until May 1, 2001, to provide the affected carriers with
additional time to cither prepare for this change or to seek additionul relief as may be necessary.

The ALECs were first advised of these changes by a memorandum from Verizon dated
August 15, 2000. In this letter, a copy of which is antached ar Exhibit A, Verizon advised the
carriers that there updates to the RDBS and BRIDS were necessary to bring the LERG and
Vertical and Horizontal Terminating Point Master outputs in synch with the current Florida
Verizon tariff Janguage.

Information regarding these changes has been slowly making its way to the relevant
industry participants, and the issues impacring the ALEC community have not yet been fully
identified, let 2lone their impacts fully explored. However, many carriers have been meeting ina |
series of conference calls over the lagt month to address their concerns, and in our last two calls
representatives from Verizon have participated in an effort to provide additional information and
to agsistance to the carriers. Verizon has been very cooperative, and its assistance has been
appreciared by the ALECS, but Verizon believes that it must pmceed with this change on the
current schedule.
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Based upon these calls and other preliminary internal investigations, the carriers have
identified several potential problems.

First, the proposed change may requure the ALECs to obtain additional NXX codes in the
813 NPA in order to be able 1o serve customers from the appropriate rate centers, Several
AT ECs have made preliminary determinations that they may need at least 4 and possibly as
many as 8 additional NXX codes. Mulnplying this effect throughout the 813 NPA may
accelerate the exhaust of the NPA, and depending upon the total number of ALECs needing
codes, 813 could be forced into a premature jeopardy siruarion.

Second, the need for additional NXX codes means that somu customers may have 1o
change telephone numbers, as their current tclephone numbers are assigned out of the Tampa
Central rate center when in fact the customer needs to be served out of one of the other Tampa
rate centers. 'We understand that the Verizon network configuration may oot permit porting in
this situation, only further exacerbating customer confusion and prejudicing competition.
Indeed, we believe that some ALECs may be required by their interconnection agreements with
Verizon 10 mimic the Verizon local calling areas, thus giving the ALEC no choice but 1o change.

Third, there are potential impacts on competition, whether the carrier reconfigures its
“network, obtains new NXX codes, and change customer telephone :umbers or whether the
ALEC does not change. For example, each rate center has differen: calling scopes, which
impacts both the ALEC"s ability to compete with Verizon for local customers and how
customers perceive each competitor, '

Fourth, Verizon’s proposal raises the question of rate center consolidation or,
alternatively, if Verizon's plan is compieted, whether a number pooling wial should be
undertaken as a part of this process. The ALECs view this prapaosal as a step away from rate
center consolidation, which many sce as having to then be reversed again when rate center

-t consolidation is later implemented for Tampa. Verizon has indicated it would consider rate .
center consolidation now, as an altemative to this plan, but that it must be kept whole financially
by any such consolidadon.

These issues are still very preliminary, and they and other potential issues are subject to
further data gathering, which is curvently underway. Indeed, the camriers are now in the process
of campiling specific additional NXX code needs which they propose to submit 1o the
Commission for it 10 compile on a generic basis. With thig industry data the total NXX code
needs for the 813 NPA can be compiled , by each rate center, so that the Commission, ALECs,
and Verizon will have a better idea as 10 the impact of this proposed change on the paotential
exhaust of the 813 NPA. '
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) In terms of the present need, the ALECs need additional time to conduct their internal
investigations and, in the case of NXX code needs, to get that infonaarion to the Commission so
that it can compile a total NPA analysis. Given the fact that the current guidelines require at
least 66 days to request and implement s new NXX code, the ALECs need to have their analysis
completed no later than November 15® in order to timely meet the February 1, 2001 deadline.
Based upon our current information, the requesting AL ECs do not believe that there is sufficient
time to compile the data and either begin the process of changing over as Verizon has requested
and obtaining new NXX codes or to seeking alternative relief from this Commission. In any
situation, it is critical to Verizon that if there is going ro be a delay in the February 1%
implementation date, or any ather change, then Verizon needs to know this as soon as possible.

Accordingly, the ALECs that are a party to this letter hereby request thar the Commission
request that Verizon delay the propased Tampa rate center changes identified in its August 15,
2000 letter for 90 days, until May 1, 2001. During this extension, the ALECs will centinue 1o
compile and snalyze the necessary dara and advise the Commission as o whether they will
proceed with Verizon’s original plan or whether some other alterative solution should be
pursued. As a part of this process, the ALECs propose submiuing to the Commission, pursuang
to the appropriate request for confidential treatment, their individual, porential NXX code needs
by rate center for the Commission to compiie into a total 813 NPA mpact analysis.

