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1 REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 

2 EDWARD “TED” C. HART 

3 I. Introduction 

4 Q. Please state your name, place of employment and business address. 

5 A. My name is Edward “Ted” C. Hart. I am employed by Embarq Management 

6 Company, which provides management services to Embarq Florida, Inc. 

7 (“Embarq”). I am employed in the Wholesale Markets Division, as a Business 

8 Strategy Manager. My business address is 9300 Metcalf Avenue, Overland Park, 

9 Kansas 66212. 

10 

11 Q. 

12 Embarq in this docket 

Are you the same Edward Hart who provided direct testimony on behalf of 

13 A. Yes,Iam. 

14 

15 

16 

11. Purpose of Rebuttal Testimony 

*.. 
L.l 4 What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony? i;. r 
z:, _. o> 5!? 

18 A. My Rebuttal Testimony will provide additional facts supporting Embarq’s __  c3 E 
X L D  /*’ ”, 
X f  & 

17 Q. 
I E 

J 

0 
0 

,o (I: a 
19 

20 

21 

positions regarding two issues that are a matter of arbitration between Intrado and 

Embarq and particularly in light of the testimony of Intrado’s Ms. Cynthia Clugy. 
LL 
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Issue 10: 

included in the ICA? 

What limitation of liability andor indemnification language should be 

Q. 

A. 

Have the parties reached agreement on language settling issue IO? 

Yes. It is my understanding that issue 10 has been resolved. 

Issue 14: What are the appropriate terms and conditions regarding audits? 

Q. Does Intrado’s position on audit rights and responsibilities become more clear 

in light of its testimony on the matter? 

No, it becomes substantially less clear with the introduction of a few concepts that 

just are not the subject of the interconnection agreement nor are they issues that 

might be resolved by audits whether performed by inside or independent parties. 

The first concept regards sharing of costs that Ms. Clugy introduces at page 6 line 

4, “subject to some reimbursement if the audit reveals discrepancies.” This is a 

concept that is not addressed within the proposed text of the interconnection 

agreement. Simply stated, if there is disagreement sufficient to require an audit, 

there exists a very high likelihood that such disagreement would extend to how to 

share cost responsibilities of the audit. 

Would it be costly to conduct a third party audit in every situation in which an 

audit may be required? 

Yes. In my Direct Testimony on page 7, lines 21 through 24, I discuss the 

potential costs of conducting an audit that is typical of the types of audits that 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

3 
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9 Q. 

might be performed in connection with an interconnection agreement. The 

estimate provided to me by a Kansas City CPA fm was a minimum of $20,000 

to $30,000. The $20,000 to $30,000 estimate is based on beginning hourly rates 

for personnel assigned to the audit in the range of $100 - $150 per hour and that 

hourly rate would increase for reviewing and supervisory personnel. I made a 

mathematical error in working backwards to estimate the minimum number of 

hours of work that would be involved, which I intend to correct when my 

testimony is introduced into the record at the hearing. 

You said there were two ambiguous concepts introduced by Intrado’s testimony 

on this issue. What is the second? 

The second concept is that of the potential abuse of audit power at lines 6 and 7 

on page 6. Any power implied or conferred in a contract can be abused and such 

power can be abused by either party. Embarq agrees that the parties do not hold 

equal positions and seldom in the business world do two parties contracting with 

each other hold roughly equal market positions. That the companies are different 

entities with different experience levels, different histories and different market 

plans does not presume that one wields an inordinately unequal competitive 

position that can be abused. Intrado is a provider of 91 ]/E91 1 services and 

Embarq predominately a local exchange carrier within the context of an integrated 

communications provider. Each would be presumed to possess its own set of 

competitive strengths within its own segments of the telecom business. The 

objective of an audit is in determining some ultimate level of accuracy with 

respect to a financial or non-financial set of measurements. There is not a 

10 

11 
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21 

22 

23 

4 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF Edward -Ted” C. Hart,. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Q* 
9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

standard in an audit that would seek to level a competitive playing field. Audits 

are only used in limited circumstances and are limited in frequency by the 

interconnection agreement language as drafted. Finally, there is a presumption 

that both parties will act in good faith in the execution of their contracts. 

Attempting to abuse any provision in the agreement to inconsistent ends might be 

considered a breach of good faith. 

Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 

Yes  it does. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 070699-TP 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 

JAMES M. MAPLES 

SECTION I-INTRODUCTION 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your name, title and business address. 

May name is James M. “Mike” Maples. I am employed as Regulatory Manager for 

Embarq Management Company, which provides management services to Embarq 

Florida, Inc. (“Embarq”). My business address is 5454 W. llOLh Street, Overland 

Park, KS 662 1 1, 

Are you the same Mike Maples that tiled Direct Testimony in this proceeding on 

April 21, ZOOS? 

. ~ .  - 5  z 
:2 
in 
in 2 

Yes, I am. , .  :;; 2 _- 
7 cn :;: . , fl :yz 

> -  3 ’ 
-i ,...- 0 
:: L ~ I  cn 

..- 
~I 0 .., 0 What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony? 

The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to respond to the Sirect a. LL 

Testimony of Intrado witnesses Cynthia Clugy, Thomas W. Hicks’s, and Carey F. 

Spence-Lenss. My Rebuttal Testimony addresses Issues ](a), I(b), I(c), l(d), 2, 3, 

4(a), 4(b), 5,  6(b), 7, 11, and 13. Issues 6(a), 8, 9 and 12 have been resolved 

subsequent to the filing of Direct Testimony. 
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Please summarize your Rebuttal Testimony. 

The Direct Testimony of Intrado’s witnesses provide little support for the positions 

that the company is taking in this proceeding and therefore offer little of substance to 

rebut. The testimony does not specifically cite to terms and conditions that were at 

issue or explain the differences in the language proposed by the Parties and why 

Intrado’s proposals are more consistent with section 251(c) of the Act. The testimony 

does not provide a detailed explanation of why and how Intrado would use unbundled 

network elements. Intrado’s initial response to Embarq’s interrogatory on the issue 

also does not thoroughly answer the question. Intrado’s behavior is consistent with 

the discussions that the parties have had with their representatives in negotiations, 

lacking the specificity necessary to hlly reach an understanding of what Intrado is 

really seeking. Intrado’s testimony also shows a lack of understanding of an ILECs 

obligation under section 251(c) of the Act. Intrado apparently believes that the Act 

allows it to demand anything that it desires from Embarq regardless of the cost or 

impact. The testimony filed by Intrado also reinforces Embarq’s belief that Intrado 

seeks to deny Embarq the ability to charge PSAPs for 9-1-1 services that Embarq 

provides. 

Much of Intrado’s Direct Testimony reads like a marketing promotion, attacking the 

quality of the service provided by Embarq and its integrity, implying that Intrado is the 

only entity that can meet the needs of the Public Safety community in Florida. The 

testimony spends much time touting the benefits of competition, as if each of the 
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issues listed in this proceeding could and would automatically be decided in Intrado’s 

favor on that basis alone. Embarq also endorses competition and is not challenging 

intrado’s right to compete, but only seeks to ensure that the terms and conditions in 

any agreements between Embarq and lntrado are reasonable and fair for both parties 

and comport with the rights and obligations that each Party has under the Act. 

Several times in their testimonies, as I point out in my Rebuttal Testimony, Intrado 

witnesses describe its services as local exchange services, which is directly 

contradicted by the price list that Intrado has on file here in Florida. Intrado has 

accused Embarq of being vague and arbitrary with respect to rates even though 

Embarq has provided a price list and has tariffs with posted rates, and yet Intrado’s 

own price list does not include any rates, and Intrado has not clearly identified the 

prices that it intends to charge Embarq for any services, thus denying Embarq the 

opportunity to challenge those rates in this proceeding. 

Intrado’s witnesses repeatedly describe their IP based network and the benefits of 

implementing the multimedia capabilities of the next generation of the 91 1 network, 

boldly claiming that it is telephone exchange service, completely disregarding the 

current regulatory uncertainty with respect to interconnected VoIP and other IP 

enabled services. 

With respect to the establishment of Points of Interconnection (“POI”), Intrado 

mistakenly assumes that section 251(c) of the Act allows it to force Embarq to 

3 
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establish POIS on Intrado’s network, when the Act and the regulations state that the 

POI has to be “within” (i.e. on) Embarq’s network. In addition, Intrado claims that 

Embarq must establish multiple POIs and geographically diverse routes at the same 

time. Section 251(c) does not grant them that right. 

As I pointed out in my Direct Testimony, the unbundled network elements that 

Embarq is currently obligated to provide pursuant to section 251(c) do not include the 

types of facilities that will be used to provide the next generation 91 1 infrastructure. 

Embarq is not obligated to provide unbundled transport over every route that it has in 

Florida, and such unbundled transport is therefore not ubiquitously available. Intrado 

is prohibited from using Enhanced Extended Links (“EELS”) to aggregate 9-1-1 traffic 

given the restrictions that the FCC has placed on these facilities, which could require 

Intrado to establish collocations for every PSAP that it seeks to serve using unbundled 

network elements. 

Intrado seeks to dictate to Embarq how it should switch Embarq end user 9-1-1 calls 

and how Embarq should engineer its network, on Embarq’s side of the POI, 

demanding that Embarq implement an inefficient and error-prone process at a cost in 

excess of a million dollars. 

The Commission should deny Intrado’s petition and its proposed contract terms and 

order Intrado to negotiate commercial agreements with Embarq for those situations 

which are depicted in Exhibits JMM-4, JMM-5 and JMM-6 of my Direct Testimony. 

4 
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SECTION I1 - UNRESOLVED ISSUE DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Which lntrado entity provides Automatic Location Identification (“ALP’) 

services? (Spence-Lens Direct, page 4 at  line 2 and page 5 at line 1). 

Ms. Spence-Lenss’ Direct Testimony indicates that the ALI services are provided by 

Intrado Inc., which is an affiliate of Intrado Comm. 

Why is this relevant? 

Intrado Comm. is demanding that Embarq implement ALI steering arrangements with 

it, yet Ms. Spence-Lenss states that Intrado Comm. does not provide the service. 

Intrado, Inc. is not a party to these negotiations nor does Embarq have an obligation to 

negotiate section 25 1 (c) interconnection agreements with Intrado, Inc. 

Do you agree with Ms. Spence-Less’ statement that Intrado Comm. provides 

local exchange services (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 4 at line 11, page 6 at line 1) 

and that 911 and E911 services are local exchange services? (Spence-Lenss 

Direct, page 12 at line 11). 

No. As I pointed out in my Direct Testimony (page 14 at line 9), Intrado admits in its 

own Florida price list that it “...is not responsible for the local exchange service to its 

Customers.” If Intrado does indeed provide 91 1 and E91 1 services, and it claims that 

5 
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2 

3 

4 

it does not provide local exchange service, 911 and E911 services cannot be local 

exchange, by Intrado’s own admission. Ms. Spence-Lenss’ use of the phrase also 

illustrates the common understanding that local exchange service and telephone 

exchange service are used interchangeably within the industry. 

5 

6 Q. 

7 

8 

9 A. 

Is Ms. Spence-Lenss’ claim that Intrado, Inc. provides the “core of the nation’s 

911 ALI and selective routing infrastructure” accurate or relevant to this 

proceeding? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 5 at line 1). 

I do not know if the statement is accurate. While it is Intrado Comm. and not Intrado 

IO 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

Inc., that is the party in this proceeding, Ms. Spence-Lenss’ comment paints the 

picture of a company that has a dominant position in the 91 1 industry, and not one that 

is disadvantaged in any way. In any event, the marketing promotion is not relevant to 

the issues that are being disputed in this proceeding, except to contradict Intrado’s 

claim in this proceeding that it is somehow at a competitive disadvantage. 

16 Q. 

17 have in this proceeding? 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

What relevancy does the West Virginia order referred to by Ms. Spence-Lenss 

While Ms. Spence-Lenss uses the order to support competitive entry, which is not an 

issue being disputed by Embarq in this proceeding, a cursory review of the order 

reveals that the major issue in the West Virginia proceeding was the rates that the 

ILECs charged to the PSAPs for services that the ILECs provided. The West Virginia 

Commission upheld the ILECs right to charge the PSAPs, which is consistent with 

6 
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2 

Embarq’s position in this arbitration, as well as Embarq’s position in the separate 

declaratory proceeding initiated by Intrado. 

3 

4 Q. 

5 

6 

7 A. No. In that certification proceeding, the Ohio Commission found that the services to 

8 be provided by Intrado, “are restricted in scope and, thus, do not extend to the level of 

9 a CLEC” (Case No. 07-1 199-TP-ACE, Finding and Order, page 5) and further found 

10 that, “To the extent that Intrado ultimately seeks to engage in the provision of 

11 additional services that results in the company acting as a CLEC, the applicant should 

12 file for approval to amend its certificate to provide such services.” (Case No. 07-1 199- 

13 TP-ACE, Finding and Order, page 10) The Ohio Commission determined that Intrado 

14 was not a CLEC and established a unique category of communications provider in 

15 order to accommodate Intrado’s market entry. If the Florida Commission were to 

16 agree with the Ohio Commission that Intrado is not a CLEC, the Florida Commission 

17 could actually revoke Intrado’s CLEC certification 

Ms. Spence-Lenss also refers to the recent certification order in Ohio regarding 

Intrado (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 6 at line 7 and Exhibit CSL-2). Does the 

certification order support Intrado’s claims in this proceeding? 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 A. 

22 

23 

Are there competitive options and choices for the public safety industry today? 

(Spence-Lenss Direct, page 6 at line 21). 

On one hand Ms. Spence-Lenss states that there are no competitive options for the 

public safety options available todav. but then she goes on to say that “Florida, in 

particular, is exueriencing the advent of true 91 1 competition . . .” (Spence-Lenss 

7 
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7 A. 
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1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Q. 

22 

Direct, page 7 at line 1). I’m not sure how Florida can be experiencing competition 

when there are no competitive options. Embarq’s sales team here in Florida certainly 

doesn’t share Intrado’s view that competition is not present in this market. 

