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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Petition for Declaratory Statement before 
the Florida Public Service Commission by ) Docket No.: 0204 15-TL 

regarding Sprint PCS’ Service Request ) Filed: July 17, 2002 

) 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 1 

) 

BELLSOUTH’S RESPONSE TO NEXTEL’S MOTION TO DISMISS 

On July 3, 2002, Nextel Communications, Inc. (“Nextel”), filed a Motion to Dismiss 

directed towards the Petition for Declaratory Statement (“Petition”) filed by BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth’) on May 10, 2002. With few exceptions, Nextel’s 

Motion to Dismiss is based upon the same arguments presented by Sprint Corporation, on behalf 

of Sprint Spectrum, L.P., d/b/a Sprint PCS (“Sprint”) in this docket (See, Sprint’s Motion to 

Dismiss dated June 4, 2002) and in a similar proceeding brought by Sprint at the FCC in which 

Nextel filed Comments. In lieu of making duplicative arguments, BellSouth: (1) adopts its June 

17, 2002 Response to Sprint’s Motion to Dismiss as if fully set forth herein; and, (2) adopts its 

Opposition to the Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling filed at the FCC in CC Docket number 

99-200, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

In its Motion to Dismiss, Nextel contends that it has a right to choose a single point of 

interconnection in the LATA and that BellSouth’s interpretation of the A35 VDE Tariff deprives 

Nextel of that right. (Motion to Dismiss at 5) BellSouth does not challenge Nextel’s right to 

establish a single point of interconnection in the LATA for the exchange of BellSouth and Nextel 

traffic. Nextel, however, is not seeking a single point of interconnection to exchange BellSouth 

and Nextel traffic but, instead, is seeking to establish a point of interconnection on BellSouth’s 



network through which Nextel will exchange traffic with other carriers within the LATA.‘ 

Nothing within the Telecommunications Act of 1996 or any FCC rule or regulation allows 

Nextel to utilize BellSouth’s network as a surrogate for direct interconnection with other carriers 

with which Nextel is exchanging traffic. 

Nextel previously raised this issue in the context of BellSouth’s application for 

interLATA relief in Georgia and Louisiana. The FCC rejected Nextel’s arguments that 

BellSouth’s policy violates the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and, instead, deemed Nextel’s 

concern to be an “unre~~ lved  intercarrier compensation issue” to be addressed in another 

proceeding. BellSouth contends that this Petition for Declaratory Ruling at the Florida Public 

Service Commission is the appropriate proceeding to set policy on intrastate, intraLATA 

interconnection issues such as this one. 

WHEREFORE, BellSouth respectfully requests that the Commission deny Nextel’s 

Motion to Dismiss and issue a declaratory statement that virtual arrangements such as those 

utilized by Nextel are not permissible. 

Respectfully submitted this 17th day of June 2002. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

F ( A d  NANCY B. WH 
JAMES MEZA I1 
150 West Flagler Street, Suite 19 10 
Miami, FL 33130 
(305) 347-5558 

‘ Indeed, Nextel acknowledges that BellSouth and Nextel have an interconnection agreement “that provides for the 
mutual termination of calls presented by each carrier’s callers to the other carrier’s network.” (Motion to Dismiss at 
1) Nothing in that interconnection agreement allows Nextel to subsidize its network costs by using BellSouth’s 
network as a point of interconnection for traffic exchanged between Nextel and other carriers within a LATA. 



7- b RAW L\W 
R. DOUGLAS LACKEY 
E. EARL EDENFIELD JR. 
Suite 4300 
475 W. Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30375 
(404) 335-0747 
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OPPOSITION 

below, thcrc is no case, con?rovczsy cz uncertainty for the C o d b i o n  ta resolve. All of Sprint 

Because Sprint Pcs's muting and rating points involve mas in which BellSouth h not 4 

Sprint wbcrc the rtting and routingpointr do not match or whwe tht rrting point ia "ci- 



2. From the outset, it must be understood that ( 1 )  all of Sprint PCS’s NPA-NXXs have 

now been loaded regardless of rating and routing points; and (2) BellSouth will not unilaterally 

stop routing Sprint PCS calls on June 8,2002 or on any other date. Sprint’s Petition for 

Declaratory Ruling misstates BellSouth’s policy and position. On March 20,2002 BellSouth 

advised all carriers that it had revised Carrier Notification Letter SN91082844 that related to the 

activation of NPA-NXX codes with rate centers in non-BellSouth areas.’ The revised carrier 

notification letter clarified that BellSouth is not refusing to route calls or to activate NPA-NXX 

assignments. 

