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February 1,1999 

Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo 
Director, Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 981832-TP 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed are an original and 15 copies of Motion of BellSouth to Dismiss 
Petition or, Alternatively, to Strike Petition as a Sham. Please file this document 
in the captioned matter. 

A copy of this letter is enclosed. Please mark it to indicate that the 
original was filed and return the copy to me. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
Docket No. 981832-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was 

served via U S .  Mail this 1st day of February, 1999 to the following: 

Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service 
Commission 

Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

William L. Hyde, Esq. 
Gunster, Yoakley, Valdes-Fauli 81 

215 South Monroe Street 
Suite 830 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Tel. No. (850) 222-6660 
Fax. No. (850) 222-1002 
Atty. for Supra 

Stewart, P.A. 

J. Phillip Carver 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Petition to Set Aside 2/3/98 Order ) 
Approving Resale, Interconnection And ) 
Unbundling Agreement Between ) 
BellSouth Telecommunications and ) 
Supra Telecommunications & ) 
Information Systems; And To Approve ) 
Agreement Actually Entered Into By ) 
The Parties Pursuant to Sections ) Filed: February 1, 1999 
251,252 and 271 Of the ) 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 ) 

Docket No. 981 832-TP 

MOTION OF BELLSOUTH TO DISMISS PETITION OR, 
ALTERNATIVELY, TO STRIKE PETITION AS A SHAM 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”), hereby respectfully 

moves, pursuant to Rules 1.140 and Rule 1.150, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure 

and Commission Rule 22.037, for the entry of an order dismissing the Petition of 

Supra Telecommunications (“Supra”) or, alternatively striking the Petition as a 

Sham, and states as grounds in support thereof, the following: 

1. Supra has filed two Petitions with the Florida Public Service 

Commission (“Commission”) that are based upon a single set of allegations. The 

only pertinent difference between the two petitions is that the Petition filed in this 

docket is styled as a request to set aside an order of the Commission dated 

February 3, 1998, approving an interconnection agreement. The other petition 

(Docket No. 981833-TP) requests that the Commission “initiate an investigation 

into the unfair practices of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. . . .”. Both the 

subject petition (to set aside the Commission Order) and the other should be 



stricken as a sham or, alternatively, dismissed for failure to state a cause of 

action. 

2. The subject petition contains an essential nugget of fact, Le., that 

BellSouth made an error regarding attachments to an Interconnection Agreement 

that it filed with this Commission in December, 1997. Beyond this, the Petition 

contains a partial recitation of the relevant facts that has the effect of 

misrepresenting the situation at issue to the Commission. The Complaint also 

contains a series of outrageous conclusions to the general effect that BellSouth’s 

simple mistake should be interpreted as some sort of plot. When all of the facts 

are considered, however, it is obvious that the Petition filed by Supra is simply a 

sham. Moreover, even if the facts alleged by Supra were true, they fail to state a 

cause of action upon which the requested relief can be granted. 

3. The nugget of truth in Supra’s Petition consists of the fact that in 

late September or early October of 1997, BellSouth sent to Supra for review an 

agreement that differed from the Agreement subsequently filed. The first version 

of the Agreement (which was a form agreement that did not even identify Supra 

by name) was federal expressed to Mr. Ramos, who executed it on behalf of 

Supra. The document sent to Supra was BellSouth’s standard agreement sent to 

CLECs as a starting point for negotiations. Immediately Supra, upon receipt of 

the standard agreement executed the agreement sent to it and returned it to 

BellSouth. Mr. Finlen called Supra stating that the agreement sent to Supra was 

for negotiation purposes and BellSouth did not intend for Supra to execute that 

version in that it didn’t even contain Supra’s name. Mr. Ramos indicated that he 
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was ready to execute the agreement, and asked Mr. Finlen to send the 

executable contract immediately. Mr. Finlen then sent Supra an executable 

contract via e-mail in a zipped format (meaning the file was compressed) with 

instructions on how to unzip the document. The next day Mr. Ramos called Mr. 

Finlen stating that he was unable to “unzip” the file. Mr. Finlen agreed to 

overnight a paper version of the agreement for execution. It is at this point that 

the error was made in transmitting the agreed upon contract. The paper 

document was executed by Mr. Ramos and filed with the commission return. 

This second agreement does, in fact, have different language than the first 

regarding unbundled network elements. Sending two agreements with dissimilar 

language on this issue was BellSouth’s mistake. What Supra’s petition does not 

explain is that the mistake has been known to Supra since August of 1998, and 

that BellSouth has made more than one offer to appropriately remedy the 

situation. 