Do you agree with Ms. Spence-Lenss that ILEC tariff charges are unwarranted? 

(Spence-Lenss Direct, page 7, at line 17). 

No. Intrado seeks to force ILECs to provide components of the Wireline E911 

Network for free. For example, if Intrado becomes the primary provider to a PSAP 

and maintains the ALI database, Intrado is not the entity that inputs or creates the 

records to that database. ILECs bear the cost of creating those records as well as 

maintaining their accuracy. The ALI records are used by PSAPs during an emergency 

call and the question is whether or not the PSAP should pay for such records along 

with any other integral and necessary services that are actually provided by the ILECs. 

I submit that they should. The monies that the PSAPs use to pay for the services they 

receive are derived from the ILEC’s end users, and there is no reason those same 

funds should not be used to pay Embarq’s tariffed charges for the services Embarq 

provides. The Florida Commission upheld Embarq’s position when it denied Intrado’s 

request for a declaratory statement prohibiting ILECs from imposing those charges in 

Docket No. 080089. 

Throughout Ms. Spence-Leuss’ introduction she refers to the next generation 91 1 

technologies that use innovative technologies, text services, and video and 

8 
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18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

photographs. 

comments about such testimony? 

The state of Florida has had the foresight to implement a funding mechanism for the 

transition to next generation 91 1 networks, which should eliminate one of the hurdles 

to deployment of NG-911. However, as I pointed out in my Direct Testimony 

beginning on page 23, the standards for the next generation 91 1 network have not been 

fully established and tested and cannot be deployed for some time. NENA has 

published a policy statement that is publically available on its wehsite stating that 

“simply advancing beyond today’s capabilities should not be equated with providing a 

full NG9-I-I system. Such eforts may better be characterized as “pre-NG9-1-1.” 

The policy statement is attached as Exhibit JMM-13. Furthermore, the provision of 

such multimedia capabilities and use of IP technologies certainly refute any claim that 

the next generation 911 network is telephone exchange or exchange access service 

(see Maples Direct, page 29 at line 17). 

(Spence-Lenss Direct, page 7 at line 6). Do you have any 

Is there any evidence that Florida consumers have not been receiving adequate 

access to 9-1-1 calling, as they deserve, or that they will not be receiving adequate 

service in the future? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 10 at line 6). 

No. Ms. Spence-Lenss’ statement can be read to imply that Florida consumers will 

only receive adequate 91 1 service if Intrado is the supplier. This is a slam against the 

excellent service that Embarq and others have been providing to consumers in Florida 

for 9-1-1 calling for over 25 years. It is also inaccurate to imply that Embarq will 

continue to cling to its legacy systems and refuse to implement next generation 

9 
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capabilities in a timely fashion. While technology does change rapidly, I’m not sure 

that I would use the phrase “warp-speed” to characterize the development of the next 

generation 9-1-1 standards, let alone its testing, and deployment. 

Does Embarq have a commercial agreement with Intrado, Inc.? (Spence-Lenss 

Direct, page 11 at line 11). 

Yes. A copy of the commercial agreement between Embarq and Intrado, Inc. was 

included with my Direct Testimony as Exhibit JMM-7. 

What does this commercial agreement cover? 

The commercial agreement was developed so that VoZP providers can make 9-1-1 

calling available to their end users. The agreement allows VoIP providers to do this 

through a wholesale arrangement with Intrado, Inc. The agreement establishes the 

terms and conditions for establishing connectivity with Embarq’s selective routers as 

well as how Embarq will provide access to the E911 databases that it maintains. 

Trunking and ALI steering arrangements for such VoIP 9-1-1 providers have been 

established under the commercial agreement, which also includes pricing and other 

business rules. Furthermore, Embarq and Intrado, Inc. have also established an ALI 

steering arrangement for CMRS providers, even though the agreement does not 

explicitly set forth provisions for wireless ALI steering. This fact shows that Embarq 

has treated Intrado, Inc. equitably, just as it is seeking in this proceeding with respect 

to Intrado Comm. 

10 
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1 Q. 
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4 A. 

5 

Are the services that Intrado Comm. is seeking from Embarq in this proceeding 

different from the services that Embarq provides to Intrado Inc? (Spence-Lenss 

Direct, page 11 at line 12). 

Intrado Comm. (as distinguished from its affiliate, Intrado, Inc.) is seeking access to 

Embarq’s selective router and 91 1/E911 databases. Intrado Comm. is seeking ALI 
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1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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steering arrangements with Embarq. These services are currently being provided by 

Embarq to Intrado Inc. via the commercial agreement. Intrado Comm. is seeking 

additional services from Embarq that are not included in the Intrado Inc. commercial 

agreement; however, I do not agree that the services under both agreements are 

materially different. 

Q. Do you agree that Embarq is providing telephone exchange service to Intrado 

Inc. under the terms of this agreement? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 11 at line 14). 

Absolutely not. The 9-1-1 calls are originated as VolP calls which are terminated on 

Embarq’s Wireline E91 1 Network, and do not touch the PSTN. Even if the Wireline 

E91 1 Network were considered part of the PSTN, which it is not, the calls would be 

classified as interconnected VoIP calls and the FCC has not classified interconnected 

VoIP as either a telecommunications service or an information service. 

A. 

Issue No. 1: 

(a) What service(s) does Intrado currently provide or intend to provide in 

Florida? 

11 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q* 

8 

9 

IO 

1 1  A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 

(b) Of the services identified in (a), for which, if any, is Embarq required to offer 

interconnection under Section 251(c) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996? 

(c) Of the services identified in (a), for which, if any, should rates appear in the 

ICA? 

(d) For those services identified in l(c), what are the appropriate rates? 

Does the fact that Embarq makes a reference to telephone exchange 

communication service in the 91 1 section of its tariff mandate that same 

regulatory classification of the services that Intrado proposes to provide? 

(Spence-Lenss Direct, page 11 at line 23). 

No. Embarq’s General Exchange Tariff for Enhanced Universal Emergency Number 

Service does refer, in a single sentence, to E911 as a “telephone exchange 

communication service” (Section A10, A.1.a.). I am not sure what the intent of this 

classification is in the context of a state tariff filing, however, it does not apply to a 

proceeding to establish interconnection rights and obligations under section 25 1 (c) of 

the federal Telecom Act. Further, the tariff does not address NG-911. Ms. Spence- 

Lenss does not claim that the services that Intrado will be providing are the same as 

those provided by Embarq, only that they are “similar”. 

Intrado witness Hicks’ criticizes the capabilities and configuration of Embarq’s 

E911 network in Florida on page 5 at line 17 of his network. Do you agree with 

his assessment? 

12 
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1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Mr. Hicks’ states that the services that Embarq provides are limited, and while not 

directly stating it, he certainly implies that Embarq’s network does not provide 

adequate service during disaster recovery situations caused by major catastrophes. 

Mr. Hicks’ use of the term “hl l  interoperability” is misleading. PSAPs that are 

connected to Embarq’s selective routers already have the ability to transfer calls to 

other PSAPs that they choose to connect to and who agree to accept and handle 9-1-1 

calls from the other PSAPs. Mr. Hicks’ description also does not take into 

consideration enhancements to Embarq’s network that Embarq is deploying later this 

year. Embarq is moving forward and improving the excellent service that it provides 

in Florida. Embarq has provided 91 I/E911 service in Florida since 1981. Embarq has 

provided E911 service in Florida during many humcane seasons since that time, 

which are certainly classified as major catastrophes. Embarq has never failed to 

provide exemplary E91 1 service during these major events. 

14 

1s Q. 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 

Does Mr. Hick’s Exhibit TH-1 support Intrado’s claim that it is entitled to 

section 251 (c) interconnection and access to unbundled network elements? 

No. Mr. Hicks’ description of Intrado’s “competitive next generation network” and the 

diagram that he provides at Exhibit THL-I only support the fact that Intrado’s IP 

network does not qualify for interconnection and access to unbundled network 

elements under section 251(c) of the Act. 

Is Mr. Hicks’ reference to the history of 911 services on page 6 at line 7 of his 

testimony relevant in this proceeding? 

13 



1 A. 

2 

3 

A 

8 Q. 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Docket No. 070699-TP 
Rebuttal Testimony of James M. Maples 

Filed: May 28,2008 

It is not relevant nor is it accurate, in that he groups 91 1 services with local exchange 

services, which are not provided by Intrado, as I testified to in my Direct Testimony 

(page 14 at line 9). Furthermore, describing ILECs as monopolists is certainly behind 

the times and is not an accurate characterization of today’s markets, particularly 

coming from a company such as Intrado that Ms. Spence-Lenss’ portrays as having a 

dominant position in the 91 1 industry. 

Please explain? 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996, which the industry has been operating under 

for 12 years, opened the local exchange market to competitive carriers. The number 

of access lines lost monthly to competition by ILECs, including Embarq, is no secret 

and indicative of that competition. Cable companies are aggressively competing 

against ILECs using the infrastructure that such cable companies have built out and 

invested in. Wireless carriers have built out vast networks and have surpassed 

wireline carriers in the number of telephones that are provided. Voice over Intemet 

Protocol (“VoIP”) providers are competing “over the top” of various broadband 

provider’s networks. Developers are reaching arrangements with other communication 

providers for providing a suite of services including voice, video, and Internet. Some 

municipalities are also building out and providing communication services. PSAPs in 

Florida are maintaining their own ALi databases. Before the 1996 Act, Interexchange 

Camers (“IXCs”) and Competitive Access Providers (“CAPS”) built out metropolitan 

networks. The local telecommunications market place clearly is competitive, but as I 

pointed out in my Direct Testimony (page 4 at line 4) whichever entity provides the 

14 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Wireline E911 Network to a PSAP has a monopoly, which is to say, the entity 

designated by the PSAP as the Wireline E91 1 Network provider has an arrangement 

whereby all other entities needing access to that PSAP must seek access to that PSAP 

through the entity that has the relationship with that PSAP. Said another way, the 

entity providing the Wireline E91 1 Network is the door into the PSAP through which 

all other entities needing access to that PSAP must enter. 

7 

8 Q. Do you agree with Mr. Hicks’ that the three functions of the 911 network he 

9 describes in his Direct Testimony on pages 6 and 7 are “inexplicably 

10 

11 A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

intertwined”? (Hicks’ Direct, page 7 at line 10). 

No. Mr. Hicks’ explains three of the functions or components of the Wireline E91 1 

Network (selective routing, database, transport), although he does not mention the 

CPE (“Customer Provide Equipment”) used by the PSAP to answer the 9-1-1 call. 

My Direct testimony fully addresses these components in Exhibits JMM- 1 through 

JMM-6. The components of the Wireline E91 1 Network are used together to provide 

an Emergency Service to individuals dialing 9-1-1. A single entity does not have to 

provide all of the components to the PSAP, which would not be possible if they were 

inextricably intertwined, as Mr. Hicks apparently intended to suggest when he used 

the term “inexplicable.” His own Direct Testimony directly contradicts this position 

where on page 9 at line 5 Mr. Hicks states that it “...is possible to have the ALI 

provider be an entirely different entity from that of the selective router provider.” 

22 

15 
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1 Q. 

2 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 service. 

Has Embarq attempted to segment any of the functions of its Wireline E911 

Network to operate independently from each other as suggested by Mr. Hicks? 

(Hicks’ Direct, page 7 at line 11). 

No, not at all. Exhibits JMM-1 through JMM-6 of my Direct Testimony do not 

“segment” the functions of Embarq’s Wireline E91 1 Network as if they were operated 

as independent systems. My arguments were intended to support the classification of 

9-1-1 calls as a specialized form of communication, which is actually based on the 

concept of not-segmenting the service, which is the same way that the FCC has used 

the concept of being inextricably intertwined in the past. The references in my Direct 

Testimony to the multimedia capabilities of the NG-911 network, as well as Intrado’s 

description of its IP network, support a unique classification of emergency service or 

perhaps classification as an information service, rather than as a telecommunications 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 database services? 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Do you have any comments regarding Mr. Hicks’ proposals on pages 9 and 10 of 

his Direct Testimony regarding alternate arrangements for providing ALI 

My first comment is that these various scenarios are not identified anywhere in the 

issues list, and whether or not Embarq should implement any of them is not before this 

Commission. They are simply scenarios posited by Mr. Hicks as being possible. 

Secondly, these scenarios describe the products and services that Embarq sells to 

PSAPs via its General Exchange Tariff, which also is not at issue in this docket since 

the relationship defined in the tariff is between Embarq and the PSAP, not Intrado. 

16 
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1 

2 provide to PSAPs. 

3 

4 Q. Do you agree with Mr. Hicks’ characterization that the ILEC bundled service 

5 offerings to PSAPs are unreasonably costly? (Hicks’ Direct, page 10 at line 18). 

6 A. No, I do not. This is an inflammatory comment made by Mr. Hicks without any 

I supporting documentation. Intrado presents itself as the “low-cost’’ provider without 

8 offering any supporting evidence. Intrado itself seeks to offer bundled senices to 

9 PSAPs. The comments should be discounted as hyperbole. Furthermore the 

testimony ignores the fact that Embarq does offer its services on an unbundled basis, 

which is evident from Embarq’s tariff. It also disregards the fact that ALI records are 

created and loaded into the ALI database by the entities providing 9-1-1 calling to 

their end users, not a standalone database provider. 

Furthermore, Embarq is not obligated to hire Intrado for any services that Embarq may 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 A. No. Mr. Hicks’ comment is again based on an inaccurate view of today’s 

18 environment. It is possible that facilities to PSAPs can be secured from other 

19 companies that have built out networks, such as facilities-based CLECs, CATV 

20 providers, CAPS and IXCs. For example, IXCs have been buying services from other 

21 vendors for years. As further proof that such possibilities exist, Embarq has several 

22 wire centers in Florida that have crossed the FCC defined thresholds for eliminating 

23 access to various unbundled network elements, which has not been contested. In such 

Must last mile facilities for Wireline E911 Networks be secured from ILECs? 