If necessary, this matter should be scheduled as an additional or emergency item at either
the November 6, 2000 Intemal Affairs meeting or the November 7, 2000, Agenda Conference, as
these are the only two formal Commission meetings scheduled in ajvance of the November 15
deadline. However, Verizon has indicated ta us that it would be willing to delay the February 1*
date upon a written request from the appropriate Commission Staff person in lien of formal
Commistion action. '

Pursuant 10 §364.183(1), F.S., and Rule 22.006(3), F.A_C., Time Wamer Telecom
requests confidential treatment of the information contained in the artached matrix. These
are considered proprietary confidential business information, as that term is defined in
§364.183(3), F.8., thus exempt from §119.07(1) and §24(a), Art. I of the State Constitution.
The information is a wrade secret and relates to competitive interests, the disclosure of which
would impair the competitive business of Time Warner Telecom. Additionally, the information
is intended 1o be private, and has not been otherwise disclosed by Time Wamer Telecom.

In accordance with Rule 22.006(5), F.A.C., | have enclosed one copy of the matrix with
the confidential information highlighted in yellow, and two redacted copies.
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‘We appreciate your prompt action on this maner. Since this is not cuzrently a dacketed
matter, you may contact me on behalf of the ALECs and Beverly Menard ar Verizon in order 1o
transmit this information 10 the relevaut people. Please feel free 1o contact me if you need an;
additional information or assistance with this maner. :

s (poecdis”
Co } for Time Warner Telecom of Florida, L.P.

¢e: Diana Caldwell, Esq.



STATE OF FLORIDA

Commissioners:

J. TERRY DEASON, CHAIRMAN
E. LEON JaCOBS, JR.

LiLa A.JABER

Brautio L. BaEz

DIvISION OFf COMPETITIVE SERVICES
WALTER D'HAESELEER
DIRECTOR

(850)413-6600

Public Serbice Commission
' November 17, 2000 |

Ms. Beverly Y. Menard, Assistant Vice President
Regulatory & Govermnmental Affairs

Verizon Florida, Inc.

¢/o Mr. David Christian

106 East College Avenue, Suite 810
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7704

RE: Verizon’s proposed updates to the Routing Data Base Systern (RDBS) and Business Rating Input
Database System (BRIDS) |

Dear Ms. Menard:

It has come to my attention that Verizon has already proceeded with some modifications to the Local
Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) for the Tampa Rate Centers. As a result of the information obtained from staff’s
data requests and the November 13, 2000 conference call concerning the Tampa Rate Centers, [ am requesting that
Verizon delay any further updates to the RDBS and BRIDS indefinitely. This delay will enable our staff to review
the impact that such changes would have on the industry and customers. It is my understanding from conversations
with you that Verizon is willing to defer this matter pending a staff review of the proposed updates.

Based on limited input received by the Commission, it appears the alternative local exchange companies
do not anticipate a problem with the changes made to date. Staff, however, has yet to assess the full impact of
these changes. While we do not condone Verizon’s premature changes to the LERG, the Commission staff will
not commence any actions at this time.

I recommend that Verizon file the proposed updates to the Tampa RDBS and BRIDS with the
Commission in the form of a petition which could be docketed. If you have any questions, please contact Bob
Casey at (850) 413-6974, or Levent lleri at (850) 413-6562.

Sincerely,

é %a]ter D’'Haeseleer :

Director
WD/rc

ce: Division of Co itive Services (B Salak, C. Bulecza-Banks, 8. Simmons, D. Dowds,
B. Casey, E. L. Fulwood) _ ,
Division of Legal Services (D. Caldwell)
Mr. Floyd R. Self, Messer, Caparello & Self
Ms. Karen M. Camechis, Pennington, Moore, Wilkinson, Bell &Dunbar, P.A.

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
AR Affirmative ActiowEqual Oppertunity Empleyer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Intermet E-mail: contact@pac.state.N.ns
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Bob Casey _

From: beverly.menard @ verizon.com

Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2001 1:24 PM

To: bcasey@psc.state.fl.us

Ce: bevY%rga.indaf%fitpa @telops.gte.com

Subject: fwd: Tampa Rate Center 05/17 Conference Call Minutes

TAMPA RC CONF
CALL 95-17-00.D0O. ..