4. In July of 1998, counsel for Supra expressed Supra’s desire to 

adopt the BellSouth-MCI interconnection agreement. On July 17, 1998, counsel 

for BellSouth responded by providing to Supra a standard adoption contract for 

that purpose. (All pertinent correspondence referenced herein is attached as 

Composite Exhibit A,) Supra never responded to BellSouth’s offer to allow it to 

adopt the MCI interconnection agreement. 

5. On August 3, 1998, the subject mistake was discovered. On 

August 17, 1998, counsel for Supra (Suzanne F. Summerlin) sent to BellSouth a 

letter in which she expressed knowledge of the mistake and the status of the 
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agreement between the parties in light of this. Specifically, she stated that 

“Supra would like to be informed immediately as to the prices for the combination 

of unbundled network elements set out in Supra’s Interconnection Agreement 

and the timeframes in which they can be provided.” (Composite Exhibit A). Four 

days later, counsel for BellSouth (Mary Jo Peed) sent a letter to counsel for 

Supra acknowledging that an error had occurred, and providing an amendment 

to the agreement for acceptance by Supra. This amendment would have added 

to the filed Agreement the subject language, which was included in the draft 

Agreement, but not in the filed version. Supra did not respond to this 

correspondence. 

6. On October 14, 1998, BellSouth again offered to amend the original 

BellSouth-Supra agreement to reinstate the original language or to have Supra 

adopt the MCI-BellSouth agreement. Supra did not respond to this 

correspondence either. Thus, a complete exposition of the facts demonstrates 

that BellSouth made a mistake, Supra has been aware of it for approximately six 

months, and that BellSouth offered to Supra almost immediately the only remedy 

that is needed, or to which Supra is entitled, to amend the agreement. 

7. Moreover, this appears to be the relief that Supra is really seeking 

to obtain herein, to have an agreement between Supra and BellSouth that 

contains the subject language regarding unbundled network elements.’ At the 

same time, however, Supra has also made a variety of inflammatory allegations 

to the effect that BellSouth has engaged in some sort of a fraud. However, 
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beyond the fact of a simple mistake, there is absolutely nothing set forth in the 

Petition to support this theory. For this reason, the Petition is a sham and should 

be stricken. 

8. Stripped of these inflammatory allegations, Supra’s Petition would 

appear to seek, in practical effect, what BellSouth has already offered (to amend 

the Interconnection Agreement) except for two things. One, this is not the relief 

requested by Supra. By requesting that the Commission set aside the Order 

approving the current Interconnection Agreement, Supra is, in effect, requesting 

that this agreement be rendered null and void. At the same time, the parties 

have treated the agreement as valid and, in fact, Supra has filed a number of 

complaints to enforce their view of their rights under the Agreement. These 

actions are both legally and practically at odds with a plea that the contract be set 

aside in its entirety. It is equally inappropriate for Supra to ask this Commission 

to replace the current agreement _ _  in toto with the “original” agreement, an e- 

mailed draft agreement that contained boilerplate language and did not even 

refer to Supra by name. Again, the remedy to the problem is what BellSouth has 

offered-an amendment to the agreement to capture the pertinent terms of the 

original Agreement. 

9. The second problem with the Petition is that it appears to raise as a 

pivotal issue, a dispute that has nothing to do with the requested relief. The 

allegations of paragraphs 17 and 18 (as well as the correspondence attached 

hereto) reveal that BellSouth and Supra appear to have a (at least developing) 

The Petition generally alleges (page 7) that BellSouth did not offer to amend the agreement to I 

include 4 the original language. The Petition fails, however, to identify any language that Supra wanted in 
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disagreement as to the meaning of the unbundled network element language. 

Thus, the real issue here would appear not to be the inclusion in the 

Interconnection Agreement of UNE combination language. This concern was 

addressed entirely by the offer in BellSouth’s correspondence of August 21, 

1998. The real issue would appear to be a difference of opinion as to contract 

interpretation, an issue that Supra alludes to in passing, but which is completely 

unaddressed by Supra’s plea for relief. Again, the proper remedy for the 

problem __-- that has been raised would be for the parties to negotiate to amend the 

current agreement to accomplish this. This is precisely what BellSouth has 

proposed to do. 