(Hicks’ Direct, page 11 at line 6). 

17 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

wire centers, the network elements would only be available as special access facilities. 

As an alternative, Intrado would have the option of building its own network, as a 

facilities-based CLEC, to provide services to PSAPs, which would be consistent with 

the stated goals of the Act to promote facilities-based competition. And finally, as 

pointed out in my Direct Testimony (page 38 at line l), the facilities that Intrado will 

require to provide its “state-of-art” IP technologies (Hicks’ Direct, page 11 at line 12) 

are simply not available as unbundled network elements. 

Issue l(b) Of the services identified in [Issue l](a), for which, if any, is Embarq required 

to offer interconnection under Section 251(c) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996? 

Q. Ms. Spence-Lenss describes the services that Intrado offers as taking 9-1-1 calls 

from its end users and routing them to the appropriate PSAP (Spence-Lenss 

Direct, page 12 at line 15). Is this your understanding of the products and 

services that Intrado offers? 

No. Given the fact that Intrado does not offer “dial-tone’’ to any end users, it will not 

be originating any 9-1-1 calls. Viewing PSAPs as end users also does not support the 

suggestion that Intrado somehow originates 9-1-1 calls. Furthermore, as I explain in 

my Direct Testimony with respect to Issue 11, Intrado’s carrier customers or voice 

providers such as Vonage are not end users. 

A. 

18 
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1 Q. 

2 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 12 at line 9). 

Do you agree with the testimony of Ms. Spence-Lenss which states that Intrado 

will route 9-1-1 calls without changing the form or  content of the information? 

(Spence-Lenss Direct, page 12 a t  line 16). 

This is certainly not the case where TDM calls must undergo a protocol conversion to 

connect to an IP network, as described by Intrado witness Hicks (Hicks’ Direct, page 

7 

8 Q. 

9 

Do telephone exchange services include non-traditional forms of communication, 

including IP? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 13 at line 1). 

10 A. The FCC has consistently refused to determine the regulatory classification of 

11 interconnected VolP services as either telecommunication services or information 

12 services. They therefore cannot be classified as telephone exchange services. 

13 

14 Q. 

15 

16 

17 

18 page 13 a t  line 10). Do you agree? 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Ms. Spence-Lenss attempts to make the case that the regulatory classification of 

database services as either information or telecommunications varies depending 

upon whether the service is offered on a standalone basis or bundled with other 

services and the entity to which the service is being sold (Spence-Lenss Direct, 

The FCC stated in the U N E  Remand proceeding that call related databases, which 

include 91 1 and E91 1 databases, are used in the provision of a telecommunications 

service, and the FCC did initially call them telecommunications services in that 

proceeding (CC Docket No. 96-98, Third Report and Order, Released November 5, 

1999,1406). However, the FCC’s order in the UNE Remand case was rejected by the 

19 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

courts, and was followed by the Triennial Review Order, which did not make the same 

assertion (CC Docket No. 01-338, CC Docket No. 96-98, CC Docket No. 98-147, 

Report and Order and Order on Remand, Released August 23,2003). Furthermore, 

any claim that database services are telecommunication services is in direct 

contradiction with the FCC’s determination in the USF Order referenced in my Direct 

Testimony (page 27 at line 22) stating that the database aspects of Emergency Services 

were information services. Database services clearly involve the storage and retrieval 

of information for the purpose of providing Emergency Services. These information 

services are used in conjunction with telecommunications services (i.e., the 9-1-1 call) 

in order to provide the Emergency Services. Even if it makes regulatory sense to 

require access to the databases, that does not make them telecommunication services. 

These database services cannot be both an information service and a 

13 

14 

15 

16 

telecommunications service since the two services are mutually exclusive (WC Docket 

No. 05-271, Report and Order, FCC 05-150, Released September 23,2005, footnote 

32). Furthermore, you cannot bifurcate the classification of the service depending 

upon which entity is buying the service. Intrado cannot have it both ways. 

17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 A. 

21 

22 

23 

What do you mean by your statement that you cannot bifurcate the service 

depending upon the entity buying the service? 

As stated above, the FCC requires ILECs to offer unbundled access to 91 1 and E91 1 

databases to requesting carriers. That service is offered not to PSAPs, but to other 

carriers. In other words, the requirement for ILECs to provide unbundled access to 

91 1 and E91 1 databases is carrier facing, that is, it is offering other companies the 

20 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

ability to put their end user customer records into the 91 1 and E91 1 databases. It is in 

this context that the FCC declared 91 1 and E91 1 database access to be a 

telecommunications service Intrado’s affiliate provides similar database services to 

other carriers and it is my understanding that the Intrado affiliate declares those 

services to be non-regulated information services. In both cases, irrespective of 

whether the database is owned by an ILEC or by an lntrado affiliate, the databases are 

ultimately connected to PSAPs and are used to provide emergency services in 

response to 9-1-1 calls. The classification of the database service does not vary 

depending upon the entity providing it. If it is a telecommunications service when 

Embarq provides it, it is likewise a telecommunications service when Intrado, Inc. or 

Intrado Comm. Inc., provides it. 

12 

13 Q. 

14 own database services? 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

So, is Intrado claiming that it is a telecommunications provider with respect to its 

It is interesting to note that while Intrado is arguing strenuously that it is a 

telecommunications provider, the data that it has on file with the FCC does not make 

that claim. Carriers that provide telecommunications services to end users must report 

those revenues to the FCC via Form 499-A. Each company completes a worksheet 

declaring the type of service that it provides. The worksheet filed for Intrado states 

that the company still exists, but that it no longer provides telecommunications 

services. A copy of the worksheet is attached as Exhibit JMM-14. 

LL 

21 
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1 Q. 

2 not interstate telecommunications services? 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

Is it possible that Intrado provides intrastate telecommunications services, but 

That could be their interpretation, I really don’t know; however, all providers of 

interconnected VoIP services are supposed to report end user revenues and classify 

64.9% of them as interstate, unless the company has a traffic study that proves 

otherwise (WC Docket No. 04-36, Report and Order, Released Jun 27,2006,753). 

7 

8 Q. What does the FCC use this information for? 

9 A. It uses it to determine interstate Universal Service payments. 

10 

1 1  Q. 

12 

13 

14 A. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

You discussed the requirement for ILECs to provide other carriers with access to 

911 and E911 databases. Are there other types of entities (other than carriers) 

that would purchase access to 911 and E911 databases? 

The other type of entity that would purchase access to 91 1 and E91 1 databases is the 

PSAP. Thus, the ALI database is camer facing when voice providers input their end 

user information into the ALI database, and that information is in turn used by the 

PSAP to provide Emergency Services, for which purposes the ALI database can be 

said to be PSAP facing. Both aspects involve interaction with a computer database. 

20 Q. 

21 

22 16). 

Do you agree with Ms. Spence-Lenss that the intent of the Act was to promote 

competition in the local exchange market? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 14 at line 

22 
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I A. 

2 

3 

4 Q. 

5 

6 

7 A. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Yes, I agree. I also agree with the statement in Intrado’s Florida price list that says 

they do not provide local exchange service (Maples Direct, page 14 at line 9) 

Has the Utilities Commission of Ohio determined that each of the particular 

interconnection arrangements proposed by Intrado is subject to section 251(c) of 

the Act? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 14 at line 20). 

No. The Ohio commission has only made a general comment with respect to 251(c), 

but has not articulated how it applies to each of the scenarios that I have presented in 

Exhibits JMM-I through JMM-6. Those same issues are before the Ohio commission 

in a separate arbitration proceeding essentially identical to this one. Embarq has not 

refused to offer Intrado 251(c) interconnection for those scenarios to which it applies, 

nor has Embarq refused to offer Intrado interconnection under a 251(a) commercial 

agreement for situations where it applies. 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 A. No. Exchange access services are wholesale services that are generally sold to 

18 Interexchange carriers (“IXCs”) for the origination and termination of telephone toll 

19 service (Maples Direct, page 27 at line 1). In contrast, the services offered by Intrado 

20 in its Florida price list are for providing services to PSAPs and certainly not for 

21 telephone toll service. 

Is there any service that Intrado offers in its tariff that you would classify as 

exchange access? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 14 at line 22). 

22 
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1 Q* 

2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  Q. 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 

Are the California and Illinois decisions referenced by Ms. Spence-Lenss relevant 

in this proceeding? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 15 at line 1). 

No. In reviewing these decisions, it is clear that the issues in this proceeding are 

different. In this proceeding Emharq has outlined several different scenarios involving 

Intrado’s services, and Embarq has raised questions concerning the appropriate 

regulatory framework that is applicable to each particular scenario and concerning the 

nature of the NG-911 network itself. This Commission is under no obligation to reach 

the same conclusions as other Commissions, especially where the issues and evidence 

presented are different. 

Why does the regulatory classification matter? 

The regulatory classification of different aspects of emergency service is extremely 

important to the issue of how the existing emergency service infrastructure will evolve 

to the NG-911 platform. It is a massive and likely expensive task that will require 

much coordination in addition to legislation to address how it will be funded. This 

effort cannot effectively be accomplished through a series of isolated arbitrations and 

legal disputes between carriers, such as this proceeding, where one camer is 

attempting to implement a business plan that depends on imposing unreasonable 

obligations upon ILECs such as Embarq that go far beyond the Telecommunication 

Act. 

Is it your understanding that section 251(c) of the Act requires ILECs to provide 

interconnection to 911 facilities? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 15 at line 4). 
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1 A. No. The FCC has ordered ILECs to provide unbundled access to the 911iE911 

2 databases where the ILEC provides those services to the PSAP, but I am unaware of 

3 any FCC order pertaining to section 25 1 (c) that specifically requires interconnection to 

4 the selective router portion of the Wireline E91 1 Network. To the contrary, the FCC 

5 declared that interconnection for VoIP 9-1-1 calls is subject to section 251(a) not 

6 251(c) ofthe Act (Maples Direct, page 29 at line 14). 

7 

8 Q. Do you agree with Ms. Spence-Lenss and Mr. Hicks’ that Intrado provides local 

9 exchange services? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 12 at line 11 and Hicks’ Direct, 

10 page 11 at line 19). 

11 A. No. As 1 pointed out earlier in this rebuttal testimony, and in my Direct Testimony 

12 (page 14 at line 9), Intrado’s own price list that is on file in Florida acknowledges that 

13 Intrado does not provide this service. It is also an indicator that it is natural for people 

14 to use the terms local exchange services and telephone exchange services 

15 interchangeably. 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Must Intrado interconnect its network to Embarq in order to provide services to 

PSAPs and its wholesale end users? (Hicks’ Direct, page 11 at line 21). 

No. It is possible for Intrado to build or to secure facilities from other providers in 

order to reach the PSAPs. Furthermore, the concept that Intrado must interconnect 

with Embarq mischaracterizes the situation if Intrado becomes the provider of services 

to a PSAP (see Exhibits JMM-5 and JMM-6). As I described the scenario in my 

Direct Testimony (Maples Direct, page I O  at line 8), all entities that are obligated to 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO Q. 

11 

12 

13 A. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Q. 

22 

provide 9-1-1 calling to their end users must interconnect with the entity that has been 

designated by the PSAP to provide the components of the Wireline E91 1 Network. 

Should Intrado be designated by the PSAP as the Wireline E91 1 Network provider, 

Embarq, like all other voice providers, must seek interconnection with Intrado for 

purposes of providing end users with 9-1-1 calling capability. If Intrado believes that 

it must interconnect with Embarq in order for Intrado to act as a Wireline E911 

Network provider to PSAPs, then Intrado’s business plan must not contemplate 

building out its own network or contemplate seeking facilities from other providers. 

But doesn’t Intrado need interconnection in order for “Embarq’s end user to 

reach Intrado Comm.’s end users”, as suggested by Mr. Hicks? (Hicks’ Direct, 

page 12 at line 1). 

If Intrado were a CLEC providing local exchange services that required its end users 

to call Embarq’s end users that would be an accurate statement. But in the context of 

Intrado providing service to one end user (the PSAP), that is not the case. Intrado 

does not serve Embarq’s end users, Embarq does. Intrado does not have the obligation 

to provide 9-1-1 calling to Embarq’s end users, Embarq does. If Intrado provides the 

Wireline E911 Network to a PSAP, then it is Embarq that needs to obtain 

interconnection with Intrado, not vice versa. 

Is the protocol conversion (TDM to IP) described by Mr. Hicks a 

telecommunications service? (Hicks’ Direct, page 12 at line 9). 
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1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

No. Protocol conversions of this type have been used to define services as information 

services if there is a net protocol change. At a minimum, when a TDM 9-1-1 call is 

converted to IP and delivered to a PSAP over IP facilities, the service provided to the 

PSAP could be classified as Interconnected VoIP. 

5 

6 Q. Does Embarq have uneven bargaining power in negotiations with Intrado? 

I (Hicks’ Direct, page 12 at line 16). 

8 A. No. Embarq has already agreed to establish section 251(c) agreements for the 

9 scenarios depicted in Exhibits JMM-1, JMM-2, and JMM-3, and any disagreements 

IO over those arrangements are subject to arbitration, which is designed to give both 

1 1  parties equal bargaining power. Separately, when Embarq and Intrado are establishing 

12 a peering arrangement (see Exhibit JMM-4) or when Intrado provides the components 

13 of the Wireline E911 Network (see Exhibits JMM-5 and JMM-6) Embarq certainly 

14 does not have uneven bargaining power. On the contrary, as I have described above 

15 and in my Direct Testimony (Page 34 at line 16), Intrado has uneven bargaining power 

16 when it has been designated by a PSAP as the Wireline E91 1 Network provider, since 

17 under those circumstances Embarq must request interconnection with Intrado for 

18 providing 9-1-1 calling for Embarq’s end users. There is also no disparity in 

19 bargaining power when the parties negotiate a peering arrangement, since under such 

20 circumstances the parties are equals, providing services to their separate, respective 

21 PSAP customers. 

22 

27 



Docket No. 070699-TP 
Rebuttal Testimony of James M. Maples 

Filed: May 28,2008 

1 Q. Is Embarq seeking to stall Intrado’s entry into the Florida market? 

2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

(Hicks’ Direct, page 12 at line 20). 

