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Exhibit No. 1 

Comprehensive Exhibit List 

DOCKET NO. 090501-TP -Petition for arbitration of certain terms and conditions of an interconnection agreement with Verizon 
Florida, LLC by Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC. 

n/a STIP-1 

2 nla STIP-2 

3 nla STIP-3 

4 n/a STIP-4 

Comprehensive Exhibit List 

Composite of Responses to Staff's Interrogatories and Request for Production of 
Docwnents (PODs) from Verizon Florida 

a. Item Nos. 1-28 ofVerizon's Responses to Staff's First Set oflnterrogatories 
and First Request for Production of Documents, Items Nos. 1-4. 

b. Item Nos. 29-33 of Verizon's Responses to Staffs Second Set of 
Interrogatories. 

Composite of Responses to Staff's Interrogatories and Request for PODs from Bright 
House Networks 

a. Item Nos. 1-30 of Bright Houses' Responses to Staff's First Set of 
Interrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents, Item Nos. 1-
8. 

b. Item Nos. 31-35 of Bright Houses' Responses to Staff's Second Set of 
Interrogatories. 

Composite of Responses to Verizon Florida's Interrogatories from Bright House 
Networks. 

a. Item Nos. 1-21. Bright House Networks' Responses to Verizon Florida's 
First Set of Interrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents 
Nos. 1-8. 

b. Item No. 9 of Bright Houses' Responses to Verizon's Second Request for 
Production of Documents. 

c. Item Nos. 22-41. Bright House Network's Responses to Verizon Florida's 
Second and Third Set of Interrogatories and Third and Fourth Requests for 
Production of Documents, Nos. I 0-12. Including Bright Houses's Revised 
Responses to Interrogatories 32, 32(a), 38(a) and 38(c). 
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Comprehensive Exhibit List 

DOCKET NO. 090501-TP - Petition for arbitration of certain terms and conditions of an interconnection agreement with Verizon 
Florida, LLC by Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC. 

5 n/a STIP-5 Composite of Responses to Bright House Networks' Interrogatories and Request for 
PODs from Verizon Florida. 

a. Item Nos. 1-12. Verizon Florida's Responses to Bright House Network's 
First Set of Interrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents, 
Nos. 1-4. 

b. Item Nos. 13-49. Verizon Florida's Responses to Bright House Network's 
Second Set of Interrogatories. 

6 n/a STIP-6 Proprietary Exhibit. Bright House Network's Responses to Verizon Florida's First 
Set oflnterrogatories Nos. 1,3,5,13,14, and 15. 

7 STIP-7 Proprietary Exhibit. Verizon Florida's Responses to Bright House Network's First 
Set of Interro~tories, Attachment A .. 

8 STIP-8 Proprietary Exhibit. Verizon Florida's Responses to Bright House Network's 
Second Set oflnterrogatories, Nos. 37 (a) and 37 (c). 

9 Timothy J. STIP-9 Transcript, Exhibits and Errata (if any) from the May 5, 2010, Deposition of Bright 
Gates House Witness Timothy J. Gates 

10 Marva B. STIP-10 Transcript, Exhibits and Errata (if any) from the May 6, 2010, Deposition of Bright 
Johnson House Witness Marva B. Johnson. Redacted version. 

11 Marva B. STIP-11 Proprietary Exhibit. Confidential portions of the May 6, 2010 Deposition of Bright 
Johnson House Network's Witness Marva B. Johnson (NOTE: specific page citations will be 

added when deposition is received)_ 
12 Paul B. STIP-12 Transcript, Exhibits and Errata {if any) from the April 30, 2010, Deposition of 

Vasington Verizon Witness Paul B. Vasington. 
13 Peter J. STIP-13 Transcript, Exhibits and Errata (if any) from the April 27, 2010, Deposition of 

D'Amico Verizon Witness Peter J. D'Amico. 
14 William STIP-14 Transcript, Exhibits and Errata (if any) from the April 29, 2010, Deposition of 

Munsell Verizon Witness William Munsell. 
Bright House Networks 

15 Timothy J. TCG-1 Curriculum Vitae 
Gates 

16 Timothy J. TCG-2 Issues List and Contract Provisions 
Gates 

17 Timothy J. TCG-3 Redlined Bright HouseNerizon ICA (corrected 4/20/10) 
Gates 
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Comprehensive Exhibit List 

DOCKET NO. 090501-TP -Petition for arbitration of certain terms and conditions of an interconnection agreement with Verizon 
Florida, LLC by Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC. 