10. In its Petition, Supra demands that the Commission impose 

“monetary sanctions” upon BellSouth for its conduct. There are two difficulties 

with this position: 1) Supra has failed entirely to set forth facts that, if proven, 

would demonstrate the existence of improper conduct. Instead, the facts alleged, 

taken in the light most favorable to Supra, reveal nothing more than a mistake by 

BellSouth. Moreover, the petition fails entirely to state any legal basis upon 

which a “monetary penalty” could be levied. The petition does note that the 

Commission has the ability to impose penalties for violation of its rules. It does 

not identify, however, any rule that has been violated, and its general citation to 

the language of Florida Statutes 364 is insufficient to state a legal basis for the 

imposition of a penalty. There is, likewise, no basis for the other relief requested 

by Supra. 

the amendment that BellSouth refused to add. 
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11. Supra’s Petition is a sham that is premised upon a partial rendering 

of the facts combined with unsupportable allegations of some nefarious intent by 

BellSouth. It does not set forth a basis to, in effect, invalidate the current contract 

or substitute an earlier drafl of the agreement. Accordingly, it should be 

dismissed. 

WHEREFORE, BellSouth requests the entry of an Order striking the 

Petition as a sham or, alternatively, dismissing it. 
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I' VERIFICATION 

I verify that the facts set forth in this Motion are true and correct to the best 

of my knowledge. 
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Respectfully submitted this 1st day of February, 1999. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

NANCY B. W W E  
c/o Nancv Sims 
150 Sou<h Monroe Street, MOO 

/ 

M % k d -  
WILLIAM J. ELLENBERG II 
J. PHILLIP CARVER 
675 West Peachtree Street, #4300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30375 
(404) 335-071 0 

149886 
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July 6, 1998 

Nancy 8. White, Eoq. 
BellSouth Telecommunications, 
150 South Monroe Street 
Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Inc . 

RE: Adoption of MCf Telecommunications Corporation's 
Interconnection Agreement with BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc., by Supra Telecom br 
Information Systems, Inc. .ad BellSouth 
Telecommunications. 1nc:s Duty to Provide Combinations 
of Unbundled Network Elements to Supra Telccom & 
Information Systems, fnc. 

Dear M S .  White: 

Please accept this a6 notification to BellSouth 
Telecommunication8, Inc. that, pursuant to Section 252(i) of the 
Telecommunications A c t ' o f  1996 and Title 47 of the Code of 
Fed@ral Regulations Section 51.809,  Supra Telecom h Information 
Systems, Inc., wishes to adopt the Interconnection Agreement that 
has been negotiated and executed between BellSouth 
TeleCOm"iCatiOn8. rnc.! and MCI Telecomunications Corporation. 
Supra Telecom C Informatron Systems, Inc., will be filing a 
petition to elect this agreement with the Florida Public Service 
commission in the imediato future. 

Telecomunicationr, Inc., har refused to provide combinations of 
unbundled network elements to Supra Telecom k Information 
Systems, Inc., that are provided for other t~lecomunications 
carriers at thin time. Pursuant to Title 47 of the Code of 
Federal Regulation6 Section 51.809. BellSouth has an affirmative 
duty to provide Supra Tolacom L mfonaation Systems, fnc., any 
*interconneetion, service, or network element arrangement' that 
it currently pmvider under any interconnection agreement 
approved the Florida Public service Commission. Supra Telecom 
h fnfonnat 7 on System, Inc., is requesting combinationn of 
network element6 that ara currently being provided by BallSouth 

On a different matter. it is my understanding that BallSouth 

under approved interconnection agreementa to other 
telecmunication8 carriers in the State of  Florida. It ir 
imperative that BellSouth inmediately provide these combination. 
of network elements to Supra. Please provido a written response 
to thir request stating that BellSouth will be providing them 

119 B t o u u T o a Y - A f t r  
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requested combinationr of network elements without unreasonable 
delay or explaining precisely what BellSouth’s denial of this 
,--guest is based on so that S u y a  m a y  procmmd expeditiously to 
the Florida Public Service Commission for emergency re l ie f  on 
this matter. . I 

I ( ’  

I 

I 

SFS : ss 
CC: sally Simmons, FPSC Division of Communication8 

Martha Carter Brown, Esq., FPSC Division of Legal Services 
MaryRose Sirianni, FPSC Division of Communications 
Beth Keating, Esq., F’PSC Division of Legal Services 



Nancy B. White. E s q .  
BellSouth Telecommunicationr, fnc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Room 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

RE: BellSouth's Provision of Combinations of Unbundled 
Network Elements to Supra on Same Terms as Provided t o  
MCZ and AT&T 

Dear Ms. White: 

has no contractual or sfatutory obligation to provide 
combinations of unbundled network elements to Supra Telecom h 
Information Systems. Inc., and that any provision of such 
combinations would be outside the jurisdiction of the Florida 
Public Service Commission. Bared on Marcus Cathey's letter of 
July 2, 1998. BellSouth indicates that it is developing a pricing 
proposal to send to Supra regarding Supra's request for 
combinations of unbundled network elements. 