Absolutely not. Embarq has been negotiating interconnection agreements with CLECs 

since 1996. In addition, there are other non-ILEC entities provide 911 service in the 

state of Florida that have done so without taking the same route as Intrado. 

8 

9 appear in the ICA? 

10 

Issue l(c) Of the services identified in [Issue 1](a), for which, if any, should rates 

Issue l(d) For those services identified in [Issue]l(c), what are the appropriate rates? 

11 

12 Q. 

13 

14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Has Embarq provided rates to Intrado that have been developed pursuant to the 

“2511252 process”? (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 15 at line 12 and Hicks’ Direct, 

page 13 at line 7). 

Yes, the price list was included in my Direct Testimony as Exhibit JMM-12, and I 

described it in my Direct Testimony (page 40 at line 10). In reviewing the Exhibit I 

submitted with my Direct Testimony, I realized that it is missing several pages. I am 

including a Revised Exhibit JMM-12 with my Rebuttal Testimony and will withdraw 

the original exhibit at the hearing. 

21 Q. 

22 

23 13 at line 14). 

Would Embarq’s proposed language allow it “to arbitrarily develop rates and 

post those rates on its website” as suggested by Mr. Hicks? (Hicks’ Direct, page 

28 
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22 

It is unclear what language that Mr. Hicks’ is referring to since he is not specific in his 

testimony. Services that Embarq provides per its tariffs are not arbitrary and any such 

characterization is totally inaccurate. Embarq files tariffed rates with regulatory 

agencies pursuant to regulations, and the rates are certainly not based on random 

choice or personal whim (the definition of arbitrary). Those tariffs are likely to be 

available on Embarq’s website, but that fact does not make them arbitrary. By 

comparison, the price list for Intrudo’s services that it has on file with this 

Commission and included with Ms. Spence-Lenss’ Direct Testimony (Exhibit CSL-4) 

does not provide any prices at all, but simply displays “ICB”. 

Is a reference to tariff rates in an interconnection agreement unusual? (Hicks’ 

Direct, page 13 at line 15). 

Not at all. There are many services that Embarq provides to CLECs that are not 

subject to the pricing regulations included in sections 251 and 252 of the Act. For 

example, unbundled transport is not available on every route in Florida, as I have 

stated previously. Similarly, Embarq is not obligated to provide packet switching, 

fiber loops, Ethernet, IP, entrance facilities, and a host of other services at TELRIC 

(“Total Element Long Run Incremental Cost”). If Intrado had specific questions about 

certain arrangements involving these types of facilities and services they could have 

asked for specifics during negotiations. Embarq is under no obligation to include the 

prices of these services in a price list attached to a section 251(c) interconnection 

agreement. 

23 
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1 Q. 

2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 

Do you agree that any rate that Embarq charges Intrado should be developed 

pursuant to 251/252? (Hicks’ Direct, page 13 at line 17). 

Absolutely not. As 1 pointed out immediately above, there are a host of services that 

Embarq does not have to provide at TELRIC. In addition, Mr. Hicks’ testimony is 

vague, not listing the specific services that Intrado has issues with, and therefore could 

be interpreted to mean that Intrado believes that Embarq has an obligation to provide 

any service that Intrado seeks at TELRIC. 

9 Q. 

10 

11 A. 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Should the terms and conditions governing the application of rates and charges 

be reciprocal? (Hicks’ Direct, page 13 at line 19). 

The parties should be able to charge each other for the services provided. Mr. Hicks 

qualifies his answer with the phrase “to the extent applicable” which introduces an 

element of ambiguity that makes anything that follows inexact. Despite the 

representation by lntrado witness Ms. Spence-Lens (Spence-Lenss Direct, page 15 at 

line 22), Intrado has yet to provide to Embarq any list of prices or terms and 

conditions that Intrado would apply for services that it expects Embarq to buy from 

lntrado for Florida (Maples Direct, page 42 at line 13). While lntrado has been 

attacking Embarq’s proposals for lacking specificity, which is untrue, Intrado has 

failed to provide even an iota of information. 

22 Issue Number 2: 

30 



Docket No. 070699-TP 
Rebuttal Testimony of James M. Maples 

Filed: May 28,2008 

1 (a) What trunking and traffic routing arrangements should be used for the 

2 exchange of traffic when Intrado is the designated 911/E911 Service 

3 Provider? 

4 (h) What trunking and traffic routing arrangements should be used for the 

5 exchange of traffic when Embarq is the designated 911/E911 Service 

6 Provider? 

7 

8 Q. 

9 of his Direct Testimony? 

Does Mr. Hicks’ Exhibit TH-5 illustrate the network that he describes on page 14 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Exhibit TH-5 is the same as TH-6 and does not appear to illustrate the network that he 

describes on page 14 of his Direct Testimony. 

The network that Mr. Hicks describes on page 14 of his Direct Testimony 

includes diverse, redundant routes and multiple POIs. Are you aware of any 

regulation coming out of section 251(c) that would require such configurations? 

No, I am not aware of any regulation pursuant to either section 251(a) or section 

25 I(c) that would require such configurations to be implemented, although Wireline 

E91 1 Network providers could certainly negotiate such connections on their own. 

It should be noted that interconnection pursuant to section 251(c) is on the ILEC’s 

network, not the requesting carrier’s network. Diverse or redundant routing is also not 

required and might require the construction of facilities. The carrier arranging access 

to the Wireline E91 1 Network determines the quality of service that it provides to its 

end users for 9-1-1 calling, not the provider of the Wireline E91 1 Network. 
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Does Embarq require all carriers to interconnect to its selective routers through 

direct end office trunks? (Hicks’ Direct, page 15 at line 3). 

The standard language of Embarq’s interconnection agreement states that separate 

trunks will be established connecting the CLEC end office to each 91 I/E911 tandem. 

The terms do not specify that direct end office trunks must be used. The terms do not 

dictate to the CLECs how they engineer their network to determine which trunks to 

put their end user 9-1-1 calls on. The terms also do not require separate end office 

trunks for each PSAP serving the CLEC’s end users. The terms offered by Embarq do 

not prevent CLECs from employing a selective router to determine which 91 liE911 

tandem the call should be routed to, and Embarq is not opposed to them doing so. No 

company, not even Intrado, has specifically raised that issue with Embarq. CLECs 

may not have invested in selective routers and implemented the processes and systems 

needed to operate them efficiently, but Embarq does not h o w  what they have 

deployed within their network unless the CLECs advise Embarq that they have such 

facilities. CLECs are likely to have fewer access lines than Embarq, which has a 

direct impact on how they engineer their networks and the cost they are willing to 

incur (e.g. by investing in selective routers). Had Intrado asked about such an 

arrangement during the course of negotiations, Embarq would have agreed to that 

form of interconnection, but Intrado did not raise the issue. 
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1 Q. 

2 

3 A. Absolutely not. All Local exchange carriers, including CLECs can retain 1% of the 

4 amount of fees that it bills its end users for 9-1-1 calling for the administration of 

5 billing, collecting, and remitting the fee (§365.172(8)(3)(d)). The definition of “Local 

6 exchange carrier” in the Florida Statutes (§365.172(3)(0)) includes both ILECs and 

7 CLECs. CLECs are “Voice communications services providers” as defined at 

8 §365.172(3)(cc). The regulations do not prohibit a CLEC from filing a tariff in order 

9 to bill PSAPs for the services that it provides (§365.172(9)), and unlike ILECs, 

10 CLECs have the ability to include these costs in any end user rates that they choose 

11 without seeking approval from the Commission. So, clearly, CLECs have ample 

12 opportunity to recover their costs, contrary to the testimony of Mr. Hicks. If a 

13 business consistently incurs expenses that it fails to recover from providing service, it 

14 will ultimately go out of business if the losses are great enough. 

Are CLECs denied the opportunity to recover the costs of providing 9-1-1 calling 

to their end users? (Hicks’ Direct, page 15 at line 18). 

15 

16 Q. 

17 user rates? 

18 A. No, they do not. ILECs’ rates for providing basic services, which includes 9-1-1 

19 dialing, are regulated. 

Do ILECs have the same freedom as CLECs with respect to changing their end 

20 

21 Q. Why is this important? 

22 A. 

23 

This is important because ILECs, like Embarq, also incur costs to provide 9-1-1 

service, but they don’t have as much leeway to recover such costs. In this case, 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Intrado refuses to address the issue of the cost of providing 9-1-1 calling in any 

meaningful manner. In Docket No. 080089-TP, Intrado (albeit unsuccessfully) sought 

to deny ILECs the right to charge PSAPs for services provided by such ILECS. In 

taking this position, Intrado totally ignores the fact that ILECs are unlike wireless 

carriers who get a distribution of the end user fees directly from the E91 1 fund rather 

than from the PSAP. Intrado seeks to establish an un-even playing field that is not 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

12 

13 

14 A. 

15 

competitively neutral with respect to providing 9-1-1 calling, to the detriment of 

ILECs, and which is inconsistent with that aspect of the Florida statute 

(§365.172(2)(e)). 

Has Embarq refused to provide Intrado with interconnection that is at parity 

with what Embarq provides itself, an affiliate, or other carriers? (Hicks’ Direct, 

Page 15 at line 19 through Page 16, line 14). 

Absolutely not. Embarq has offered Intrado the same arrangements that Embarq has 

with other entities. My Direct Testimony provides a detailed explanation of each type 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 would have agreed. 

of arrangement that is at issue in this proceeding and how interconnection is provided 

today (panty) (see, Exhibits JMM-1 through JMM-6). Intrado is not seeking a “level 

playing field” as it claims (Hicks’ Direct, Page 16, at line 3), rather Intrado has 

requested special treatment. Furthermore, as I pointed out previously, had Intrado 

sought to use inter-selective routing for delivering end user 9-1-1 traffic, Embarq 
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1 Q. 
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3 line 14). 

4 A. 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 class marking. 

20 

Do you agree that the use of inter-selective routing is inconsistent with NENA 

recommendations for default routing principles? (Hicks’ Direct, page 17 at 

The NENA default routing standards do not really lend themselves to such an 

interpretation. First, default routing involves 9-1-1 calls that lack selective routing 

information, which according to the NENA standards document represents about two 

tenths of one percent of 9-1-1 calls. (See NENA Standard for Enhanced 9-1-1 (E9-1-1) 

Default routing Assignments and Functions, NENA 03-008, Version 1, January 19, 

2008, 53.5). Furthermore, the document goes on to state that class marking may 

actually result in more misrouted calls “than would occur for the occasional ANI 

failure default call” due to the manual process involved with class marking, which can 

also be referred to as line class coding, line attributes, or line level translations. It is 

more efficient to use less trunking rather than more trunking. When class marking is 

used, the potential point of failure for determining how to route the customer’s 9-1-1 

call is at the central office, especially if a manual assignment process is used. When 

selective routing is used to determine how to route the customer’s 9-1-1 call, the 

potential point of failure is the selective router, not at the central office. Thus using 

selective routing does not introduce any additional points of failure when compared to 
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3 A. 
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10 

11 
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13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

How would 9-1-1 calls be routed if Embarq uses inter-selective routing rather 

than class marking? 

For non-default calls (which represent approximately 99.8% of 9-1-1 calls), ANI 

would be routed over the inter-selective routing trunks to Intrado’s selective router 

which would use that information to route the calls properly. In essence, Embarq 

would use its selective router to point the calls to Intrado’s selective router rather than 

to a PSAP. It’s difficult to understand why Intrado would criticize such a 

configuration since this is exactly the type of interconnectivity that Intrado is pressing 

for in Issue 4 and depicted in Exhibit JMM-4. For default calls, Embarq could route 

the calls to one of the PSAPs that it serves, which in tum could forward the call to a 

PSAP that Intrado serves, should that be necessary. By comparison, Mr. Hicks is 

essentially arguing that PSAPs should have to buy Intrado’s bundled service offerings 

(Hicks’ Direct, Page 10 at line 19). 

Could the use of inter-selective routing result in an unreasonable delay in 

dispatching emergency providers? 

This type of arrangement is very much like the primary-secondary arrangements 

which are used today in providing emergency services with very satisfactory results; 

however, if Embarq ever determined that such an arrangement was not providing 

Embarq end user customers with satisfactory service, Embarq would implement the 

measures necessary to eliminate any problems. Embarq takes its role in providing 9- 

1-1 service to its end users and to Emergency Service professionals seriously and 

Embarq would not jeopardize that service simply to make life more difficult for 
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16 
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23 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

another company seeking to compete in the provision of components of the Wireline 

E91 1 Network. 

Is Embarq’s use of selective routers an attempt to unduly charge for services as 

Intrado implies? 

No. It is possible that Intrado’s opposition to Embarq’s use of inter-selective router 

trunking may actually be intended to prevent Embarq from being compensated by 

PSAPs as a secondary provider for the selective routing performed by Embarq. 

Compensation, as well as the relationship that providers have with PSAPs, is an issue 

in this proceeding. However, Embarq has agreed not to charge PSAPs for selective 

routing when it is used solely for the purpose of aggregating 9-1-1 traffic for Embarq 

end users, in situations where Embarq is not acting as a secondary provider. 

Do you agree with the assertion by Mr. Hicks that Embarq’s position places 

Intrado at a disadvantage? (Hicks’ Direct, Page 17 at line 20). 

No, and Mr. Hicks does not provide any support for his assertion. 

Intrado’s position does just the opposite, putting Embarq at a disadvantage. 

In contrast, 

How does Intrado’s position put Embarq at a disadvantage? 