3. Although Sprint attached the revised carrier notification letter to its Petition, it 

mistakenly asserts as BellSouth’s “new” policy a position that the revised carrier notification 

letter supersedes. Thus, contrary to Sprint’s Petition, BellSouth is not preventing Sprint from 

loading NXXs that it acquires or adversely affecting the routing of any Sprint traffic. 

4. While BellSouth will carry traffic and recognize NXX assignments of Sprint and 

other Commercial Mobile Radio Service (“CMRS”) providers that require BellSouth to route 

traffic in a manner inconsistent with its rating points, BellSouth nevertheless believes that such 

arrangements as currently constituted result in, at a minimum, inappropriate intercarrier 

compensation. Various forms of intercarrier compensation, including reciprocal compensation, 

access charges and inter-company settlements could apply to this traffic. It is BellSouth’s 

position that when a CMRS provider does not interconnect directly with the independent E E C  

and insists that BellSouth mange for the transmission of these local calls with rate centers within 

Notification of the revision of Carrier Notification SN9 1082844 was provided to all 
carriers in Carrier Notification ktter SN91082947. Sprint attached to their Petition Carrier 
Notification Letter SN91082947 and Revised Carrier Notification Letter SN9 1082844 as 
Exhibits D and E, respectively. 

I 
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the independent ILEC’s calling area and routing points within BellSouth’s calling area, then all 

parties should be compensated correctly for the costs incurred for provision of the service. 

5 .  The specific issues of appropriate billing and cost recovery are matters related to 

interconnection agreements and intrastate tariffs through which interconnection arrangements are 

offered to wireless camers. In its Petition, Sprint disparages BellSouth’s concerns regarding its 

intrastate tariffs. Sprint overlooks the fact that the interconnection agreements do not 

contemplate these NXX arrangements, leaving only BellSouth’s offering of a Virtual NXX 

arrangement pursuant to its intrastate tariff as the mechanism for transporting traffic where the 

rating point is in an exchange that is different than the interconnection point. The tariff issue 

arises because BellSouth’s Virtual NXX arrangement is only offered within BellSouth’s 

exchange territory, which is the geographic scope of its tariff. Under Sprint’s arrangement, the 

rating point is in BellSouth territory but the routing is outside BellSouth territory to independent 

ILEC territory. The questions to be resolved arc whether BellSouth provides Sprint with the 

equivalent of a virtual NXX under its existing tariff; does the tariff have to be modified; or does 

a new interconnection arrangement need to be defined and the appropriate transport charges to be 

associated therewith. 

6. All of these questions are matters for the appropriate state commission to resolve. 

Indeed, in its revised carrier notification letter, BellSouth made clear that it would bring such 

issues to the attention of the state commission for resolution. With regard to Sprint’s 

Underlying these questions is whether in routing traffic outside of its exchange area, 
BellSouth is acting in a manner that is inconsistent with its state certificate of authority. 

3 
BellSouth Opposition 

May 22,2002 



arrangements, BellSouth filed a Petition for Declaratory Statement with the Florida Public 

Service Commission on May 10, 2002.3 

7 .  Properly understood, the dispute between Sprint and BellSouth is about intercarrier 

compensation and state tariffs. It does not involve a refusal to interconnect or a refusal by 

BellSouth to adhere to numbering requirements. Thus, this dispute revolves around the financial 

consequences of a wireless carrier’s decision to have a single point of interconnection. Indeed, 

in its order granting BellSouth’s application for interLATA authority in Georgia and Louisiana, 

the Commission termed complaints similat to Sprint’s made by Nextel and Triton as largely 

unresolved intercarrier compensation issues. Further, the Cornmission acknowledged that the 

underlying issues are already before the Commission in its intercarrier compensation 

p r ~ e e d i n g . ~  Hence, a declaratory ruling by the Commission here would be inappropriate to 

establish new policy in view of the pending rulemaking proceeding. Instead, the state 

commission having jurisdiction should resolve the immediate compensation and other issues. 