Supra hereby demands the provision of combinations of 
unbundled network elements in the same combinations and at the 
same rates, terms, and conditions as BeliSouth is providing to 
MCX and ATCT. 
to elect the BellSouth/MCI interconnection agreement in full and 
that a petition for ap roval of this election will be filed 
immediately. 
recently approved the election of a more favorable 
interconnection a reement (that between GTE and ATLT) by Sprint 

Sprint and GTE. 
Commission'$ ow1 decisions provide thr legal barir for the 
approval of Supra's election of the BellSquth/l4CI agreement. 

It is my understanding that BellSouth has indicated that i t  

BellSouth has been made aware of Supra's intention 

BellSout R also is aware that the Commission has 
after the conclus f on of a full arbitration proceeding between 

The T e l e c o ~ i c a t i o n 8  A c t  of 1996 and the 

BellSouth ham no baris on which to deny Supra the immediate 
provision of combinations of  unbundled network elements that it 
ia providing to MCI at the s m  rata. and on the aanm tams and 

l a  Bmn4TaRX-m 
Ut*& r u r t  

i 
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1 ,  

conditions that it i8 providing such to MCf. 
and will not accept delay on this matter. 

Supra cannot afford 

Please respond to this demand immediately in writing as to 
when BellSouth will make the recpested combinations of unbundlQd 
network elements available at the requested rates. terms and 
conditions or that BellSouth refuses to do SO. in order that 
Supra can take appropriate action. Thank you. 

SFS : SS 
C C :  Ms. Sally Simmons, FPSC Division of Communications 

Ms. MaryRosc Sirianni, FPSC Division of Communications 
Martha Carter Brown, Esq., FPSC Division of Legal Services 
Beth Keating, Esq., FPSC Division of Legal Services 

P2'0/9QQd OTQ'ON 



Sutonna F Sumwllin 
8upra telecom 4 Information SySbm8, ino. 
3420 S.W. 27th Avonu 
Mlami. Florida 33133 

Re: Adaption of Exist ig  InWrcOnnecliOn Agrnmant 

EXHIBIT 3 





AGREEMENT 
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July 8.1998 

Vla Facrlmllr (8SO) 6SO-5589 

Suunnr Fmnon Summertin, Em. 
1311-8 Paul RWmll Rd.. W01 
T8lkhaSSOO. Florida 32301 

RE: Adoption of MCt Tebcommunicationr Corporotion’r 
Interconnection Agreement with BellSouth 
Tele“munimtionr, Inc., by Supra Telacom 6 
Information Systems. Inc. and BellSouth 
Tekc6”unicaUonr. lffi.’s Outy lo PlOvide Cambinationr 
of Unbundled Network Elements to Supfa Tela“ & 
Infomation Systmr, Inc. 

Oear Ms. Summrlin: 

Thls will rcknwldgo rodpt  of your lettar of July 6, 1998 regarding 
Supra’s desire lo adopt the MCI-BellSouth Interconnedlon Agreement. I have 
fowarded your letter lo Ms. May Jo Peed In Atlanta. Georgia. She will be 
retpondiw in an expaditlour mn#. 



July 13.1998 

Via C8crimlta (856) 666-8589 

Suzanne F8nnon Summarlin. Em. 
131 1 .B Paul RussrN Ra. ,  L n O i  
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

RE: 

Dear Ms. Summedin: 

This wlll ocknowlodge reaipt of your letter of July I O ,  lQQ8 regarding 
Supra‘s desire to acquire the provirmn of combinatlonr of unbundled nahwork 
clement$ in the same combinetbns and at the same ratot, tom.  and conditions 
as Bellsouth Is providing to MCI 6 AT4T. I havr forwarded your lelter to MI. 
Mary Jo Pead in Atlanta. Georgia. She wit1 bcr reaponding in an expditioua 
manner. 