As I explained in my Direct Testimony (page 45 at line 6), Intrado’s proposal to force 

Embarq to implement class marking would require Embarq to modify its local service 

provisioning processes nationwide and incur the additional costs of re-engineering and 

installing new 9-1-1 trunks and transport throughout its network for no legitimate 
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11 
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13 

14 
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16 
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I8  

19 

20 

reason. If class marking were a more efficient form of determining how to route 9- 1 - 1 

calls. it would be employed universally instead of selective routing. The whole 

purpose of selective routing is to provide a more efficient, more accurate form of 

routing 9-1-1 calls. 

Class marking, on the other hand, is a manual process in which each end user’s 

telephone number is programmed in the serving central office switch to correspond to 

a specific 9-1-1 trunk goup when the end user dials 9-1-1. The 9-1-1 trunk group is 

connected directly to a selective router, which takes the 9-1-1 call and switches it to 

the appropriate PSAP. When a single switch supplies dial tone to a large area that is 

served by multiple PSAPs, class marking requires separate 9-1-1 trunks for each 

PSAP. For example, if Embarq has a host switch that provides local service to 

customers in 10 counties with 10 different PSAPs, class marking would require 

Embarq to establish 10 different sets of 9-1-1 trunks, one set for each PSAP, as well as 

to manually program each end user’s line into the switch. By comparison, if Embarq 

has combined 9-1-1 trunks which are already established to an Embarq selective 

router, and that router is already determining which of the 10 PSAPs to route the 9-1 -1 

call to, Embarq could provide the same functionality with a single trunk group from its 

selective router to Intrado’s selective router. There is no support in statutes or 

regulations for Intrado’s position. 

22 Q. 

23 marking? 

Has Embarq conducted an estimate of what it would cost it to implement class 
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1 A. 

2 

3 

We have not gone through the exercise of a formal cost analysis, but a detailed study 

is not required to understand the magnitude, complexity, and scope of the task. The 

steps to implement class marking are as follows: 

4 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Line class attribute tables would have to be established for each county and 

each PSAP served by the Embarq central office. Each table essentially defines 

calling plans for segments of customers. For example, a table is established for 

customers that want to block certain types of calls. 

If a central office currently has 5 such tables and that central office serves 5 

counties Embarq would have to engineer and program 25 tables that would 

have to be maintained on an ongoing basis. 

Separate trunk groups, including transmission facilities, would have to be 

engineered and installed. 

Each of the 1.7 million lines in Florida would have to be reprogrammed into 

the new tables. This would require Embarq to establish some methodology, 

which has not previously been developed, to map each line to the new tables 

prior to reprogramming. It would take Embarq technicians hundreds of 

thousands of hours to reprogram each line separately if it were done manually, 

and Embarq does not currently have a mechanized way of accomplishing this 

task. Embarq’s engineering and translations processes are designed around the 

efficient use of selective routers and the standards defining that use. 
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Embarq’s ordering and provisioning systems would have to be redesigned to 

include a method for assigning each new line to the appropriate line attribute 

table. Modifications of these systems are costly and time consuming. 

Given these facts, as well as the fact that Intrado is demanding that Embarq deploy 

this method of routing in other states, there is no question that it would cost Embarq in 

excess of a million dollars to implement this inefficient and potentially error-prone 

method of determining how to route 9-1-1 calls. The Embarq engineers that I have 

discussed this with have described this as a nightmare scenario. If Embarq went to 

this trouble, Embarq could route the calls directly from its switches to the PSAP along 

with ANI and bypass Intrado’s selective router. That may be one of the reasons that 

Intrado wants to prevent Embarq from using its selective routers on Embarq’s side of 

the POI to switch Embarq end user 9-1-1 calls. 

I L  

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Doesn’t Embarq have to provide Intrado with any technically feasible form of 

interconnection? (Hicks’ Direct, Page 18 at line 17). 

The requirement to provide technically feasible forms of interconnection does not 

mean any possible form of interconnection. It also does not mean that ILECs have to 

bear any cost to make it happen. Neither does it mean that Embarq cannot retain 

responsibility for the management, control, and performance of its own network 

(Local Competition First Report and Order, CC 96-98,1203). 

LL 
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Please explain? 

The FCC justifies its reasoning for ordering ILECs to provide any technically feasible 

form of interconnection on the basis that requesting carriers are required to pay ILECs 

for the cost of interconnection. The FCC has articulated this concept as follows: 

Of course, a requesting carrier that wishes a "technically feasible" but 

expensive interconnection would, pursuant to section 252(d)(l), be 

required to bear the cost of that interconnection, including a reasonable 

profit. (Local Competition First Report and Order, CC96-98,7199, Emphasis 

added). 

If, as SBC contends, we are to presume that Congress was aware of the 

Commission's analysis of the technical feasibility of 900 call blocking, the 

1996 Act appears squarely to reject that view of technical feasibility. 

Moreover, unlike the costs of providing 900 call blocking, which we imposed 

largely on LECs in the 900 Service order, as noted above, to the extent 

incumbent LECs incur costs to provide interconnection or access under 

sections 251(c)(2) or 251(c)(3), incumbent LECs may recover such costs 

from requesting carriers. (Local Competition First Report and Order, CC96- 

98, r/200, Emphasis added). 

Section 251(c)(2) lowers bamers to competitive entry for camers that have not 

deployed ubiquitous networks by permitting them to select the points in an 
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incumbent LEC's network at which they wish to deliver traffic. Moreover, 

because competing carriers must usually compensate incumbent LECs for 

the additional costs incurred by providing interconnection, competitors 

have an incentive to make economically efficient decisions about where to 

interconnect. (Local Competition First Report and Order, CC96-98,1209, 

Emphasis added). 

We also conclude that, as long as new entrants compensate incumbent 

LECs for the economic cost of the higher quality interconnection, 

competition will be promoted. (Local Competition First Report and Order, 

CC96-98,1225, Emphasis added). 

Moreover, since requesting carriers will bear the costs of other methods of 

interconnection or access, this approach will not impose an undue burden on 

the incumbent LECs. (Local Competition First Report and Order, CC96-98, 

1552, Emphasis added). 

The FCC reasoned that competing carriers could minimize their costs of 

interconnection by choosing the most efficient points of interconnection on the ILECs 

network, not the requesting carrier's network. For example: 

The interconnection obligation of section 25 1 (c)(2), discussed in this section, 

allows competing carriers to choose the most efficient points at which to 
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exchange traffic with incumbent LECs, thereby lowering the competing 

carriers' costs of, among other things, transport and termination of traffic. 

(Local Competition First Report and Order, CC96-98,7172). 

Section 251(c)(2) imposes upon incumbent LECs "the duty to provide, for the 

facilities and equipment of any requesting telecommunications carrier, 

interconnection with the local exchange carrier's network . . . for the 

transmission and routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access." 

Such interconnection must be: (1) provided by the incumbent LEC at "any 

technically feasible point within 

Report and Order, CC96-98,7173, Emphasis added). 

network;" (Local Competition First 

Competing carriers have control over where to locate their network facilities to 

minimize self deployment costs, or the costs of using third-party altematives 

for transport from the incumbent LEC's network.. . . Competing carriers 

control, in part, how they design and locate their networks, as opposed to 

obtaining a connection between two incumbent LEC wire centers. For 

instance, a competing carrier can choose to locate its switch very close to an 

incumbent LEC wire center to minimize costs associated with deploying fiber 

over longer distances. Similarly, a competing carrier can choose to locate its 

network equipment, such as its switch, near other competing carriers to share 

costs, or near existing competitive fiber providers that have already deployed 

competitive transport facilities.. ..Moreover, we find that our more limited 
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definition of transport is consistent with the Act because it encourages 

competing carriers to incorporate those costs within their control into 

their network deployment strategies rather than to rely exclusively on the 

incumbent LEC’s network. (See Triennial Review Order, 1367). 

Issue Number 3: 

What terms and conditions should govern points of interconnection (POIs) when: 

(a) Intrado is the designated 911/E911 service provider? 

(b) Embarq is the designated 911/E911 service provider? 

(c) lntrado requests the use of a mid-span meet point? (see number 8 below) 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Do the interconnection requirements included in section 251(c) obligate Embarq 

to establish POIs on lntrado’s network? (Hicks’ Direct, page 19 at  line 15). 

No, the requesting carrier must select a POI within or on the ILECs network. 

Do the interconnection requirements included in section 251(c) obligate Embarq 

to establish geographically diverse Pols? (Hicks’ Direct, page 19 at  line 15). 

No. Geographically diverse routes are at the option and expense of the entity 

establishing those routes, taking into account the costs to implement this form of 

interconnection. 
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Q. Do you agree that the POI is at Emharq’s selective router when Embarq is the 

provider of the Wireline E911 Network? (Hicks’ Direct, page 22 at  line 5). 

Yes. As stated in my Direct Testimony (page 48 at line 15), this is the POI for 

interconnection with the Wireline E91 1 Network when Embarq is the provider of the 

Wireline E91 1 Network. 

A. 

Q. Do you agree that each carrier bears the cost of delivering originating traffic to 

the POI? (Hicks’ Direct, page 22, at line 17). 

Yes, in the context of section 251(c) negotiations. Embarq has even agreed to this 

concept with respect to commercial arrangements between Embarq and Intrado 

(Maples Direct, page 42 at line 9). 

A. 

Issue Number 4: 

(a) Should specific terms and conditions be included in the ICA for inter-selective 

router trunking? If so, what are the appropriate terms and conditions? 

(b) Should specific terms and conditions be included in the ICA to support PSAP- 

to-PSAP call transfer with automatic location information (“ALP)? If so, what 

are the appropriate terms and conditions? 

Q. Has Emharq refused to implement inter-selective routing with Intrado? 
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1 A. 

2 

3 

No. As I stated in my Direct Testimony (page 32 at line 16) inter-selective routing 

arrangements as depicted in Exhibit JMM-4 are commercial arrangements, which 

Embarq is willing to enter into with Intrado. 

4 

5 Q. 

6 

7 A. 

8 

9 

Has Embarq refused to implement inter-selective routing transfer arrangements 

in Florida? (Hicks’ Direct, page 24 at l i e  4). 

As stated in my Direct Testimony (page 34 at line l), Embarq has implemented inter- 

selective routing arrangements with Verizon and AT&T. Embarq also offers transfer 

arrangements to PSAPs in its Florida tariff. 

10 

11 Q. Do you agree with Mr. Hicks’ characterization that inter-selective routing 

12 (Hicks’ Direct, page 25 at 

13 line 2). 

14 A. Intrado may view it that way, but it is not an accurate description of situations 

15 involving two separate Wireline E91 1 Network providers who are serving their 

16 separate respective PSAPs. This perspective by Intrado certainly doesn’t promote 

17 cooperation between Wireline E911 Network providers. This is a peering 

18 arrangement in which both parties provide services to different PSAPs, and the parties 

19 are not competing with one another once the PSAPs have designated them as their 

20 respective Wireline E91 1 Network providers. 

21 

arrangements are between competing providers? 
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1 Q. 

2 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 by the PSAPs. 

Is Mr. Hicks correct in stating that it is unnecessary to get the cooperation and 

approval of PSAPs before implementing inter-selective routing for transferring 

calls between the two? (Hicks’ Direct, Page 25 lines 14 through 22). 

The ability to transfer calls between PSAPs must obviously have the concurrence of 

the PSAPs in order to implement and utilize the functionality. PSAPs establish these 

arrangements after reaching agreement with each other on what functionality is to be 

provided and to ensure that they train their personnel to handle the transferred calls 

and arc prepared to accept them. Embarq implements those arrangements as requested 

IO 

1 I Q. Should this Commission consider Mr. Hicks’ comment relating an FCC inquiry 

12 regarding diverse and redundant interconnections as sufficient support for 

13 obligating Embarq to engage in such configurations? (Hicks’ Direct, Page 26 at 

14 line 21). 

15 A. 

16 

17 

Absolutely not. Mr. Hicks docs not provide where the FCC has said this nor does 

such a statement have any impact on Embarq’s obligations with respect to section 

251(a) or section 251(c) of the Act. 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 A. 

22 

What response do you have to Mr. Hicks’ complaint beginning on page 27 at line 

14 of his Direct Testimony regarding a limitation on inter-tandem switching? 

Embarq is not aware of any terms and conditions that it has proposed with respect to 

inter-selective routing that includes a limitation, as referred to by Mr. Hicks, or the 
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A. 
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requirement for any additional documentation. Mr. Hicks did not take the time to 

directly identify terms he refers to. 

Is there an issue between the parties with respect to network upgrades or dial 

plans? (Hicks Direct, page 28 at lines 1 and 18). 

Embarq is unaware of any issues with respect to notification of network upgrades or 

dial plans. 

Has Embarq refused to provide Intrado the same functionality that it provides in 

other inter-selective routing arrangements? 

No. Embarq has agreed to provide Intrado inter-selective routing via a commercial 

arrangement, which is at parity with what Embarq provides to other Wireline E91 1 

Network providers in Florida (Maples Direct, page 34 at line 1). 

Issue Number 5: 

Should the interconnection agreement include the terms and conditions under 

which Embarq orders services from Intrado? If so, what are the appropriate 

terms and conditions? 

Q. Did Intrado’s Direct Testimony with respect to this issue provide any support for 

why these terms should be included in a section 251(c) interconnection 

agreement? 
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A. Intrado witness Hicks addressed this issue in his Direct Testimony in one short 

paragraph beginning on page 29 at line 18, through page 30 at line 4, simply stating 

that the agreement should include such terms based on the rationale that Intrado and 

Embarq are “co-carriers”, but his testimony does not include any supporting 

arguments why this should be in a section 251(c) agreement. I find it interesting that 

Embarq is referred to here as a co-carrier, which seems at odds with Intrado’s 

characterization in Issue 4 that peering arrangements are between competitors. 

Issue Number 6: 

Q. 

A. 

(b) What terms and conditions shot del in the ICA to a dress access 

to 911/E911 database information when Intrado is the designated 911/E911 

service provider? 