At the time BellSouth filed its Petition with the Florida Public Service Commission, 3 

BellSouth was unaware that Sprint had filed a petition with the Commission. A copy of 
BellSouth’s Petition is attached as Attachment 1. 

Telecommunications, Inc. And BellSouth Lung Distance, Inc. fur Provision of In-Region, 
InterLATA Services In Georgia and Lauisiana, CC Docket No. 02-35, Memorandum Opinion 
and Order, FCC 02-147, q 208 (rel. May 15,2002). 

In the Matter of Joint Application by BeliSouth Corporation, BellSouth 

4 
BellSouth Opposition 

May 22,2002 



8. For the reasons stated above, the Commission should deny Sprint’s request for a 

declaratory ruling. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BELLSOUTH CORPORATION 
BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

By: /s/ Richard M. Sbaratta 
Richard M. Sbaratta 

Its Attorney 

Suite 4300 
675 West Peachtree Street, N. E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30375-OOO 1 
(404) 335-0756 

Date: May 22,2002 

5 
BellSouth Opposition 

May 22,2002 



Attachment 1 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Petition for Declaratory Statement before ) Docket No. : 
the Florida Public Smice  Commission by ) 
BellSouth T e b d c a t i o n s ,  Inc. 1 
regarding Sprint PCS’ Service Request ) 

) Filed: May 10,2002 

PETITION FOR DECLARATORY STATEMENT 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”), pursuant to Rule 23-1 05.00 1 ,  

Florida Administrative Code, respectfhlly requests that the Florida Public Service 

Commission (“Commission”) determine whether the provision of telecommunications 

service by BellSouth to Sprint PCS, as requested by Sprint PCS, in McCIenney, Florida, 

which is not in BellSouth’s exchange service, violates BellSouth’s General Subscriber 

Service Tariff (“GSST”) for the State of Florida. BellSouth is concerned that Sprint 

PCS’ request could violate BellSouth’s GSST, Section A35 because it wouid result ih 

BellSouth providing virtual designated exchange service outside of Belt South’s 

exchange. In support of this Petition, BellSouth states the following: 

1. Section A35 of BellSouth’s GSST, which is entitled ”Interconnection 

Services for Mobile Service Providers,” provides for a service called “virtual designated 

exchange.” This service allows a carrier to provide a NXX number to a customer in an 

exchange that is different from the exchange where the Mobile Service Provider’s 

(“M S P”) interconnection with Bells outh exists. 
4 

2. . Specifically, Section A35 1 . 1  .R. provides: 

R. Assignment of Numbers and 5XY.Y Codes 

1. When a new dedicated h X X  is assigned, if the N S X  will 
reside at the MSP’s Poinr 0 1  Prcsence (POP), at least one number 
from that NXX must terminate in a milliwatt test line I rcchnical 
Reference: ANSI T1.207-lqX9), to be used for text purposes. 
When a dedicated NXX i s  assisned for BellSouth CMRS r y e  1 



4 

service, and BelISoufh CMRS L:. -31 Loop Trunks, then the NXX 
resides in the Company end office, in which case the Company 
will terminate a MSP selected number in a milliwatt test line, 

2. The MSP wiil provide the Company with both the name of the 
’desl”rca designated exchange and the V&H coordinates for each 

dedicated NXX established with a BellSouth CMRS type 2NType  
2A-SS7 interconnection. If the desired designated exchange for 
the dedicated NXX is different than the exchange where the MSP’s 
BellSouth CMRS Type 2A/Type 2A-SS7 interconnection exists, it 
is called a virtual designated exchange. A virtual designated 
exchange is only allowed when the chosen designated exchange 
meets the following criteria: 

a. Is a Company exchange 
b. Is in the same LATA as the MSP’s point of 

interconnection 
Is billed fiom the same Regional Accounting Office 
(RAO) as MSP’s interconnection 

Is located within the NPA’s geographic area 

Is in a different local calling area than the exchange 
where the MSP’s interconnection exists 

Once ordered, the chosen designated exchange cannot be changed 
for six months after implementation. 

3 .  The MSP may move an existing dedicated NXX that resides in 
a Company end ofice: to the MSP’s Point of Presence (POP) 
within the same LATA. A BellSouth CMRS Type 2A/Type 
2ASS7 interconnection must exist at the POP. Both locations must 
be served by the same access tandem. 
As stated above, Section A35 1.1R.2.a. provides that virtual designated 

c. 

d. 
e. 