60IISouth’r PrOVlSlOn of Combination. of Unbundtod NelwOa 
Elomnb to Supra on 38mo Torma am Providod to MCI and Af4T 

Slnocrety, 

t’ZO/E?Od OTB’ON 



August 17, 1998 

V I A  FAX: (305) 577-4491 

Nancy B. White, ESq. 
and Mazy Jo Peed, Esq. 
c/o MP. Nancy Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Xnc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Dear Nancy and Mary Jo: 

Supra Telecommunications & Information Systems, Inc., and 
I wish to address several matters that are pending between 

BellSouth Telecommunications, fnc., that need to be resolved. I 

Regarding the issue of Supra's desire to physically 
collocate in the North Dade Golden Glades and the West Palm Beach 
Gardens' central offices, it is Supra's position that there is 
adequate space €or Supra to physically collocate its Class 5 
switches and other necessary equipment. I would like to set up a 
meeting t o  discuss the results of tho walk-throughs and the 
revised central office maps and Supra's specific desires 
regarding space in each of these central offices. 

you would obtain specific information regarding any problems with 
meeting the Florida Public Service Commission's three month 
deadline for each of Supra's applications for physical 
collocation. 
whether BellSouth intendr to meet the deadline for each 
application or exactly why the deadline cannot be met for each 
application. 

2. 
physically collocate in the 17 BellSouth central offices that 
Supra has applied for, it is Supra's intention to physically 
collocate equipment that will providebinformation services as 
well as basic telecommunications servaces. The .information 
services. equipment that Supra intends to physicall 

considered .information services,. as well as anything considered 
an 'enhanced service,' Internet serviceo, etc. The specific 
equipment has been identified on the physical collocation 
applications that have already been approved b~ BellSouth. It is 
Supra'e position that the Telecommunications Act and the FCC's 

1. 

In addition, when you and I met a few weeks ago, you stated 

We need to have specific information regarding 

Regarding the issue of what equipment Supra intends to 

collocate 
includes equipment that can provide anything tradit 1 onally 

x r  n;EilLATOBY-ATU 
MIAMI LEGAL 
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First Report and Order provide legal support f o r  Supra's right to 
physically COllOCatc this type of equipment,in BellSouth's 
central offices. Supra would like an immediate clarification 
from BellSouth regarding whether BellSouth intends to object to 
any of Supra's equipment being physically collocated on the basis 
of any theory so that Supra may apply for a decision on this 
matter at the Florida Public Service Commission. 

3. Regarding the issue o f  Supra's right to obtain 
combinations of unbundled network elements €ram BellSouth, it is 
Supra's position that Supra's interconnection agreement provides 
authority for Supra to obtain these combinations. The attached 
Section from Supra's interconnection agreement specifically 
provides Supra this right. To the extent BellSouth intends to 
rely on the fact that the version of the Interconnection 
Agreement filed by BellSouth with the Florida Public Service 
Commission does not include this particular section, Supra wishes 
to inform BellSouth that the draft agreement that Mr. Finlen 
provided Mr. Ramos and which Mr. Rams signed immediately 
(according to Mr. Finlen'n testimony), and that Mr. Finlen 
provided Supra by e-mail immediately prior to producing the final 
version for signing, included this provision. If there is a 
difference between the draft version agreed to and the version e 
filed with the Commission (other than the removal of the 
Collocation and Resale Agreements which had been entered into 
separately and the insertion of Supra's name in appropriate 
spaces), Supra suggests that any such difference should not exist 
and BellSouth may wish to inquire internally as to how that might 
have happened. 

Therefore, Supra w m l d  like to be informed immediately as to 
the prices f o r  the combinations of unbundled network elements set 
out in Supra's Interconnection Agreement and the time frames in 
which they can be provided. 

You will note that this letter is not being copied to the 
commission Staff at this time to 
opportunity to work these matters 
narrow window of opportunity. If 
these issues wichin the next day 
pursue relief at the Commission. 
these matters. 

SFS : ss / 
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1. 

1.1,l 

1.1.2 

1.1.3 

1.1.4 

1.1.5 

2. 

Ntachmra(2 
p-2 

. CESS TO U"OLEO N m R K E L E  H m  

Introcluct(on 

BellSouth shall, upon request of Supra Telecommunkwons and 
InbnnaUm Systems, Inc , and to the extent lechnlcaliy fessible, provlde 
to Supra 1eIeeeo"unicatlonr and Infamation Syrcemr. Inc. a- to its 
unbundled network elements fof th. provlslon of Supra 
Telecommunkattons and I n k "  Systems. I n c  's teleaJ"un1catiom 
service. 