Thanks,

Bev Menard

NEW PHONE NOS.

(813) 483-2514 (phone)

(813) 273-0637 {fax)

---------- Original Text ----~-—---

From: Janice Goebel@CNO.SVCFLFMT.BGTXIRV, on 1/24/01 1:16 PM:

-To: Beverly Menard@RGA.INDAF@FLTPA

Janice M. Goebel - Specialist

Verizon Network Operations

Process Assurance - NOTD Staff Support
phone 972-718-7939

pager B888-408-9601

MC: HQB1l1A06

ianice.goebel@verizon.com

From: “Pattl Gasper" <patti.gasper@gte.com>, on 5/23/00 11:54 aM:
To: smtp["Mary Ann Southard® <msouthar@telcordia.com>),smtpi*Edgar R.
Rodriguez" <erodrigu@telcordia.com»],smtp"Murray, Melissa®
<mmurra@kmcetelecom.com>] , smep("cecilia.louie”
<cecilia.louie@neustar.com>),smtp["asulliva"
<asulliva@notes.cc.telcordia.com>], smtp(*sheri.presslier”
<sheri.pressler@gte.com>},smtp("patti.gasper”
<patti.gasper@gte.com>],smtp{*maryann.palmisano®
<maryann.palmisanc@bridge.bellsouth>), smtp(["Khoffman"
<Khoffman@jsitel.com>], smtp("barbara.green”
<barbara.green@mail.sprint.com>}, smtpl "samuel . raymundo®

<samuel . raymundo@attws.com>],smtp["Elaine.deese"
<Elaine.deesedalltel . .com>],smtp("dli"
<dlj@tp0054.tmtrfl.tel.gte.com>],smtp{ "harriet.eudy"
<harriet.eudy@alltel.com>],smtp("Lamb, Joel"

<Joel .Lamb@gte.com>],smtp[*Burt, Holli* <Holli.Burt@gte.com>],Janice
Goebel@CNO.SVCFLFMT.BE@TXIRV, Reggie SitzeG@EUB.BILLTBL@FLTPA, Barbara
Heishman@EUB.BILLTBLE@FLTPA,Harry Sadler@NOS.REGOPSFLBFLTPA,Nanette
Duval@CO.DBM@INFTW, Donna Edwards8CO.DBA.NFRBEFLTPA, Beverly
Menard@RGA. INDAFEFLTPA

all,
Attached are the minutes from the 04/19/00 conference call regarding the

proposed move of the Tampa, FL rate center. Please review the minutes
and advise if additions or corrections are necessary.

fhank you,

Pattl Gasper



219-461-2458
pacti.gasper@gte.com



Wednesday
04/19/00 1:00 CST
Tampa Rate Center Conference Call

MINUTES
Attendees:
GTIE GTE Wireless
Sher Pressier Debbie Ruffin
Patti Gasper
Joel Lamb Telcordia
Nanette Duval Mary Ann Southard
Janice Goebel Ed Rodriguez
Reggie Sitze Ann Sullivan
Beill South Sprint
Mary Ann Palmisano . Barb Green
NeuStar Alltel
Cecilia Louie ‘ Elaine Diaz
KMC
Melissa Murray
Review:

Currently although the Tampa, FL area is tariffed for 5 different rate center locations
(North, South, East, West & Central) only a distinction known as “Tampa” is being
utilized.

Proposal: .
Splitting the existing Tampa Rate Center into the 5 geographic rate center areas to match
the tariff. .

Discussion:

Teicordia; The current NPA’s impacted would be 813,863 and 941.

Bell South; suggested coordination with PUC and network design to change existing
phone numbers as was implemented when they created “theoretical Rate Centers” in the
Durham/Research Triangle Park, NC area.

GTE Wireless; Advised they will be heavily impacted by this change and requested that
existing codes be assigned to Tampa Central. New telephone numbers could be
created/moved for remaining rate centers or moved to new rate centers if needed.

NeuStar; Confirms 90 Days notice will be required for implementation.



GTE Wireless; Voiced concern over division of localities among rate centers. This will
be determined by Industry Relations.

Needs:
Locations, Florida Map, Vertical & Horizontal Coordinates (V&H) Effective Date,
Industry Notification

Telcordia; Total NXX's=387 Active, 391 Total (225 Non-GTE). 43 OCN’s only 4 which
have more than 10 codes.