Does Embarq’s obligation to provide access to 91 1/E911 databases vary 

depending upon which entity provides the database functionality to the PSAP? 

(Hicks’ Direct, page 30 at line 16). 

Yes it does. As I discussed in my Direct Testimony (page 38 at line 15), Embarq’s 

obligation to provide unbundled access to 91 1/E911 databases only applies when 

Embarq provides the official databases to the PSAP, in which case connecting voice 

providers need such access to enable 9-1-1 calling for their end users (see Triennial 

Review Order, 1 557) That obligation does not exist when some other entity provides 

the databases to the PSAP. Mr. Hicks’ single reference to the unbundling obligation at 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 Q. 

6 

7 

8 A. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

line 16 on page 30 implies that Embarq’s unbundling obligation even applies when 

Intrado maintains the database for the PSAP. This is not an accurate understanding of 

the obligation. 

Doesn’t Embarq have an obligation to put the ALl records for its end users into 

the E911 databases maintained by Intrado if Intrado provides these services to 

the PSAP? 

Embarq must load the records for its end users into the ALI database maintained by 

the PSAPs designated database provider in order to comply with Federal regulations 

that require Embarq to provide 9-1-1 calling for Embarq’s end users. This is not the 

same thing as providing unbundled access. Embarq has agreed that it will load its end 

user records if Intrado is the database access, but this arrangement would be subject to 

a section 251(a) commercial agreement. There are likely millions of voice lines that 

are provided in Florida through CLECs, wireless carriers, and VoIP providers that 

must also be entered into ALI databases outside of any unbundling obligation. It 

simply does not make sense, nor is it necessary for competitive entry, to take a 

position that when ILECs provide their end user records into the ALI database of a 

separate Wireline E911 Network provider, they must do so pursuant to section 

251(c)(3) of the Act, when the millions of lines of the other providers are not subject 

to the same requirement. If, as Intrado claims, Embarq must provide its end user 

records to Intrado’s database on an unbundled basis, Intrado would be obligated to pay 

Embarq for those records. 
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Issue Number 7: 

Should 911/E911 Service calls be included in the type of traffic to be exchanged 

by the Parties over local interconnection trunks? 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Hicks that 911 and E911 calls are exchanged between the 

parties over local interconnection trunks? (Hicks’ Direct, page 31 at  line 8). 

No. As I discussed in my Direct Testimony (page 14 at line 9), Intrado does not 

provide basic local service and 9-1 -1 calling is jurisdictionally agnostic (Maples 

Direct, page 28 at line 23). Calls from end users dialing 9-1-1 are not switched over 

local interconnection trunks but are routed over specialized trunks dedicated to 9-1 -1 

A. 

calling. 

Issue Number 8: 

What are En obligations uil 

Q. 

A. Yes. 

Have the Parties resolved this issue? 

DU transpoi cilil S? 
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1 Issue Number 9: 

2 Under §251(c), should Embarq be required to maintain certain company 

3 identifiers and codes to interconnect with Intrado and terminate traffic on 

4 Intrado’s network? 

5 

6 Q. Have the Parties resolved this issue? 

7 A. Yes. 

8 

9 

10 Issue Number 11: 

11 

12 ICA? 

13 

How should the term “End User” be defined and where should it be used in the 

14 Q. Which Intrado witness addressed this issue? 

15 A. Intrado witness Cynthia Clugy spoke to the issue on page 5 at line 1 of her testimony. 

16 

17 Q. How does she support Intrado’s broad definition of “End User”? 

18 A. She provides no support for Intrado’s position, and simply states a summary 

19 conclusion that the definition of “End User” should include all entities purchasing 

20 telecommunications services from Intrado, including govemmental entities and 

21 

22 

communication providers that are purchasing services at retail 
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1 Q. Does the definition of “End User” that Intrado proposes include these entities? 

2 A. Yes it does, but as I outlined in my Direct Testimony beginning on page 66, the 

3 definition of “End User” proposed by Intrado is impermissibly broad and also 

4 encompasses any entity that buys wholesale telecommunications services from 

5 Intrado, including carriers and entities such as Vonage. Ms. Clugy’s testimony admits 

6 that it is Intrado’s intent to include carrier customers (Clugy Direct, page 5 at line 8). 

7 

8 Q. 

9 to retail services? 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

But doesn’t Ms. Clugy’s testimony limit the telecommunications services at issue 

Ms. Clugy’s testimony does make that point; however, the definition proposed by 

Intrado does not include that limitation nor has Intrado offered that up. Ms. Clugy 

does not define the meaning of the term “at retail.” Intrado’s definition also includes 

additional ambiguous language that would allow for an entity buying services from 

Intrado to then resell that service on a wholesale basis, which does not constitute 

selling a service “at retail”. 

16 

17 Q. What ambiguous language are you talking about? 

18 A. 

19 

20 

The definition of “End User” proposed by Intrado (see below) includes an “andor” 

phrase which changes the meaning of “End User” to include an entity that uses the 

service that is purchased, even if the entity is not the subscriber of record 

21 
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1.54 “End-User” means the individual that subscribes to (subscriber of record) 

andor uses the Telecommunications Services provided by Embarq or 

INTRADO COMM. (Emphasis added.) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

This further broadens the meaning of “End User” to the point where it could be read to 

include any entity in any situation. 

7 

8 Q* 

9 A. 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

What does the phrase “at retail” mean? 

The FCC provided the following definition in the Timer Wamer Decision 

(Memorandum Opinion and Order, WC Docket No. 06-55, DA 07-709, Released 

March 1,2007) at footnote 19: 

To resolve the confusion over the meaning of “wholesale,” we affirm the 

longstanding Commission usage of a wholesale transaction of a service or 

product as an input to a further sale to an end user, in contrast to a retail 

transaction for the customer’s own personal use or consumption. Deployment 

of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC 

Docket No. 98-147, Second Report and Order, 14 FCC Rcd 19237, 19423, 

para. 13 (1999) (“Black’s Law Dictionary defines retail as ‘[a] sale for final 

consumption in contrast to a sale for further sale or processing (Le., wholesale) 

. . . to the ultimate consumer.”’) (quoting Black’s Law Dictionary 1315 (6th 

ed. 1990)). 

As contemplated by these definitions, the entity “at the end of the food chain” that 

ultimately consumes the service is the “End User”. 
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1 

2 Q* 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 Q* 

10 

1 1  A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q. 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 Q. 

22 A. 

23 

Can carriers and companies such as Vonage be classified as an “End User”? 

They can if they are the ultimate consumer of the service. For example, when a carrier 

buys business 1-party service for its business office personnel to use in conducting 

company business, that carrier is buying a service at retail. However, if that camer 

buys the same business 1-party service to sell to another entity, as in the case of resale, 

that carrier is buying at wholesale. 

Are the services that Intrado sells to carriers and companies such as Vonage 

retail or wholesale services? 

The services that Intrado sells, such as its database services, are used by carriers and 

entities like Vonage to provide 9-1-1 calling to their “End Users” and they are also 

used by PSAPs to provide Emergency Services to the individual making the 9-1-1 call. 

The “consumer” of the ultimate service is not the carrier or Vonage, but the individual 

making the 9-1-1 call or the PSAP. 

Are entities like PSAPs end users? 

PSAPs do purchase retail services, and like any government agency could be classified 

as end users. 

Does the definition of end user proposed by Embarq include PSAPs? 

The definition of end user proposed by Embarq does not include PSAPs, since PSAPs 

do not make 9-1-1 calls, they receive them. However, Embarq is willing to 
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1 

2 

supplement the definition of end user which Embarq obtained from the NENA Master 

Glossary of 9-1-1, as follows, in order to include PSAPs: 

3 

4 1.54 For the purposes of this agreement “End-User’’ means the individual that 

5 

6 

7 

makes the 9-1-1 call or the PSAP receiving the call for the purpose of 

initiating the emergency or public safety response. 

8 Q. 

9 

Is Embarq willing to use this definition for every location in the ICA where 

Intrado has inserted the term “End User”? 

10 A. Unfortunately, that approach would be problematical. While Embarq has offered to 

11 amend the definition of the term “End User” in order to include PSAPs, every use of 

12 the term proposed by Intrado (which includes not only un-capitalized references to end 

13 users, but also subscribers or customers) would have to be examined to ensure that it 

14 actually applies to an “End User”. 

15 

16 Issue Number 12: 

17 

18 

19 Q. Have the Parties resolved this issue? 

20 A. Yes. 

21 

How should the term “Enhanced 911 Service” be defined in the ICA? 

22 
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Issue Number 13: 

Should the term “designated” or the term “primary” be used to indicate which 

Party is serving the 911 Authority? 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Do you agree with Mr. Hicks’ characterization that if the terms that are in 

dispute refer to a “primary” provider of the 911 system that there must be a 

“secondary” provider (Hicks’ Direct, page 32 at line lo)? 

Not necessarily. The use of the word “primary” does not mandate that there is a 

“secondary” provider. It does, however, recognize the fact that there could be a 

secondary provider. As I discussed in my Direct Testimony (page 75 at line 16), 

Intrado’s proposal to use only the word “designated” provider is likely intended to 

prevent Embarq and other ILECs from billing PSAPs for services that such ILECs 

provide in accordance with the tariffs that have been approved by the Commission. 

This result is inconsistent with the Commission’s ruling on Intrado’s request for a 

declaratory statement in Docket No. 080089. 

Is the usage of the term likely to be confused with the concept of “primary” and 

“secondary” PSAPs? (Hicks’ Direct, page 32 a t  line 11). 

No. The terms proposed by Embarq clearly identifies the “primary” entity as the one 

that provides the 91 1 system to the county. These terms have also been included in 

Embarq’s standard interconnection agreement for years without any dispute 

whatsoever. Furthermore, NENA documentation for providing 9-1 -1 calling to VoIP 

end users mandates that the VoIP Position Center (“VPC”) be identified as “the 

57 



- *  ’ - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15  

16 

17 

18 

19 

Docket No. 070699-TP 
Rebuttal Testimony of James M. Maples 

Filed: May 28,2008 

secondary Company (Data Provider)” in the ALI database (see NENA Interim VoIP 

Architecture for Enhanced 9-1-1, page 81). 

SECTION 111: CONCLUSION 

Q. 

A. 

Please summarize your Rebuttal Testimony? 

My Rebuttal Testimony has shown that Emharq understands its obligations under 

section 251(c) of the Act, and that Embarq has proposed terms and conditions that 

comport with these obligations and provide Intrado with parity access. My Rebuttal 

Testimony has addressed the specific arguments posed by Intrado’s witnesses in a 

detailed manner, showing that many of Intrado’s demands are unsupported, 

unreasonable or overreaching. 

The Commission should reject lntrado’s positions on the disputed issues in this 

arbitration and find in favor of Embarq. 

Q. 

A. Yes. 

Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 
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SLHLFLXARSO 
STCDFLXARSO 
STMKFLXARSO 
S T R K F LXA D S 0 
TLHSFLXGRSC 
TLCHFLXARSO 
UMlLFLXARSO 
WCHLFUADSO 
WSNFLXARSO 
WLWDFLXARSO 
WLSTFLXARSO 
ZLSPFLXARSO 

- 
Band 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

- 

- 
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9 

Punla Gorda 
Port Charlotfe 
Cape Haze I Lady Lake 
OCSI. 
Highlands 
Forst 
Ocklawha 
Salt springs 
Silver Springs shores 

DeFuniak Spnngr 
Marianna 
Ponce de leon 
Reynold3 Hili 
WeStville 

Wlidwwd 



Windermere 
Winter Garden 
Winter Perk 
CYPreOI Lake 
Fort Myen 
LaBe11e 
Moore Haven 
Nanh Cape Corai 
CYPEJS Lake 
Regional m p ~ n  
Fan Myen Beach 
Fort Myen 
E m  Fon Myen 
South Fon Myen 
Lehigh Acres 
Nonh Fon Myen 
h n t a  Gods 

I Pine Island 
Sanibel-Captive Islands 

KiSSi"ee 
Reedy Creek 
Lake Brantiey 
Maitland 
Montverde 
Windsmere 
Winter Garden 
Winter Park 
Grand Ridge 
Greenwood 
Maione 
Marianna 
Sneads 
Regional Airpor! 
FOn Myers Beach 
Fon Myen 
East Fon Myers 
South Fon Myen 
Immokalee 

Sanibel-Captiva Islands 
Fon Wen 
East Fon Myen 
South Fon Myen 
Nonh Naples 
1""emeSI 
Sa" Antonio 



Dockct No. 070699-TP 

w&aw D.dk.ad 
OS( m 
R.t. R.h 

183.34 $896.86 
f151.57 $3.367.62 
$151.51 $3,367.62 
1151.57 $3.367.62 
$205.68 $4,006.01 
$205.53 $4001.91 
$151.57 $3,367.62 
1206.26 U.022.29 
1151.57 $3367.62 
$151.57 $3.387.62 
1151.57 $3,367.62 
$151.57 $3,367.62 
$5*19 $638.39 
$53.96 $63*32 

$218.64 13.492.47 
1151.57 $3,387.62 
1206.26 $4,022.29 
$151.57 $3,367.62 
$151.57 13,367.62 
$167.81 $2,945.86 
$301.84 %,698.60 
1162.14 12,786.91 
1202.12 $3,906.28 
$10440 $2,046.78 
f104.40 $2,046.76 
$158.16 $2,661.08 
$38019 $8.018.79 
1104.40 $2.046.76 
$168.54 $2.965.01 
$104.40 $2.046.76 
S2U.11 $5.054.15 
$176.28 14.05959 
$176.23 M059.59 
$151.57 $356762 
U05.66 $4.006.01 
$205.53 $4.001.94 
$151.57 $3,367.62 
$151.57 $3,367.62 
$151.57 $3,367.62 
$101.93 11,977.58 
1278.22 $6,037.16 
SI0133 $1,977.56 
$27832 $6.037.16 
$218.22 $6,037.16 
1101.93 $1,977.56 
$101.93 $1.977.56 
1254.16 $5,363.50 
$176.29 U.059.59 
$66.82 $994.55 