18 Timothy J. TCG-4 Network Architecture Chart 
Gates 

19 Timothy J. TCG-5 MECAB Meet Point Billing Document 
Gates 

20 Timothy J. TCG-6 MECOD Meet Point Billing Document 
Gates 

21 Timothy J. TCG-7 Proposed Agreement Language on Meet Point Billing 
Gates 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 
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EXHIBIT NO. 2 

OCKET NO.: 090501-TP 

ITNESS: N/A 

PARTY: Verizon Florida 

ESCRIPTION: Composite of Responses to Staffs Interrogatorie 
and Request for Production of Documents from V erizon Florida. 

a. Item Nos. 1-28 ofVerizon's Responses to Staffs First Set of 
nterrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents Item 
os. 1-4. Pages 1-62 . 

. Item Nos. 29-33 ofVerizon's Responses to Staffs Second Set of 
nterrogatories. Pages 63-70. 

ROFFERING PARTY: Staff 

I.D. # Stio-2 
FLORIDA PuBLIC SERVICE COMMISSI N 

DOCKETNO. 090501-TP EXHIBIT 2 

COMPANY FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE 

WITNESS STIPULATED EXHIDIT- STIP-2 
DATE 5/25/10 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 
conditions of an interconnection agreement with 
Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks 
Information Services (Florida), LLC 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 
STAFFS FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1- 28) 

Verizon Florida LLC ("Verizon") hereby responds to the First Set of 

Interrogatories (Nos. 1-28) ("Discovery Requests") served by the Staff of the Florida 

Public Service Commission ("Staff'), subject to the General Objections stated below. 

Person providing responses Interrogatories 

Paul Vasington 6, 7, 10, 12,16,27,28 

William Munsell 5, 8, 9, 11' 19-25 

Peter D'Amico 1-4, 13-15, 17, 18, 26 

General Objections 

1. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests and all Definitions associated 

with the Discovery Requests to the extent they purport to impose obligations that are 

different from, or go beyond, the obligations imposed under Rules 1.280, 1.340, and 

1.351 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedures and the Rules of the Commission. 

2. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-

product doctrine, or any other applicable privileges or doctrines. Any inadvertent 

disclosure of such privileged documents or information shall not be deemed to be a 

waiver of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work-product doctrine, or other 
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applicable privileges or doctrines. 

3. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they are 

vague and ambiguous, particularly to the extent that it uses terms that are undefined or 

vaguely defined. 

4. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

confidential business, financial, or other proprietary documents or information. Verizon 

further objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek documents or 

information protected by the privacy protections of the Florida or United States 

Constitutions, or any other law, statute, or doctrine. 

5. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information equally available to Staff as to Verizon through public sources 

or records or which are already in the possession, custody or control of Staff. 

6. To the extent Verizon responds to the Discovery Requests, Verizon 

reserves the right to amend, replace, supersede, or supplement its responses as may 

become appropriate in the future, but it undertakes no continuing or ongoing obligation 

to update its responses. 

7. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they seek to 

impose an obligation on Verizon to provide documents or information concerning its 

affiliates. 

8. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and not relevant to the subject matter of this proceeding. 
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INTERROGATORIES 

1. For purposes of the following, please see the direct testimony of Verizon witness 
D'Amico on page 4, lines 19-21: 

a. is it Verizon's position that a fiber meet point arrangement 2,500 feet from 
Verizon's network constitutes an "extensive" network build out? 

b. What is the incremental cost differential between a 500-foot build out to a 
fiber meet point and a 2,500-foot build out to a fiber meet point? 

c. How many fiber meet points does Verizon have with Bright House at this 
time? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

2. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness D'Amico on page 6, lines 21-23: 

Does Bright House currently purchase special access services from Verizon's 
tariff? 

RESPONSE: Yes. 

3. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness D'Amico on page 8, lines 6-21 : 

a. Is it Verizon's position that it is not technically feasible to route special 
access traffic through a fiber meet point? 

RESPONSE: No. 

b. Is it Verizon's position that it is technically feasible to route special access 
traffic through a fiber meet point but contrary to Verizon's tariff provisions? 

RESPONSE: Yes. 

4. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness D'Amico on page 2: 

In the absence of testimony from witness D'Amico, is Verizon conceding Issue 
#42? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 42, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 
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5. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on pages 54-56: 

a. Is Verizon delaying the "unlocking" of a customer's E911 records when 
requested? If so, why? 

b. Is it standard industry practice to comply with NANC guidelines, NENC 
guidelines, both NANC and NENC guidelines or neither? 

c. What is the standard industry interval to process E911 requests? 

d. What records, if any, does Verizon keep to document E911 requests 
processed for Bright House? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 44, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

6. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 116, lines 16-26: 

a. Would Verizon be harmed by Bright House's proposed language on page 
116, lines 16-26 in the testimony of witness Gates? If so, how? 

RESPONSE: Yes. Please see Vasington Rebuttal Testimony at 2-3. Verizon 
would be harmed by Bright House's proposed language because it would allow 
Bright House to send up to 200,000 minutes per month of a new type of traffic to 
Verizon for termination at no charge even though Verizon had tariffed rates that 
applied to that traffic. Moreover, Verizon would not even be entitled negotiate a 
rate for the traffic, and bring a dispute if negotiations failed, unless and until traffic 
reached that level for three consecutive months. It could then take several 
months, if not a year or more, before the dispute was resolved and a rate was 
finally established. During that time, Verizon would not be entitled to any 
compensation for the traffic in question that it was terminating for Bright House. 

b. Why should traffic not currently addressed in the ICA be treated as traffic 
subject to access charges? 

RESPONSE: Verizon is entitled to be compensated for the traffic that it 
transports and terminates for Bright House. The rate that Verizon charges is 
based on the jurisdictional nature of the call and generally is established in one of 
two ways: through prices established in the parties' interconnection agreement 
("ICA") and through rates established in Verizon's access tariffs (intrastate 
access charges apply to intrastate traffic and interstate access charges apply to 
interstate traffic). When the ICA does not include a price for a type of traffic, and 
Verizon's access tariff does, Bright House must pay the tariffed rate, just as other 
carriers are required to do. 
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7. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Vasington on page 23, lines 8-23: 

What effect, if any, would placing the collocation terms directly in the ICA have 
on Verizon and/or its customers? 

RESPONSE: If the tariffed collocation terms were simply pasted into the ICA, 
there could be at least two negative consequences if the Commission 
subsequently ordered changes to Verizon's collocation terms. First, Verizon 
would need to obtain amendments incorporating the changes for Bright House 
and any other CLEC that opted into the Bright House ICA. The ICA amendment 
process is more time-consuming and cumbersome than simply amending a tariff. 
Second, Bright House might claim that its ICA terms were frozen and not subject 
to change based on the Commission's order, unless of course the change was 
favorable, in which case Bright House could be expected to insist on the 
incorporation of such terms. Using the tariff process does not give rise to such 
opportunities to try to game the system. The tariff is publicly filed and readily 
available to Bright House, so there is no legitimate reason for Bright House to 
insist on having the terms copied into the JCA. 

8. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 15, lines 1-14: 

a. Explain when the five year time period starts. 

RESPONSE: The Florida statute of limitations precludes a party from bringing a 
claim for an obligation that accrued more than five years earlier. (Fl. Stat. § 
95.11(2)(b).) For communications services that are timely billed, but disputed by 
the billed party, the claim accrues on the date that payment was due. For 
communications services that are not timely billed, the claim accrues on the date 
that payment would have been due had the bill been rendered in the normal 
course of business. 

b. As understood by Verizon, does the five year statute of limitations require 
a dispute be identified and brought to the attention of the company within 
5 years or does the five year statute of limitations require it to be resolved 
within the 5 year period? Please explain. 

RESPONSE: The relevant statute of limitation provides that the action "shall be 
commenced" within five years; it is not required to be resolved within five years to 
avoid the statutory bar. (Fla. Stat.§ 95.11.) 

9. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 44, lines 20-21 and page 45, lines 14- 15, where he 
discusses ports. 

a. What is a "complex port"? 
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RESPONSE: Bright House witness Timothy J Gates suggests in his Rebuttal 
Testimony that a "complex port" is a port that can include "multiple numbers 
(perhaps ten or more) or unique provisioning requirements that might result in the 
need for coordination between the providers." Gates Rebuttal Testimony at 9-10. 
However, the concept of a "complex port" is broader than that. A "complex port" 
is a port that does not fit within the definition of a "simple port," as defined in the 
Response to No. 9.b, below. 

b. What is a "simple port"? 