Assignments:

Telcordia — V&H Coordinates and associated locations.

GTE - Initial contact with Florida Public Service Commission via internal Regulatory
Affairs & Industry Relations. Copy of existing tariff to all attendees.

NeuStar — Will accept 90 days before implementation, one Part | COCAG form with list
of codes attached, per Rate Center, per OCN. '

Next Call Scheduled:

Wednesday May 17, 2000 at 1:00 p.m. CST for 2 hours.
Conference Bridge # 813-277-3200 #6078
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Bob Case!
; Sl— e S

From: beverly. menard@verizon.com
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2001 1:25 PM
‘0! bcasey@psc.state.fl.us
Ce: bevrga.indaf%fitpa @telops.gte.com
Subject: fwd: Tampa Rate Center
FL VERIZON.DOC
Thanks,

Bev Menard

NEW FHONE NOS.

{813) 483-2514 {phone)

{813) 273-0637 {fax)

---------- Original Text --~---=-----

From: Janice Goebel@CNO.SVCFLFMT.B@TXIRV, on 1/24/01 1:18 PM:
To: Beverly Menard@RGA.INDAF@FLTPA

Janice M. Goebel - Specialist
Verizon Network Operations

Process Assurance - NOTD Staff Support
phone 972-718-7939
pager 888-408-9601
MC: HQB11a06

anice.goebel@verizon.com

From: Janice Goebel@CNO.SVCFLFMT.BG@TXIRV, on 8/17/00 9:15 2M:

To:

smtp(charlotte_piper@bscc.bls.com], smtp{cheryl.kizzee@wcom.com] , smtp([DRu
ffin@mobilnet.gte.com], smtp{GAZamore@2c2.com], smtp{Gina.Latini@btitele.c
om] , smtp[Kathryn.Barrett@Nextel.com], smtp[khutchison@att.com] , smtp[sgeve
r0l@sprintspectrum.coml] , smtp{shirley.paswaters@levell.com],smtpisusan_ci
cotta@frontiercorp.com], smtp{teresa.newkirk@twtwlwcom.com], smtp(timothyb
@att.com]

Cc:
smtplelaine.deese@alltel.com],smtp(Khoffman@jsitel.com], smtp (maryann.pal
misano@bridge.bellsouth.com], smtp [mmurra@kmctelecom.com] , smtp[msouthar@t
elcordia.com], smtp(samuel . raymundo@attws.com]

Folks,

Attached is official notification of critical changes that are
scheduled with regards to tha Tampa, Florida area. DPlease relay this
information to all within your organization, who may have impacts.

Janice M. Goebel
staff Specialist - Service Activation
VERIZON (f.k.a. GTE)



INTERCOMPANY CORRESPONDENCE \/

verizon
Reply To:
August 15, 2000 , HQB11A06 - Irving, TX

To: Tampa Florida industry Player

Subject: TAMPA Rate Center

This correspondence is to inform you of the forthcoming update to Telcordia's RDBS

(Routing DataBase System) and BRIDS (Business Rating input Database System)
repositories to bring their LERG (Local Exchange Routing Guide) and V+H/TPM
(Vertical and Horizontal Terminating Point Master) output products in sync with
current Florida tariff language. The current effective date for this activity is February
1, 2001. The Florida PSC (Public Service Commlssmn) is aware of this sync-up
effort to tariff compliance.

If you are a code holder in the Tampa area, this most likely will impact your entries
in RDBS and BRIDS.

The original and current tariff language reflects five specific rate centers: Tampa-
North (TAMPANTH), Tampa-Central (TAMPACEN), Tampa-West (TAMPAWST),
Tampa-East (TAMPAEST) and Tampa-South (TAMPASTH). At this time RDBS
reflects only the rate center name of TAMPA.

All code holders shouid submit appropriate part 1 forms to NANPA (North American
Numbering Plan Administrator) to correctly reflect the rate center of their code(s) as
specified above in parentheses. NANPA has agreed that multiple codes may be
submitted on one form per new rate center per OCN (Operating Company Name).
However, all paperwork must comply with the minimum industry guideline time
interval of 66 days.

Based upon the existing localities in RDBS we have included direction as to which
rate area that locality would exist.