Aeteat to unbundled N e w  Elements pmvldd pursuant to this 
A g m m n t  may be conneebd (0 other $ e m  and Elemenia provided 
by BellSauth or to any servlees and Elmants pIovlddd by CLEC Itseltor 
by any-?Iher Endor.. -. 
CLECtibf@fcW6'Vnbndled Netwshr Element8 WrhaWrpasei of' 
combinfng Network Elemen@ In any manner that is technically fearlble, 
Including recreating eddng FJdlSouch S m h ! ~ ! f .  

In all states of BellSouth's opemion. when CLEC rscombiner unbundled 
Network Elements to mate sewices Identical to BdlSouth's retan 
offerings, the pffwe cfwfged to CLEC for the rebundled servlw shall be 
computed at BeflSouth's retail ~rko l e a  the wholesale dlscount 
established by the Commljslon and offered under the same kms and 
tandttfons M BellSouth offera the servicd. 

CLEC will be deemed b be 'reeombinhg elemenb to orsatd Ssrr'cas 
iden- to Bellsouth's rolll Merlng.' when the cwb Onsred by CLEC 
mtatns the funcbnr, feafuma and attrlbutm of a retail ofirlng that b the 
subjsd of properly filed and ~pproved BellSouth taM. S d c s r  effemd by 
CLEC shall not be considsrsd ldentlcal when CLEC utflkea lb own 
switching or other substantive functfonallty or capabflky In cbmbtnation 
with unbundled Nelwork Elements tn order to prad- e S W ~  offering. 
For oxampla, CLEC'S pravlsloning of p l d y  ancfhy fundom or 
cspabllltles, 8ud1 a@ 0- SSnrlceJ, Callw ID, Call WPltklg, etc., in 
comMnatbn with unbundled Netwcuk Ebmenb shaU not ooneaiMs a 
'wbatantha h u r c u b n ~  or capobay tbr purposlr c4 detemlnlng 
whether CLEC is providii 'sanrlcaa #entical to BdlSouth'e retail 

- .  - . . - . - .  - .  . _ _ _  ,- 

- 

o(hdhg.* 
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AI-2 
PI* 3 

W e  BellSouth Mer8 to Supra Telocemmunlutlonr and lnfomatlon 
System, Inc. . either through a negatlated armgement or 89 a result of 
an effectbe Cw"6elon order. a combinPtcon of nehvurlt elements priced 
as Indbidual unbundled ne"& elements. ths'followlng product 
combination will be made avaltable. All other requests far unbundld 
element combinations will be evaluated vie the Rana Fkle Requeet 
"s, as set fotth In Attact"nt 9. 

2-Wiro Analog Loop with 2-Wm Analog Port - Residence 

2-Wh h a b g  Loop With 2-WlfO Adw PM - Businks 

2-Wm Analog Loop wivl2-Wim Analog P M  - PBX 

2.1.1 

2.1.2 

2.?.3 

2.1.4 

2.1.6 

2.1.6 

3. 

3.1.1 

3.2 

3.2.1 

3.2.2 

3.2.3 

. .-* 

2-Wlre Analog Loop wlth 2-Wlm DID QI 6Wim bib - .  - . .. - ... -- - :... 
8ellSouth will conform to4he technical references contained in thit- - - 
Attachment 2 to Uw extent these requirements are implemented by 
equipment vendors and consfstent with fhe software gene* releases 
purchased and iwtalld by BellSouth. - 
BellSouth agrees lo offer access to unbundled loops pursuant to the 
following terms and conaitiom and at the rates set fotth In Attachment 11. 

Ddnttion 

me loop Is the physical medium of fundonal path on which a 
subscribeta traffic is carried f" the MDF, DSX, LOX or DCS in a 
central ofko or slmllar envtronment up to the teninatfan at the NID st the 
custometa premise. Each unbundled loop will be provisbned with a NID. 