3.  

exchange service is only ailowed when the chosen exchange is a “Company” (meaning 

Be 11 South) exchange. 

4. Sprint J C S  has requested that BellSouth activate certain NPAMXXs. 

Said activation results in the routing of traffic to these NPAMXXs being established 

within BellSouth’s service area while the rating of such traffic is established in Northeast 

Florida Telephone Company, Inc.3 (“Northeast Florida Telephone”) rate center service 

area. See attached Affidavit of Robert E. James. attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

2 



5. The effect of this request is that traffic is routed to these NPNNXXs over 

BellSouth’s network for termination rather than over Northeast Florida Telephone’s 

nework. Addit iody,  this arrangement, which establishes a rate center in Northeast 

Florida Telephone’s service area and a routing center in BellSouth’s service area, results 

in inaccurate rating of landline end user local and toll option calls. Exhibit A. 

BellSouth is concemed that the above-arrangement places BellSouth in the position of 

having to rate calfs based on Nofieast Florida Telephone’s tariff, as if the calls actually 

originated from or terminated to Northeast Florida Telephone. 

6. BellSouth is also concerned that Sprint PCS’ request potentially places 

BellSouth in violation of its own tariff, specificidly Section A35.1.1, because it would 

requite BellSouth to provide virtual designated exchange service outside of BellSouth’s 

exchange. 

7. Because there is a good faith disagreement between BellSouth and Sprint 

PCS as to whether Sprint PCS’ request would violate BellSouth’s tariff and because 

Sprint PCS alleged that the failure to implement the request would cause numbering 

resource difficulties, BellSouth has implemented the request pending the Commission’s 

determination of this Declaratory Statement. 

W E E F O R E ,  for the foregoing reasons, BellSouth respectfully requests that the 

Commission interpret BellSouth’s GSST, Section A3S and determine whether the 

provision af telecommunications service by BellSouth to Sprint PCS, as requested by 
a 

Sprint PCS as set forth herein, violates BellSouth’s GSST, Section A35. 

3 
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Respecthlly submitted this 10th day of April, 2002. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, MC. 

NANCY EL W H I E  
JAMES MEZA I11 
150 West Flaglcr Street, Suite 19 LO 
Miami, FL 33130 
(305) 347-5558 

R. DOUGLAS LACKEY 
Suite 4300 
675 W. Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30375 
(404) 335-0747 



BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

* .  * * -  
Petition for Declaratory Statement before } Dockel No.: 
the Florida Public Scrvicc Commission by 1 

Regarding Sprint PCS' Service Request ) 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. I 

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBE RT E. JAMES 

I .  

2. 

3. 

4.  

5. 

6.  

7 .  

I. Robert E. James, do solcmnly swear that 1 am over the age of eighteen, competent to 
testify, and have personal knowledge of the facts act forth heroin: 

My nunc IS Roben E. James. I am employed by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
(BST) as Staff Manager - Wirclcsi lntcrconncction in Intcrconncction Services. M$ 
business address 15 N W I B, 3535 Colonnade Parkway, Birmingham, Alabama, 35243. - 

SUMMARY 

BST provides interconnection to a1 1 Commercral Mobile Radto Scrvicc fCMRS) 
providers liccnscd to providc smicr? in BellSouth's scrvicc arcas within its nine (9 )  
scatc region. interconnection is prowded in full compliance with Section 251 and 
Scction 252 ot'Thc Telccommunrcations Act of 1996 (The Act). 

Sprint PCS (Sprint) has s~curcd NPA/NXX codes from NcuSTAR, the North 
American Numbering Plan Admini%trator, which is appointed by the Federal , 
Communication Commission (FCC). In the process o f  sccuring thtsc N P M X X s ,  
Sprint established a rating ccntcr of McClcnncy, Florida (McCICMY) and n routing 
deutination, for termination of traffic, of Jacksonville, f lorid0 (Jllc.ksonville). 

McClenncy is a local scrvicc exchange of Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Inc. 
(NFTC)- Jacksonville is a local wrvice exchange of BST. 