TAMPASTH TAMPAEST TAMPAWST TAMPACEN TAMPANTH

TampaSouth  TampaFast  Tampa West  Tampa Central Tampa North
APOLLO BCH BRANDON  CITRUSPARK GIBSONTON LANDOLAKES

BALM LIMONA ODESSA INTERBAY LUTZ
RUSKIN LITHIA OLDSMAR MACDILLAFB
SUN CITY SEFFNER MANGO
WIMAUMA THONQTOSSS PORT TAMPA
VALRICO RIVERVIEW
SULPHURSPG

TEMPLETRRC



If ydu need further assistance with which rate center your switch/code is to reside,
piease refer to the boundary maps inciuded in the tariff.

Please ensure that your decisions and updates to RDBS are timely to ensure correct
routing and compietion of calls for your subscribers.

Thank you,

Janice M. Goebel

Staff Specialist — Service Activation
VERIZON (f.k.a. GTE)

545 E John Carpenter Freeway
MC: HQB11A0S

Irving, TX 75062



_Btob Casey

From: beverly.menard @verizon.com
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2001 1:25 PM
o bcasey@psc.state.fl.us
Ce: bev%rga.indaffitpa @telops.gte.com
Subject: fwd: Tampa Rate Center 06/28 Confarence Call Minutes

TAMPA RC CCNF
CALL 06-28-00.D0...

Thanks,

Bev Menard

NEW PHONE NOS.

{813) 483-2514 (phone)

(813) 273-0637 (fax)

—————————— Original Text ----------

From: Janice Goebel@CNO.SVCFLFMT.BQTXIRV, on 1/24/01 1:18 PM:
To: Beverly Menard@RGA.INDAFGFLTPA

Janice M. Goebel - Specialist
Verizon Network Operations
Process Assurance ~ NOTD Staff Support
phone 972-718-7939
pager 888-408-9601
MC: HQB11lAO06

anice.goebel@verizon.com
From: "Patti Gasper" <patti.gasper@bdi.gte.com>, on 7/7/00 4:50 PM:
To: smtp("Murray, Melissa“
<mmurra@kmctelecom.com>],smtpf"cecilia.louie”
<cecilia.louie@neustar.com=],smtp{"maryann.palmisano*
<maryann.palmisano@bridge.bellsocuth>].smtp{"Edgar R. Rodriguez"
<grodriguételcordia.com>], smtp{"Mary Ann Southard"
<msouthar@telcordia.com>], smtp(*Barbara.Green"
<Barbara.Greengmail.sprint.com>},smtp(*Duval, Nannette®*
<Nannette.Duval@GTE.COM>], smtp{ "samuel . raymundo”
<samuel . raymundo@attws.com>], smtp{*asulliva"
<asulliva@notes.cc.telcordia.com>], smtp{"Sheri Pressler*
<smp@fwinB8.ftwyin.tel.gte.com>),smtp(["Patti Gasper®
<psg@fwin90.ftwyin.tel.gte.com>], smtp["Khoffman"
<Khoffman@jsitel.com>),smtp{*Elaine.deese"
<Elaine.deese@alltel.com>], smtp({"Dawn Johnson”
<dlj@tp0054.tmtrfl.rel.gte.com>),smtp{ "harriet.cudy"
<harriet.eudy@alltel.com>],smtp["Joel Lamb”
<jal@fwin86.ftwyin.tel.gte.com>], smtp[*Burt, Heolli"
<Holli.Burt@GTE.COM>], smtp[ "Donna.Edwards@gte.com”
<Donna . Edwards@GTE.COM>) ,Janice Goebel@CNO.SVCFLFMT.B@TXIRV, Reggie
Sitze@EUB.BILLTBLEFLTPA

All,

The next Tampa Rate Center conference call is scheduled for 08-09-00 at
1:00 CsT

N"72-659-6444 (6078B4#)

ctached are the minutes from the 06/28/00 conference call regarding the

proposed move of the Tampa, FL rate center. Please review the minutes
1



ahd advise if additions or corrections are necessary.

Thank you,
Patti Gasper

Patti Gasper

GTE - RDBS Administration
219-461-2458
patti.gasper@bhdi.gte.com



Wednesday
06/28/00 1:00 CST
Tampa Rate Center Conference Call

MINUTES
Attendees:
GTE GTE Wireless
Sheri Pressler
Patti Gasper
Joel Lamb Telcordia
Janice Goebel : Mary Ann Southard
Dawn Johnson Ed Rodriguez
Cathy Finney
Chanda Cave
Bell South | Sprint 7
Barb Green
NeuStar Alltet
Harriet Eudy
Elaine Deese
KMC
Review:

The Tampa, FL area is tariffed for 5 different rate center locations (North, South, East,
West & Central) although only a distinction known as “Tampa” is being utilized today.