117829 $4.059.59 
$241.19 $5.877.04 
$17629 $4.059.59 
$101.93 $1.977.56 
1150.29 $2,455.17 
$176.29 $4.059.59 
1176.29 $4,059.59 
1176.29 W.668.53 
$241.19 $5.877.04 

$101.93 $1.977.56 

$195.40 $4.394.86 

$101.93 11.977.66 
127822 f6.037.16 

$278.21 f6.037.16 
$151.14 13.355.41 
$21832 $6,037.16 
127812 $6.037.16 

$243.11 $5,054.15 

s24i.19 ~ 6 , 8 7 7 . ~  

S196.40 $4,594.w 

1=.82 $991.55 

117619 $4.039.59 

%4& ICE 
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Flonda 

[DEDICATED TRANSPORT RATE SUMMARY 
FLORIDA[ 

DO178 Dl176 
W445 01445 
DO448 Dl448 
W178 01178 
W447 01447 
wM8 01448 
W079 01071 
W180 Dll8l 
W179 0117: 
W181 D118' 
W177 D117i 
W438 0143 
W238 0123 
DO239 01235 
W439 01439 
wM1 01441 
W442 D1442 
wM0 01440 
W443 01443 
w M 4  01444 
W789 01789 
W343 01343 
W296 01298 
W185 Dl185 
W166 01186 
W344 01344 
DO512 01512 
W187 01187 
DO188 D1188 
DO826 D1825 
DO828 Dl828 
DO827 01827 
DO450 D145t 
w456 014% 
DO458 01458 
W4Y2 01459 
DO481 01461 
w460 01460 
w462 01462 
DO068 D1088 
DO052 01062 
DO076 Dl078 
DO455 01455 
DO454 01454 
DO081 01081 
DO082 01082 
W829 01829 
W182 01182 
WOE6 D1086 
W453 01453 
00089 01089 
W189 01189 

I 

176 DDCYFLXADS1 TLCHFWRSO Dade Giy 
445 DESTFLXADSO DFSPFWAOSO ~ e s t i n  
M6 DESTFLXADSO FRPTFLXARSO ~ e ~ t i n  
178 DESTFLXADSO FWBFLXADSO De~tin 
447 DESTFUAOSO GLDLFLXARSO Destin 
448 DESTFLXADSO PNLNFLXARSO &stin 
79 DESTFLXADSO SGBHFLXARSO Destin 
180 DESTFLXADSO SHLMFLXADSO Desttn 
179 OESTFLXADSO SNRSFLXARSO D e m  
181 DESTFLXADSO VLPRFLXADSO Dertin 
177 DFSPFLXADSO FRPTFLXARSO DeFuniak Sprtngs 
438 DFSPFLXADSO FWBFLXADSO DeFunfak Springs 
238 DFSPFLXADSO GLDLFLXARSO DeFunlak Springs 
239 DFSPFLXADSO PNLNFLXARSO DeFuncakSpriogs 
439 DFSPFLXADSO RYHLFLXARSO DeFunlsk Sptings 
441 DFSPFLXADSO SGBHFLXARSO DeFunlsk wins 
442 DFSPFLXADSO SHLMFLXADSO DeFuniak Sptings 
440 DFSPFLXADSO SNRSFLX4FSc DeFunlak Springs 
443 DFSPFLXADSO VLPRFLXADSO DeFunmk Sptings 
444 DFSPFLXADSO WSTVFU(ARSO DeFunlak Springs 
789 ESTSFLXARSO GVLDFLXARSO E Y S ~ ~ E  
343 ESTSFLXARSO HOWYFLXARSO EUML 
296 ESTSFLXARSO LDLKFLXARSO Emtia 
185 ESTSFLXARSO LsBGFLXADSl €USUS 
186 ESTSFLXARSO MTDRFLXARSO Eu~tis 
344 ESTSFLXARSO MTVRFLXARSO Eustis 
512 ESTSFLXARSO OKLWFLXADSO Eustis 
le? ESTSFWRSO NRSFLXADSO Eustis 
166 ESTSFLXARSO UMTLFLXARSO EUS~S 
928 ESTSFWRSO WNGRFLXADSO Eu~ l i r  
928 NRGFLXARSO FTMYFUCDS2 Everglades 
827 EVRGFWRSQ MDISFLXADSO Everglade3 
4X NRGFLXARSO NPLSFUCDSO Everglades 
456 F R W W S O  FTWBFLXADSO Freeport 
456 F R P T F W S O  GLDLFLXARSO Freeport 
459 FRPTFLXARSO PNLNFLXARSO Freeport 
461 FRPTFLXARSO SGBHFLXARSO F r e e w  
460 FRPTFLXARSO SNRSFLXARSO Freepon 
462 FRPTFLXARSO VLPRFLXADSO Freeport 
68 FTMBFLXADSO FTMYFWDSO Fort Myers Beach 
62 FTMBFWDSO FTMYFUBDSO Fort Myen Beach 
78 FTMBFLXADSO NFMYFLXADSO Fort Myen Beam 

455 FTMBFLXADSO " P L F W D S I  Fon Myen Beach 
454 FTMBFLXADSO NPLSFUCDSO Fon Myers Beach 
81 FTMBFLXADM PNISFWDSO Fort Myen Beach 
82 FTMBFLXADSO SNISFLXAOSO Fon Myen Beach 
829 FTMOFWRSO SBNGFLXADSI Fort Meade 
162 FTMYFLXADSO FTMYFUBDSO Fort Myen 
66 FTMYFLXADSO FTMYFUCDSZ Fan Myers 
653 FTMYFLXADSO IMKLFLXARSO F d  Myers 
89 FTMYFLXADSO LBLLFLXADSO Fort Myers 
I89 FTMYFLXADSO LHACFLXADSO Fort Myers 
287 FTMYFLXADSO NFMYFLXADSO Fort Myers 
136 FTMYFLXADSO NFMYFUBRSO FonMyen 
182 
121 
101 

361 
378 
74 
765 
380 
88 
77 
184 
183 
265 
925 
63 
64 
134 
752 

00301 01301 
DO381 01381 
00378 01378 
W074 01074 
W755 Dl765 
DO380 01380 
WO88 Dl088 
DO077 01077 
W184 01184 
W183 01183 
DO265 01265 
DO825 Dl825 
DO063 01063 
DOOM 01064 
DO134 D113d 
W752 01752 

FTMYFLXADSO NNPLFLXADSI Fort Myen 
FTMYFLXADSO NPLSFUCDSO Fori Myers 
FTMYFLXADSO NPLSFUDDSO Fort Myen 
FTMYFLXADSO OKCBFLXADSO Fon Myen 
FTMYFLXADSO PNGRFLXADSi Fort y e n  
FTMMLY/\DSO PNISFLXADSO FortMyers 
FTMYFLXADSO PTCTFLXADSO Fon Myen 
FTMYFLXADSO SBNGFLXADSI FMMyeten 
FTMYFLXADSO SCPKFWRSO FmMyers 
FTMYFLXADSO SNISFLIADSO FwtMyws 
FTMYFUBDSO FTMYFU(CDS2 East Fort Myere 
FTMYFUBDSO LHACFWAOSO East Fwt Myers 
FTMYFUBDSO NFMYFLXADSO East Fort Myen 
FTMYFUBDSO NPLSFLXDOSO East Fon Myers 
FTMYFUBDSO PNISFLXADSO East Fori Myers 
FTMMUBOSO SNISFLXADSO Ern1 Fml Myen 
FTMYFUCDSZ LHACFLXADSO Soulh Fon Myen 
FTMYFUCDSZ NNPLFLXADSI Soum Fort Myen 

11 

I 

I. 

ake 

Trilacwchee 
DeFunisk Springs 
Freeport 
Fort Waiton Beach 
Glendale 
Pome de Lem 
Seagrove Beach 
Shalimar 
Saflla R05a Beach 
Valpwiso+4icenlle 
Freeport 
Fwt Wallon Beach 
Glendale 
PoncedeLean 
Reynolds Hili 
Seagrove Beach 
Shalimar 
Senla Rosa Beach 
Valpatix-Niceville 
WeJIYilie 
Gloveland 
Howy-in-the-HrII. 
Lady Lake 
Leesburp 
Mf. Dora 
Montverde 
Ocklawaha 
TBWreS 
Umatilla 
Winter Garden 
South Fwt Myers 
Mmo Island 
Naples S~utheaat 

Glendale 
Ponee de Leon 
Seagrove e a c h  
Sanla Rosa Beach 
Valpstiso-Niceville 
Fort Myers 
Earl Fort Myers 
North Fort Myers 
North Napis  
Naples Southeast 
Pine Island 
Sanibei-Captiva Islam 
Sebring 
Ea11 Fort Myers 
SoUlh Fon Myen 
1mokatee 
LaBeile 
Lehigh Anes 
North Fort Myers 
SUMO*Jl 
Nonh Napiee 
Naples soumea~t 
Naples Mwringr 
Oreechobee 
PUnta Gorda 
-ne Island 
Port Charlotte 
Sebnng 

FOn Wallon Beach 

Sa" Carlos PaMcypr 
Sanibei-Capliva lsian, 
South Fon Myers 
Lehigh Acres 
North Fort Myers 
Naples Moonngs 
Pine Island 
Sanibel-Capfiva l m n r  
Lehigh Acres 
North Naples 
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1109.11 1c1 
$237.9~ 1 $4349; 
11M.73 

FLDRID 
DEDICATED TRANSPORT RATE SUMMIRY 

$206.26 14,022.29 
1151.57 $3.367.62 
$206.26 54.02229 
1151.57 13.367.62 
1118.17 $1.555.6'1 
$118.17 $1,55561 

$61.15 1835.81 
$61.15 1835.81 

1108.06 $1.172.71 
$205.68 S4.006.01 
$205.58 $4.006.01 
1205.68 S4.006.0 
1176.29 14.059.59 
1176.29 14.059.59 
1176.29 $4.059.59 
1176 29 14.059.59 

53.405.62 

72 f T M F U C D S 2  PTCTFADS9 So.,, FOP M,ers 
9 FThNFLXCDSi NPLSFUDDSC S0.m Fon M ~ R  

I28 FThNFUtCDSZ SN S F A D S )  Surl- Fan M,ws 
451 FMBFLXADSO SGBHFARSO Fn- Wac- k s m  

$252 01 S4.426.53 
$133.94 $2,29684 
1133.94 I 12,29684 
1238.20 14039.94 
$189.69 $3,558.26 
$18424 $3,405.62 
I63.04 $7,022.03 

1133.94 $1,997.25 
1305.43 $5,922.52 
s254.89 15,383.85 

697 G L R D F W S O  MTVRFLXARSO Goldenrod 
322 I GLRDFLXADSO I WNDRFUARSO I Goldanmd 

DO009 01001 
W128 Dl121 
W457 0145; 
W190 011% 
W290 01291 
W l 9 l  01191 
W468 Dld6t 
W469 01465 
W200 D12M 
DO201 01201 
W463 01461 
DO465 D146E 
DO454 01464 
00466 D146f 
00195 01195 
DO199 01199 
W196 01196 
DO562 01562 
W388 01388 
W321 01321 
WZSO D1250 
W251 01251 
W597 01697 
W322 01322 
00252 01252 
W384 D1364 
DO759 01769 
W323 01323 
00240 01240 
DO273 01273 
DO272 01272 
DO202 Dl202 
DO203 01203 
W470 D1470 
DO795 Dl796 
W336 01338 
DO274 01274 
00325 01325 
WBM) Dl800 
W325 01326 
W363 01362 
W472 D147: 
DO473 0147: 
DO111 D111' 
DO316 D1311 
DO353 D13S 
DO345 D134! 
W346 D 1 W  
W802 D18D: 
W347 D1J.b; 
DO366 D136L 
DO477 D147i 
W478 01471 
DO479 0147: 
DO561 01551 
DO075 0107: 
DO340 D 1 W  
00341 0 1 w 1  
W275 01275 
DO788 01788 
00275 01276 
00085 Dl085 
DO480 D148C 
W114 01114 
W133 01133 
DO641 01841 
W277 D1277 
W630 01830 
W094 01094 
W772 D1772 
DO230 01230 

190 
290 
191 
468 
469 
200 
201 
463 
465 
464 
466 
195 
199 
196 
562 
388 
321 
2W 

WNGRFLXADSO 
WNPKFLXADSI 
WNPKFLXE03T 
LEE FLXARSO 
MDSNFLXADSO 
MMIFLXADSO 
TLHSFLXADSO 
WNFLXARSO 
MRNNFLXADSO 

. . ~~ 

FTWBFLXADSO SHLMFLXADSO Fori Wallon Beach 
FlWBFLXADSO SNRSFLXARSO Fort Wallon Beach 
FTWBFLXADSO VLPRFLXADSO Fort Watton Beach 
GDRGFLXADSO GNWOFUARSO Grand Ridge 
GDRGFLXADSO WLNFLXARSO Grand Ridge 
GDRGFLXADSC MRNNFLXADSO Grand Rrdge 
GDRGFLXAOSO SNDSFLXARSO Grand Ridge 
GLDLFLXARSO WLNFLXARSO Glendale 
GLDLFLYARSO SGBHFLXARSO Glendale 
GLDLFLXARSO SNRSFLXARSO Glendale 
GLDLFLXARSO VLPRFLXADSO Glendale 
GLGCFLXADSO MDISFLXADSO Golden Gate 
GLGCFLXADSO NNPLFLXADSI Golden Gate 
GLGCFLXADSO NPLSFLXCDSO Golden Gate 
GLGCFLXADSO NPLSFUDDSO Golden Gate 
GLRDFLXADSO WSMFU(ADS0 Goldenma 
GLRDFLXADSO KSSMFLXCDSl Goldenmd 
GLROFLXADSO LKBRFLXADSi (ioldanmd 