NPA/NXX code activation guidelines eutablished by NeuSTAR stipulate m Central 
Office Code (") Assignment Guideline, K C  95-0407-008 at 4.1 that an initid 
code assignment will be based on identification o f  a ncw switchiaB entity, physical 
point of interconnection (POI), or unique rutc center consistent *ith regulatory 
restrr c t ion. 

By securing this NPAMXX in this contiguration, Sprint has effectively i-quired BST 
to providc thc equivalent of its tarifled Vmual Designated Exchangc Sbwicc (VDE). 
BST offers VDE in its General Exchange Service Turiff' (GSST) at Section 



. 

A35.1.1 .R.2.a,  VDE provides CMRS wltla the aption o f  activating NPNNXX codes 
wilhin EST's snvicc ana whcrc thc routing destination and rate center are tn different 
local calling areas, 

By complying with Sprint's stipulatcd N P N N X X  code activation parameters, Sprint 
creates a situation whereby compensation of all participants for resulting traflic 
maylwilt be incorrect. P c m "  participants may include bur not limited to Sprint, 
BST, NFTC, cnd uscrs of both BST and NFTC, other Altemasivc Local Exchange 
Camcrs (ALECs) and [nrerExchange Camets (IXCo). 

- .  -c- 

8.  

9. Further, by complylny with Sprint's stipulated NPIVNXX code activation parameters, 
BST is in possible violation of Section A35 of BellSouth's GSST because the rate 
center for thc involved NPA/NXX is in a different [ncumbcnt Local Exchange 
Cmicr's (ILEC) local service m a .  

SPECTFJCS SUPPORTING DECLARATORY RULING 

10. Figure 1, attached to this affidavit. provides a pictorial representation of the situation 
created by activating NPA/NXX coda in the mmner described above. This Figurh 
ahows that Sprint iu utilizing BST's network to compete with NFTC for local 
subscriber3 in NFTCo' McCIenney local exchange. Such competition is being 
achieved withnut giving NFTC the opportunity to rcceivc adcquatt compcnsatiop fur 
thc usc of its network. Additionally, th is  arntngment causcs cnd users of both EST 
and NFTC to be billed for the ploccmcnc of calls in a rnunncr thut is inconsistent with 
the way the calls w e  actuatly routed and completed. 

11.  For instance, when a EST end user (EU) in Jacksonville piaces CI cull tu a Sprint 
Mobile Service Subscriber (klSS), whose call number is in the NPAINXX with 8 rate 
center of McClcnney, the call is routed h m  the BST end office serving the EU c~ver 
interoffice trunks to the BSf tandem. From the EST tandem, the call IS routed over 
the BST provided Type 2A interconnection to the Sprint Mobile Switching CcnW 
(MSC) located in Jacksonville. Becouse the McCIenney rate center 19 a toll call from 
thc Jacksonville exchange, the BST EU i s  billed a toil call Oven though the call never 
leaves the Jacksonbillc exchange and even though N FTCs network ncver procevves 
thc call. 

12. Similarly, when 8 Sprint MSS, whose call number is in thc N P A l N X X  with a rnte 
centcr of McClmnty, places a call to BST EU in Jacksonville, the call iu routed over 
the BST provided Type 2A interconnection fkom the Sprint MSC to the BST Tmdcm. 
From the BST tandem the call i s  rauted over interoffice t runks to thc BST end offlice 
scrving the BST EU. Evcn though the onginating party has P call number with a 
McCltnny rote center, which would normally make this nn intercompany transit call, 
cornpaation bctwccn Sprint and BST will take placc as though this is u "locnl" Call 
as deiined in the interconnection agrccmcnt bctwccn Sprint and BST. Because the 
oriyinnting number of the cnil is  supported by n McCIenny rate center and the 
tminating number of the call i s  supported by a Jacksont-rllc ratc center, the 
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possibility exists that the initrcompany seltlement plan between BST and NFTC could 
result in i ncmect settlement$ between the two companies. Additionally, because 
NFTC, based on the rate center a s s ~ p c d  ro tho N P N N X X ,  would normally be the 
company _pr$vjding the transit fbnction in this call scenario, NFTC should bc 
compensated by Sprint for that firnction. 