Proposal:
Splitting of the existing Tampa Rate Center into the 5 geographic rate center areas to
match the tariff.

Notes: ‘

Clarification of GTE Tariff pg.14 note 1 for Bell South (Mary Ann) was emaiied to all on
05/25/00.

Only one NPA (813) will be involved in this rate center change.

The existing tariff will not be changed to reflect Tampa Central as Tampa, but rather 5
new rate centers will be created in RDBS for use by the industry.



Discussion: :
Effective date - The effective date of February 1, 2001 (02/01/01) was proposed and
accepted. :

Localities - Telcordia (Mary Ann) advised that 30 Localities exist today, 4 are already
identified as N, S, E & W (assuming North, South, East & West). These localities will be
moved to the new rate centers and will not be deleted from RDBS. Mary Ann suggested
retaining these localities for operator use or other services, and Ed (Rodriguez) added
‘companies often know localities but not rate centers.’

Sprint (Barb Green) questioned responsibility for NXX screen updates. Telcordia will
handle this according to the taniff.

Notification:
GTE Regulatory (Beverly Menard) has notified the Florida Public Service Commission.

GTE will internally provide Customer Bill Inserts and notice to GTE Directories by
October, 2000.

External customer notice will be the responsibility of each company impacted by the
change.

Needs: ,
Maps — Specific address maps as suggested by Bell South (Mary Ann) were not
attainable. However, boundary maps to determine individual NXXs are being sought.

Assignments:
GTE will match localities to rate centers advising results during next scheduled call.

GTE (Janice Goebel) will notify the industry (all OCN’s) before implementation.
*NeuStar will verify use of the Document Distribution Service on the NANPA Website.

- *NeuStar (Cecilia) advised Part 1| COCAG forms should be received 66 days in advance
of effective date. (This would be no later than 11-27-2000.)

GTE Tariffs will supply boundary maps and actual rate center name for OCN use to
determine NXX's impacted and aid in Part | Form completion.

GTE will notify their internal project manager of this pending update.

Commitments:
NXXs updated in RDBS will be the responsibility of each AOCN.



Trouble Reporting ~ Will be directed through existing channels as normal business
activity. Carriers may submit their own Trouble Reporting Number if deemed necessary.

Telcordia will build new localities and rate centers based on the 02/01/01 effective date.
The current Tampa Rate Center will not be deleted until all customers have been moved.

NeuStar (Cecilia) will publish information through their Document Distribution Service

at the NANPA Website.

Next Call Scheduled:
Wednesday |August 9, 2000 at 1:00 p.m. CST for 2 hours.
Conference Bridge #; 972-659-6444 #6078

* Remaining from 05/17/00 call.



Bob Casex

From; bevetly. manard @ verizon.com
Sent: Waednesday, January 24, 2001 1:24 PM
To: bcasey@psc.state.fl.us
Ce: bev%rga.indaf%fitpa @telops.gte.com
Subject: fwd: Tampa Rate Center Conference Call 5/28/00
TAMPA_RC_CONP_C SHERL.PRESSLER.VC
ALL_05-17-00.D0. .. 4
Thanks,

Bev Menard

NEW PHONE NOS.

{813) 483-2514 (phone)

{813) 273-0637 (fax)

—————————— Original Text ---=--=-----

From: Janice Goebel@CNQ.SVCFLFMT.B@TXIRV, on 1/24/01 1:17 PM:
To: Beverly Menard®@RGA.INDAFGFLTPA

Janice M. Goebel - Specialist

Verizon Network Operaticons

Process Assurance - NOTD Staff Support

phone 972-718-7939

pager 888-408-9601

MC: HQBl1lA06

‘anice.goebel@verizon.com

From: "Sheri M. Presgler” <sheri.pressler@gte.com>, on 6/27/00 9:55 AM:
To: smtp["Patti Gasper" <patti.gasper@gte.com>]