The pmvlsloning of senrk to a customer will requin cmsisafnce cabnng 
and c"necl lans wlthln the central olRcs to conned the loop 0 a 
local switch or to othar (ransmiasbn equipment h cdocated space. 
These cabler, and ccw*connlctiono am tanoldend a upvote element 

ESfkfl offer voice bop$ In b o  d h n n t  s a i e s  tovela - Servlcs Level 
Ona '(SLl) and Swlco Lovd lwa (512). S U  kapr wM be mndesfgned. 
wlhat h e  teat pohb, and will nd wme with any mer Coodnatbh 
(OC) or Engineering Intomutlanldrruil makwp data (El). Shce SL1 
loops do not come standsrd wlth OC, these loops wm be activated on the 
due date In the 8ame manner and tlme frames hat Bst namrely 
eC(lvatw POTS-typ. loop for *u customom. 

..<. 1w1m 
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August 21,1896 

Vla trarlmlle 

Suzanne Fannon Summrrttn, Eq .  
1311-8 Pmul AuusU Rod, a 0 1  
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

RE Your letter of Au~usl17,1W6 

D m  MI. Summedin: 

Pursuant lo your tenor of August 11, 1988, this Is BsllSouth'e rerponss to IUUOI 2 and 
3 d4liNoated thoreln. Am I stated in my voice mail earNor thb week, Nancy \Illhnr WIII br 
responding to your bsuo 1 under 

Wlth regard to luue 2 and vlcr tvp. of ~ u ~ t  that may bo p k g d  In phy8lal 
collocation apace occupied by Supto, you aful I had a dehlkd CMVO~SO~~M rogrrding 
this matter at the end of July. Contray to yoor or$oItlon, 801iSouth has never 
approved the pla"ent of tho oquipmont listed in Supra's applhtloru for physlwl 
collocation spru.  

Supra's physkal calbalbn appli ions wumt that Supfa k allmud lo plaa All4 
nod00 (CISCO Spkmr M o d d  NO. lol(-lbRM); Oblt.18uUllo)rr TO& M o d d  NO. 
SESS); Olgital Loo# C I h r  aqulpmOnt (Lucmnl Tach Mod4 No. 8CC2oao); and Cbm 
Systems equlpmnl Modd No. ASS24666K-CH (IdontHbd by Supn ea Remote AceSam 
Concentroton). &don IIIW d 8upra'n Collocrtlorr Ag"ent, executed by Mr. 
Ramor an July 2 W W .  mWn !ha! 'B6a8wlh shsl pennlt tnl.rtonneclor bo place, 
maintain, and opmtm in ttu co#ocaUon Space .ny aqubmmt that Intereonmalor k 
authorired by BdlswuI and by Fedud or Scsb fe~ulolan b p h ,  m a W n  and 
operate in colbeatbn rpaa and that b wad by in tar con^ to provldr wMa8 
whlch lntorconnrcto, hrr the logal ruthefib to plov#..' In mn eIlorl to k porIedty 
clear a d  to nnelly put Ihb bruo to r e a  Ikllbau(h doem mot Ruthorh W placement 
of tho "tote mamm concontnt" In the phyok.1 o@locatlsn ape. m u p k d  
by Supn. BollSouth docH, ham-, ruthorfzo tho plaC@mont of the ATU nodw, 
the 91g11rl s w l t o h ~ ,  and the dlgltrl loop crrdrr qulpmont IdonMod by th. model 

caw. 

EXHIBIT 6 
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numben in Supn'e rpplleatfocu in tho phyrkal C@l~wclWOn mpaoe occupled by 
supra. 

BellSouth's poritfOn rm~ardlng Supn'a equipment mqurri8 i8 Eonrirtent with the 
BellSouth pallcy wnt to Mr. Rams h m  Marc Cathey on July 14, we8 and 

Report and Order that I cited in thoso dl@CU86ionB.' A'IM nodor. dbihl awnchr8 
digital loop carrier equipment am el capable of providing tsbco"unicatlona W W I ~ ~  
and Infomation wnricea through the 8ame rmngenunt. The remota accau 
concentrator equipment b not. BSllSouth adminkten Ib poky regarding rquipmnt 
placed by Interconnoctor8 In phyebl WllOCOtbn amngementr In o nondiecriminatoy 
manner. 