GOldenmd 
Goldenmd 
Gddenmd 
Gremvllte 
Greenvllle 
Greenwlle 
Greenmile 
Greenwood 
G<ee"wOod 

Port Charlotte 
Naple~ Mwnngr 

Seagmve Beach 
So s 1 i m a r 
smts Rosa Beach 
VBlparam-Nicenlle 
Greenwood 
Malone 
MWia""a 
Sneadr 
Ponee de Leon 
Seagrove Beach 
Senla Rosa Beam 
Vatparaeo-Nicevilte 
Malco Island 
Nom Naples 
Naples Southeast 
Naples Moonngs 
Klssimmee 
Reedy Creek 
LBke Wantley 
Maitland 
Monlverde 
Windemere 
Winter Gamen 
Winlei park 
Winter Park Toll Cenle 
Lee 
Madiron 
Monlicello 
Galhoun 
Malone 
Ma"a""a 
sneads 
HOwey-in-the-Hills 

LeeEbUrg 
Mt. Dora 
DMolverde 
TaVWaS 
Umslills 
Windermere 
Winter Garden 
winter P*h  
t""emBSS 
Lady Lske 
Leesburg 
M I  Dora 
Mnfverde 
TWaie9 
Umstilla 
wildwood 
Laselle 
Naples Soulhe& 
Naples Monngs 
OC& 
L N e Y  
starke 
kssimmee 
west Kls*immee 
SI. Cloud 
west KlSSlmmee 
Reedy Ceek 
SYenavenIura Lakes 
LBke Brantley 
Leerburg 
Sl. W w d  
Winter Garden 
winter Park 
Winter Park Toll Cenlt 
Reedy creek 

SaniDel-Capliva Islam 

Lady Lake 

252 
384 
769 
323 
240 
273 
272 
202 
203 

GLRDFLXADSO 
GLRDFLXADSO 
GLRDFLXADSO 
GNVLFLXARSO 
GNVLFLXARSO 
GNVLFLXARSO 
GNVLFLXARSC 
GNWDFLXARSO 
GNWDFLXARSO 

1254.89 
$57.01 
$57.01 

$118.17 
$255.18 
1403.48 

15.383.85 
$719.80 
1719.80 

11.555.61 
$5.391.99 
$8.668.03 

470 
796 
336 
274 
325 
800 
326 
363 
472 
473 
111 
318 
353 
345 
346 
802 
347 
366 
477 
478 
479 
661 
75 
YO 
341 
275 

GNWDFLXARSO SNDSFLXARSO Greenwood 
GVLDFLXARSO NOWLXARSO Groveland 
GVLDFLXARSO LDLKFLXARSD Gmvelsnd 
GVLDFLXARSO LSBGFLXADSI GrmlBnd 
GVLDFLXARSO MTDRFLXARSO Gmudaod 
GVLDFLXARSC MTVRFLXARSO Gmvelsnd 
GVLDFLXARSD NRSFLXAOSO Gmveland 
GVLDFLXARSO UMTLFWRSO Gmveland 
GVLDFLXARSO WNDRFLXARSO Groveland 
GVLDFLXARSO WNGRFLXADSO Gmveiaod 
GVLDFLXARSO WNPKFLXADSl Gmveland 
HMSPFLXARSO IWRFLXADSO HOmOBaSra Spnngs 
HOWYFWI\RSO LDLKFLXARSO HOWey-In-The-H~IIs 
HOWYFLXARSO LSBGFU(AOS1 HOT-In-The-HIIIs 
HOWYFLXARSO MTDRFLXARSO Howey-In-me-H~lIs 
HOWYFLXARSO MTVRFLXARSO Howey-In-The-Hills 
HOWYFWARSO NRSFLXADSO Howey-In-The-Hills 
HOWMLXARSO UMTLFLXARSO HOWey-In-The-HI113 
HOWYFLXARSO WLWDFUARSO Hwey-In-The-Hillo 
IMKLFLXARSO LSLLFLXADSO lmmokalae 
IMKLFLXARSO NPLSFWCDSO Immokalee 
IMKLFLXARSO NPLSFLXDDSO lmmokalee 
INVRFLXADSO OCALFLXADSO Inyemess 
KGLWLXARSO LWTYFLXARSO Kingrley Lake 
KGLKFLXARSO STRKFLXADSO kngsley Lake 
KNVLFLXARSD KSSMFLXADSO Kenanrv~lle 

1 

1197.44 
1307.84 
$355.80 
$301.84 
$365.97 
W2.41 
5305.76 
S426.06 
$82.16 

1263.78 
157.74 

$162.14 
$216.10 
$162.14 
1226.28 
$155.45 

14.65164 
16.698.60 
17.332.92 
$6.698.60 
$7,617.85 
$9,478.M 
16.808.51 
19.325AC 
$1.423.98 
$4,156.Y 

tT40.15 
$2,186.91 
$3,421.23 
$2,786.91 
I3.706.16 
12,599.67 

85 
480 
114 
133 
841 
277 
830 
94 
772 
230 

1254.89 1 $5.383.85 

KSSMFLXADSO KSSMFUBDSI k s s m " e  
KSSMFLXADSO KSSMFLXCDSI Kirsimmea 
KSSMFLXADSO KSSMFUDRSO Klsslmmee 
KSSMFLXADSO LWRFLXADSI k r r m "  
KSSMFLXADSO LSBGFLXADSI kuimmee 
KSSMFLXADSO STCDFLZARSO ks~rmmee 
KSSMFLXADSC WNGRFLXADSO k w m m e e  
KSSMFLXAOSO W N P K F W S l  kssrmmee 
KSSMFLXADSO WNPKFUE03T K l s s m "  
KSSMFLXBDSl KSSMFLXCDSI W s t  Kk~s!mmee 

1146.32 
1192.09 
1225.59 
1211.83 
$57.79 

1121.19 
$18424 
$67.77 

12,782.16 
S3.625d.2 
$4.83.66 
$5.05482 

ICE 
52,515.90 
$3405.62 
$1,021.01 

S417.48 $9,936.64 
117629 14.059.59 
$151.14 13.355.41 
Sl97.44 54.65164 

$58.32 1756.43 
158.32 1756.43 

$211.83 I 15,05482 

1 
i 

Florida 
12 





psz 
LV 

DEL 
182 
Z6 L 
OLE 
L LE 
Ll8 
66 
zoc 
808 
86 

SDC 
VOZ 
612 
9s 
OLL 
ELI 
16 
18 

LOT 
CVS 
061 
102 



Docket No. 070699-TP 
Pricc List Provided to Intrilllo 

Rcviscd-Exhibit JMM-12,  Pagc 15 of 15 

No* 
bdTml 
ROMI.  

DEDICATED TRANSPORT RATE SUMMARY 

D0dh.t.d DMk- 
DSI OSS 
R.1. R.(. 

$111.41 11,366.33 
161.81 1854.12 

1130.09 11.889.36 
1117.88 11,54?.46 

186.96 11.5YI.31 
1130.09 11,88918 
1111.41 $1,366.33 
161.61 $854.12 

1111.41 f1.366.33 
flM1.54 12,966.01 

$30.00 $401.62 
$241.19 $5,877.04 
1126.64 $2,669.54 
1126.64 12,669.54 
1121.19 12.516.90 
$63.04 1886.72 

 FLORIDA^ 

e FCC TRRD non-impaired threshold criteria for DS3 only. 
I I I 

292 TLHSFLXCDSO TLHSFLXFDSO 
207 TLHSFUCDSO TLHSFLXHDSO 
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261 TLHSFLXDDSO TLHSFLXHDSO 
291 TLHSFLXEDSO TLHSFLXFDSO 
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293 TLHSFLXFDSO TLHSFLXHDSO 
339 TVRSFLXADSO UMTLFMRSO 
637 VLPRFLXADSC VLPRFLXBRSO 
234 WCHLFWADSO ZLSPFLXARSO 
222 W N D R F W S O  WNGRFMDSO 
256 WNDRFLXARSO WNPKFLXADSI 
112 WNGRFLXADSC WNPKFLXADSl 
557 WNPKFLXADSI WNPKFLXEC3T 
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National Emergency Number Association 
The Voice of 9-1-1 

NENA Policy Statement on the Proper Balance and Timing of State and National 
Regulatory and Legislative Activities During the Transition to NG9-1-1 

The evolution from today's 9-1-1 service structure to tomorrow's IP-based Next 
Generation (NG) 9-1-1 system requires several major areas of simultaneous and 
interactive activities. A coordinated set of actions combining national, state, and local 
authorities is required to successfully accomplish critical preparations, development, 
testing and implementation of NG9-1-1. This must be done in a way that retains and 
expands the quality and effectiveness of 9-1-1 service through knowledgeable and 
cooperative efforts at all levels of government. We hope and expect that interested 
parties will participate on more than one level so that developments can be shared. 

To meet the objective of a fully functioning next generation 9-1-1 and emergency 
communications system, it is critical that state regulatory bodies take timely and 
carefully scrutinized action to analyze and update existing 9-1 -1 rules and regulations. 
Such actions should be designed to facilitate an appropriate competitive 9-1-1 
landscape for current E9-1-1 functions while ensuring that new or modified rules and 
regulations will effectively enable the transition to a full NG9-1-1 system. 

NG9-1-1 is not simply an extension of E9-1-1, While a full NG9-1-1 system must 
support all E9-1-1 functions and features, NG9-1-1 is Internet Protocol (IP) based, and 
software and database controlled in fundamentally new ways, enabling many new 
technical and operational capabilities to further enhance the coordination and delivery of 
emergency services nationwide. During the transition to full NG9-1-1, it is expected that 
new 9-1-1 service offerings will be provided by incumbent and competitive 9-1-1 System 
Service Providers (SSPs) that advance beyond current E9-1-1 system capabilities, but 
simply advancing beyond today's capabilities should not be equated with providing a full 

pre and full NG9-1-1 capabilities will necessarily involve new complex technical and *- 80 
business arrangements that current regulations and laws did not fully contemplate. 7 3 
appropriate competition for the delivery of E9-1-1 service that will provide increased k: % 2' 
opportunities and choices for 9-1-1 governing authorities today. Simultaneously, as ~- $2 
such rules are considered, states must ensure that any regulatory actions will effective6 $i -- m '~:' 0 enable the transition to a full NG9-1-1 system. 

I~ A- & 

NG9-1-1 system. Such efforts may better be characterized as "pre-NG9-1-1". These L-1 s 
E 
i .I 

Thus, states are encouraged to actively consider appropriate steps to enable :i. ? % 

L.. 

., 
.'. '> c.0 

a. 
L 

As states contemplate rule changes, it is critical that steps taken are in accordance with? .. 
J 

complementary national activities, many of which are being coordinated as a NENA 
NG9-1-1 Project through the work of NENA committees and the NENA Next Generation 
Partner Program, and through federal government efforts such as the US.  DOT Next 
Generation 9-1-1 project. National progress on technical and operational standards 
development is progressing. Proof of concept trial demonstrations and testing of many 
aspects of NG9-1-1 are occurring in 2008, the results of which will be compared and 

4350 North Fairfax Drive * Suite 750 -Arlington, VA 22203-1695 
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analyzed against current expectations and assumptions. NG9-1-1 funding model 
analysis is progressing. Discussions on the need for proper certification of all aspects of 
the NG9-1-1 system are ongoing. These and other activities being worked at the 
national level are the building blocks required to accomplish a fully featured, standards 
based NG9-1-1 system. Any state regulatory actions concerning NG9-1-1 should 
appropriately consider ongoing national activities. However, states should actively 
engage stakeholders today to prepare and plan for the implementation of a full NG9-1-1 
system. 

In sum, the evolution to an NG9-1-1 system should be treated as a national project in 
which individual state action is necessary, but must be appropriately coordinated with 
other state and national activities. While national and international technical and 
operational standards for NG9-1-1 are still in progress, and much work remains to be 
done to complete this critical work, many activities can and should be undertaken at the 
state and local levels to prepare. Chief among these is working to understand how 
current regulations and laws facilitate, or prohibit, the local, state, regional and national 
interoperable environment of NG9-1-1, and analyzing how such rules and regulations 
may need to be modified to enable the IP-based, software and database controlled 
structure of NGQ-1-1. 

Issued April 29,2008 
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FCC Form 499-A Telecommunications Reporting Worksheet 

No Longer Active as of 2/27/2002. 
This company still exists, however it is no longer providing telecommunications services. 

Historical Data: 

499 Filer ID Number: 821302 
Registration Current as of: 4/2/2001 
Legal Name of Reporting Entity: Intrado Comrmunications, Inc. 
Doing Business AS: Intrado Conrmunications, Inc. 
Principal Communications Type: 
Universal Service Fund Contributor: No 

Holding Company: 
Registration Number (CORESID): 0005056759 
Management Company: 
Headquarters Address: 6825 Lookout Rd. 

(Contact USAC at 888-641-8722 if this is not correct.) 

City: Boulder 
State: co 

ZIP Code: 803013343 
Customer Inquiries Address: 

City: 
State: 

ZIP Code: 
Customer Inquiries Telephone: 
Other Trade Names: 

Local/Alternate Agent for Service 
of Process: 

Telephone: 
Extension: 

Fax:  
E-mail: 

Business Address of Agent for 
Mail or Hand Service of Documents: 

City: 
State: 

ZIP Code: 

D.C. Agent for Service of Process: 
Telephone: 
Extension: 

Fax: 
E-Mail: 

Business Address of D.C. Agent for 
Mail or Hand Service of Documents: 

City: 
State: 

ZIP Code: 

Chief Executive Officer: 
Business Address: 

1 



City: 
State: 

Z I P  Code: 

Chairman or Other Senior Officer: 
Business Address: 

City: 
State: 

ZIP Code: 

President or Other Senior Officer: 
Business Address: 

City: 
State: 

ZIP Code: 
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Exhibit JMM-14, Page 2 of 2 
FCC Form 499-A 

Jurisdictions in Which the Filing Entity Provides Telecomunications 
Services : 
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