Cc: smtpf"Mary Ann Southard" <mscuthar@telcordia.com>],smecp("Edgar R.
Rodriguez" <erodrigu@telcordia.com>],smtp["Murray, Melissa"
<mmurra@kmctelecom.com>},smtp["cecilia.louie”
<cecilia.louie@neustar.com>],smtp(*asulliva®
<asulliva@notes.cc.telcordia.com>],smtp( "maryann.palmisano®
<maryann.palmisano@bridge.bellsouth>],smtp["Khoffman”
<kKhocffman@jsitel.com>], smcpi*barbara.green”
<barbara.green@mail.sprint.com>]}, smtp{ *samuel.raymundo*

<samuel , raymundo@attws.com>»},smtp(*Elaine.deese"
<Elaine.deese@alltel.com>],smcp("dlj"
<dlj@tp0054.tmtrfl.tel.gte.com>], smtp( "harriet.eudy”
<harriet.eudy®alltel.com>}, smtp("Lamb, Joel"

<Joel .Lamb@gte.com>],smtp["Burt, Holli" <Holli.Burt@gte.com>],Janice
Goebel@CNQ, SVCFLFMT.B@TXIRV,Reggie Sitze@EUB.BILLTBLEFLTPA,Barbara
Heishman@EUB.BILLTBL@FLTPA, Harry Sadler@NOS.REGOPSFL@FLTPA,Nanette
Duval@CO.DEM@INFTW, Donna Edwards@CO.DBA.NLKS@FLTPA, Beverly
Menard@RGA . INDAF@FLTPA-

**"***tReminder***t**tt**

All,

I have scheduled a conference call for June 28.th ar 1:00 pm CST to
1iscuss issues involving the break out of the Tampa Rate Centers to

atch the Tariff. Please plan to attend and share your expertise.

Attached are the minutes from the last conference call.




1

The call in number is 813/277-3200 pass code 6078#.
This conference bridge has been reserved for 2 hours.

Sheri M. Pressler : )
specialist RDBS/DBM -~ GTE
Office: 219/461-3475

Fax: 219/461-3472

Pager: BBB/755-6495



Wednesday
05/17/00 1:00 CST
Tampa Rate Center Conference Call

MINUTES
Attendees:
GTE GTE Wireless
Sheri Pressler
Patti Gasper
Joel Lamb Telcordia
Janice Goebel Mary Ann Southard
Dawn Johnson Ann Sullivan
Bell South Sprint
Mary Ann Palmisano Barb Green
NeuStar Allte]
Cecilia Louie Harriet Eudy
Staff - (Andrea, Terra, Margaret) ‘ Elaine Diaz
KEMC
Review:

The Tampa, FL area is tariffed for 5 different rate center locations (North, South, East,
West & Central) although only a distinction known as “Tampa” is being utilized.

Proposal:
Splitting of the existing Tampa Rate Center into the 5 geographic rate center areas to
match the tariff.

Note; .
NXX’s updated in RDBS will be the responsibility of each AOCN.

Trouble Reporting —~ Will be directed through existing channels as normal business
activity. Carriers may submit their own Trouble Reporting Number if deemed necessary.

Post-Transfer; NeuStar will notify all carriers that rate center “Tampa” is now 5 areas and
NXX owner must choose new rate center.

Telcordia (Mary Ann); The current Tampa Rate Center will not be deleted until all
customers have been moved.



Assignments:
All — Please be prepared to determine an effective date.

GTE will contact their Florida Product Management Group for specific address maps and
advise on regulatory and industry notification.

NeuStar will verify use of the Document Distribution Service on the NANPA Website.

GTE will contact their Tariff Group for clarification of Tariff pg.14 note 1 for Bell South
(Mary Ann).

NeuStar (Cecilia) advised Part | COCAG forms should be received 66 days in advance of
effective date.

GTE will contact Telcordia (Mary Ann) to confirm existing Localities with NXX’s.
Next Call Scheduled:

Wednesday June 28, 2000 at 1:00 p.m. CST for 2 hours.
Conference Bridge # 813-277-3200 #6078



s

Bob Casey

SRR SR

From: beverly.menard @verizon.com
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2001 1:22 PM
‘0: bcasey@psc.state.fl.us
Ce: bev%rga.indaf%fltpa@telops.gte.com
Subject: fwd: Tampa Rate Center 04/19 Conjerence Call Minutes

TAMPA RC CONP
CALL 04-19-00.00. .. Bob'

Per your request, I will be forwarding a series of emails to you as
Telecordia was a recipient of these emails.

Thanks,

Bev. Menard

NEW PHONE NOS.