with regard to lsaw 3, I have remrrchad the b u s  of h laI'iQwg0 mgardlng nelwork 
element combineUon8 cHed In Mr. David Nilwn'r btter to Marc Cothey doted Augud 3. 
1998. That language was not contained in the lnterconneellan agreement exocuted by 
BellSouth and MI. Ramor and filed with the Florida Publk Servica Cammirkn. The 
language war mntained in the wnaibd oenement Mnt to Mr. Ramor by Pat R n h .  
MI. Finten dld not know of the Inconrbtendsr bWWn the two d0w"otr whrn ha 
prepared h a  flnal version of the eg"c)Crt to bo executed and did not b e ~ o m  wan 
of fie inwnsirtency until Mr. Nikan'r letter of Auguct 3rd. I am rncbslng on 
amendment to the filed agnemnt to k executed by Mf. Ramor 110 h t  ttm knguago 
may k incorporated within tho llkd a d  approwd documnt. On -If of BdiSouth, I 
apolaglro to Supn for thb e m .  
Al lo the intent of the language of U O n r  2.1.1 through 2.1.0, thk kngu-19 dosr not 
give Supm ruthom to obtain these oombinations. thr Ianauaw of W e n  2.1.1 is 
tondHlonal upon two dlrcrnt emnta. nenher of which haw occufred. Aa you know 
rectlon 2.1.1 stam thr Ibllawing: 

conslstent with OW dkCu68iOnB 4 tho end Of July and the pottlons of the FCC'a Firat 

When BeHSouth dbq to supn hbeo"unitr(br# ad 

or as I rrrullof an aihcdum co"M ion odor. a cunblnatbn d * 

Nehno)lr 0 b m m b ) P r i w d ~ ~ ~  url unbundled nrlwork elmntr. 

ut0 BOCU FMO Requoat Pr-, a8 wt (brtrr In At(ldrrrWnt0. 

' Infom(ian ~YS~WW,  11% WU chrwnh I neaoul(lld unnp ament 

fhotdkrvhg pmduotcamMnrtkn wuiba mado rvrllm. An 0- 
r q ~ f # l t & U n d b d O ~ d k u t k n 8 ~ k W ' ~ v f i  

(Emphiria oddod). This bngwg. b cbns'btont wlth BallSouth's P O M h  h rsg- to 
providing comblnatibnr of ne- OltBflWlnb to flew enhnb. A! PfOWrd. h n  Ir no 
Mocllva Commhrlon wdw that nqulma BoIISwth to offer to Supra I amblnrlkn Of 

* tn ma l.cuI(Iy 
00&a No. 08-14V U. d., M F m % m  amkdrd m*r atmid m m m -  

Momamdum opln(m a d  0- md dhopood mollunldno A 

r s u ~ u ~ m m -  r * r ( a * c c c ~ ~ - i a a  * p a  
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nstwom wmnta. EO~ISOuth 18 willing, however, to nogotlate with Supra a d ,  R 
nagotlatlona are ruceerrful, to Provide ruch cwnbinatim tor tho price of tho newoa 
elements and a negotiotod profesrlonrl refvice fee, mmmonty referred to a8 ‘a glue 
charge.‘ If Mr. Ramor is interested In nogotlating ruch an mangemant, Mr. flnbn 
would be happy to dhtu68 thk With him. m y  Want, tho 1u\auage of mctioru 1.3, 1 .$ 
and 1.5 of Artrchment 2 mat soh forth the Plies of csmbhatlonr of network gbmenh 
where Supra doe8 Ihe combining and duplicates a s e w b  Id4nliul to a BeIIsw(h retail 
oflaring will continue to apply. In those circumstant4r, tho prim paM by Supra would b. 
the retail price d tho dup1iort.d WrVk 1088 lhs whokuk -unC 

Lastly, at the ond of July. I sent to you, at your nqueat, both oleC(r0nlcally and through 
hand delhrery, VH dscumenlr neco8@Oy for Supra to adopt the MClmtro ag~mont .  i 
have never mulved any further communicrtbn t” you mgardlnq lhk matter. Could 
you please kt me know what Supra Intonda to do mgarding the cldoptlan of another 
agreement? 

If you have further question8 or would llke t0 discus8 the nubn contatnod wtthln thla 
coorra$gondencs, plasm feel from to t p p l  m. 

Cc: NanyWhita 

Attachment 

Pat Flnkn 

-. . 
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. .  AMENDMENT 

TO 

MTERCONNBCTION A O R E E W  BfitwEEN 
SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND WFORMAnON SYSTEMS, MC. 
BELLSOUTH TELEC6MMUNICATIONS. MC. DATED OCTOBER 23,1997 

2. Uabuadlod Servlcr Combhtloar CUSQ 
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SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS. 
and MFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC. INC. 

By: By: 

DATE DATE: 
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