13. When a NFTC end user (EU) in McClenney places is call to a Sprint Mobile Service 
Subscnber (MSS), whosc call numbcr is in the NPNNXX with a ratite center of 
~McClcnncy, the call is muted h m  the NFTC end omcc s e ~ n g  the EU over 
iiitercoinpany or toll trunks to the BST tandem. From the BST Wein, the toll is 
routed over the BST provided Type 2A intotanncction to the Sprint Mobile 
Switching Center (MSC) located in Jacksonville. Because the McClenney rate center 
15 a local call From the McClenney exchange, tho NFTC EL‘ is billed a local call even 
though the a l l  teaves the McClenney exchange and is delivered to the Sprint MSC 
over IhciIitits provided by BST. In rhra iurrurgemenf even though BST provides a 
transit hiiction by connecting [lie NFTC and Sprint networks. it will not b8 
compenrated for thig function iu both thc originating and terminating telephone 
numbers have R rate m t e r  of McCf~mty. Under the interwmpany settlement plan 
bctween BST and NFTC, this will appear 89 though i t  is a local call, all within th& 
McCltnncy local service area. Becurwe BST actually complctcs chc call to the Sprint 
MSC, the posuibiiity exists that Sprint maylcould attempt to bill BST for such call 
delivery even though the call did not originate from a BST cnd user. 

14. When a Sprint MSS, whose call number i s  in the NPANXX with a rate center of 
McClznney, places o call to II NFTC EU in McClenney, the call is routed over the 
EST provided Type 2A interconnection tiom the Sprint MSC to thc 8ST fmdcm. 
From the EST tandem, thi: cnll is routed over intercompany or toll trunks to the NFTC 
end office saving the NFTC EU. Evcn though the originating party has a call number 
with a M c C k ~ y  rate center, which would normally make this an intracompany call 
between Sprint and NFTC, compensalion between Sprint and BST will take place aa 
though this is  a %“it” call as defined in the interwnncctjon agrccmmt between 
Sprint and BST. Because the hilling numbw of the Type ZA trunk group over which 
Spnnt originates b e  call is established with an NPAINXX thut is diiTerent than thc 
MSS’a call number, BST i s  able to idcntify the call as a transit cull. Sprint, who 
portlcipates in Meet Point Billing (MPB) with BST, will be billed at the pet minute of 
use transit rate for this call by BST. NFTC will be provided with ci~ll records of the 
call therefore enabling it to bill Sprint fur terminating Iraflic on its network. Btcatrsc: 
the originating d l  number and the terminating call number both have assigned rat0 
centers of McCIenney, NFTC would nomally bill Sprint for a local call terminated to 
119 nctwork. Funher, because the cull completes to NFTC over and inttrcompmy or 
toll trunk group, NFTC will in all likelihood bill BST acccss for the call. 

15. The nbovc call scenarios demonstrate the pitfalls,of thc approach Sprint is taking by 
activating i ls  NPAMXXa in this mmncr. These pitfalls include but tire not liniited (1  1 
rcndcring all compmsation between the involved pnrlies inaccLirate; (2) preventing 
8ST and NFTC from receiving accurate compensation for the use of thcir networks; 

3 



- -  - -  - - .  . _ - .  - _ _ - - -  I - - - .  

( 3 )  rcndenng inaccurate scttlemcnts betwcm BST and NFTC and inaccurate b f h g 9  
between the parties: and (4) billing BST and .VF;TC end users in a manner that is 
inconsistent with the a~mel routtngdctivery of the calk In addition, the above- 
scenario rcsulto in NFTC being umblc to provide intcrconntction with iu network by 
Sprint, and S b h  using BSf's network to compete with N F E  on a local basis rather 
than interconnecting with NFTC and appropriately compcnsaring NFTC for such 
rnterconncction. 

16. In sum, by establishing a routing dcstination into BST and o rating destination in 
N F K s  exchange service ares, Sprint places BST in the position of potentially: 

provtdlng service ~n NITCs exchange service area; 

* violating BellSouth'a tariffs regarding VDE service; 

skewing compensation betwcm thc carriers. 

CONCLUSION 

17. For oll the reusons sliown in my affidavit above, BST rcspoctfully requests that the 
Commission issue a declaratory ruling as to the whether the proposed provision of 
telecommunications sewice as proposod by Sprint violates BellSouth A35 tar#. . 

The infonnatian contained in this affidavit is true and cuncct to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

..C 
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