(813) 483-2514 (phone}

(813) 273-0637 (fax)

---------- Original Text ----------

From: Janice Goebel@CNO.SVCFLEFMT.B@TXIRV, on 1/24/01 1:15 PM
To: Beverly Menard@RGA.INDAFRFLTPA

I will forward all of the email I have including the meeting minutes.

Janice M. Goebel - Specialist

‘erizon Network Operations

rocess Assurance - NOTD Staff Support
phone 972-718-7939
pager 888-408-9601
MC: HQB11lA06

janice.goebel@verizon.com

From: *"Patti Gasper® <patti.gasper@gte.com>, on 4/24/00 2:24 PM:

To:

smtp [<erodrigu@telcordia.com>],smtp(<cecilia.louiedneustar.com>},smtp(*5s5
heri Pressler" <smp@fwin88.ftwyin.tel.gte.com>]

Cc:

smep [<mmurra@kmetelecom. com>], smep{<msouthar@telcordia.com>), smtp{<marya
nn.palmisano@bridge.bellsouth.com>}, smep{<Khoffman@igitel .com>},smtp[<ba
rbara.green@mail.sprint.com>], smtp[<asulliva@notes.cc.telcordia.com>1,sm
tp[<MHall@mobilnet.gte.com>],smtp[<elaine.deese@alltel .com>], smtp [ "Nanne
tte Duval" <nld@fwin8S.ftwyin.tel.gte.com>}, smtp|" Joel Lamb*"
<jalgfwing€.ftwyin.tel.gte.com>»1,Janice

Goebel@CNO, SVCFLFMT .B@TXIRV, Reggie Sitze@EUB.BILLTBLE@FLTPA, Barbara
Heishman@EUB.BILLTBL@FLTPA

Al1l,

Attached are the minutes from the 04/19/00 conference call regarding the
proposed move of the Tampa, FL rate center. Please review the minutes
and advise if additions or corrections are necessary.

+Thank you,

itti Gasper

Patti Gasper
GTE - RDBS Administration




}

Patti Gasper
GTE - RDBS Administration

219-4681-2458
patti.gasper@gte.com



Wednesday
05/17/00 1:00 CST
Tampa Rate Center Conference Call

MINUTES
Attendees: .
GTE GTE Wireless
Sheri Pressler
Patti Gasper
Joel Lamb Telcordia
Janice Goebel Mary Ann Southard
Dawn Johnson Ann Sullivan
Bell South ‘ Sprint
Mary Ann Palmisano _ Barb Green
NeuStar Alltel
Cecilia Louie Harriet Eudy
Staff - (Andrea, Terra, Margaret) . Elaine Diaz
KMC
Review:

The Tampa, FL area is tariffed for 5 different rate center locations (North, South, East,
West & Central) although only a distinction known as “Tampa” is being utilized.

Proposal:
Splitting of the existing Tampa Rate Center into the 5 geographic rate center areas to
match the tarniff.

Note;
NXXs updated in RDBS will be the responsibility of each AOCN.

Trouble Reporting — Will be directed through existing channels as normal business
activity. Carriers may submit their own Trouble Reporting Number if deemed necessary.

Post-Transfer; NeuStar will notify all carriers that rate center “Tampa” is now S areas and
NXX owner must choose new rate center.

Telcordia (Mary Ann); The current Tampa Rate Center will not be deleted unti] all
customers have been moved.




Discussion:

Tariff - Bell South (Mary Ann) would appreciate a GTE clarification of Tariff pg.14
note 1.

!..ocalities - Telcordia (Mary Ann) advised that 30 Localities exist today, 4 are already
identified as N, S, E & W (assuming North, South, East & West). These localities will be
moved to the new rate centers

Codes impacted ~ not known yet. However, NeuStar (Cecilia) advised 331 codes are still
available to be assigned.

Effective date - Telcordia (Mary Ann) reminded attendees of 6-month industry standard
interval. NeuStar (Cecilia) Concurred 6-month standard interval; dependent upon carrier
submission.

Notification: .
Beverly Menard, GTE Regulatory, will notify the Florida Public Service Commission.

NeuStar (Cecilia) offered to publish information through their Document Distribution
Service at the NANPA Website.

GTE (Janice) suggested Florida's Product Management Group should be able to notify
regulatory and other departments for industry notification

NeuStar -~ For AOCN’s with multiple OCN’s; NeuStar will accept 90 days before
implementation, one Part 1 COCAG form with list o