RESPONSE: The Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") defines 
"simple ports" as "those ports that: (1) do not involve unbundled network 
elements; (2) involve an account only for a single line; (3) do not include complex 
switch translations (e.g., Centrex, ISDN, AIN services, remote call forwarding, or 
multiple services on the loop); and (4) do not include a reseller." In the Matters of 
Local Number Portability Porting Interval and Validation Requirements and 
Telephone Number Portability, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, FCC 09-41, at 3 n. 11, WC Docket No. 07-244, CC Docket No. 95-
116 (May 13, 2009). 

The Local Number Portability Administration Working Group ("LNPA-WG") and 
its "Define Simple Port" sub-team have recommended the following clarifications 
to the FCC's current definition of simple ports: 

• With respect to criterion (1) above on unbundled network elements, 
the following consensus was reached on clarifying language: 

The LNPA-WG's understanding of current industry 
practices regarding UNE involvement in porting a Simple 
Port is that the UNEs of Dedicated Transport, 911/E911, 
or Operational Support Systems are not a factor in 
determining or executing a Simple Port. 

• With respect to criterion {2) above on a single line account, the 
following consensus was reached on clarification: 

A Simple Port is for a single telephone number (TN) in a 
single line account. 

• With respect to criterion (3) above on complex switch translations, 
the following consensus was reached on clarifying language: 

For single TN ports, the services cited as examples 
[Centrex, ISDN, AIN services, remote call fotwarding, or 
multiple services on the loop] are not necessarily 
provided utilizing complex switch translations. If the 
other criteria defining a Simple Port would othetwise lead 
to classifying a port as Simple, the porting of the 
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customer with any of these seNices could be classified 
as Simple. 

The FCC has not yet responded to those recommendations. 

c. What is a "coordinated port''? 

RESPONSE: A "coordinated port" is a port in which one of the parties provides 
additional coordination services beyond those typically associated with a simple 
port. Most (if not all) simple ports are conducted via an automated process that 
requires little (if any) time, effort or supervision by the parties' employees. 
Coordinated ports involve manual operations, including calls or other 
coordinating communications between carriers, to facilitate the port. The 
coordination is a form of special handling. It reflects an ancillary service beyond 
that typically associated with a port. 

10. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Johnson on page 17, lines 8-10, where witness Johnson testifies that 
efforts are to be undertaken with Verizon to clarify prices. 

Has Verizon come to an agreement with Bright House on the prices for all 
services? If not, what are the outstanding disputes? 

RESPONSE: The only pricing and pricing methodology issues still in dispute are 
addressed in Issues 3, 24, 32, 36, 37 and 49. 

11. For purposes of the following, please refer to Exhibit 2 of Bright House's Petition, 
titled Current Decision Point List on page 42 and define the following words as 
understood by Verizon: 

a. "purchase" 

b. "order" 

c. "ordering" 

d. "obtain" 

RESPONSE: This interrogatory appears to relate to the ICA's definition of the 
term "order," which previously was in dispute but has been resolved. See Gates 
Direct Testimony, Exhibit T JG-3. 

12. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 25, lines 14-18, where he discusses rates being changed 
by Verizon filing a tariff with the FCC or FPSC without any negotiation with Bright 
House. 

7 

007 



a. Please identify any and all industry standards, rules, regulations, and 
statutes which address the inclusion or exclusion of tariff rates or 
references in ICAs. 

b. Please identify any and all rulings or decisions by the FCC or any state 
Commission which address the inclusion or exclusion of tariff rates or 
references in ICAs. 

RESPONSE: This interrogatory relates to Issue 12, which the parties have 
resolved in principle. In the unlikely event that final resolution is not reached, 
Verizon will supplement this response. 

13. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 128, line 4: 

Please define the term "efficiently" as understood by Verizon. 

RESPONSE: The context of Mr. Gates' use of the word "efficiently" is his claim 
that Bright House cannot efficiently interconnect with Verizon, because Verizon's 
network cannot accept delivery of Bright House Verizon's traffic at a DS3 level. 
Bright House, therefore, must multiplex the traffic on its 083 circuits to a DS1 
level before it is delivered to Verizon. Mr. Gates' use of the term "efficiently" 
means whatever is the cheapest way for Bright House to interconnect with 
Verizon, regardless of technical feasibility, legal requirements, cost to Verizon, or 
Verizon's need to manage its network for the benefit of its end users and all 
interconnectors, not just Bright House. 

As a preliminary matter, Verizon emphasizes that the parties have resolved this 
arbitration issue {Issue 32) as it relates to their current interconnection 
arrangements. Contrary to some ambiguous statements of Mr. Gates in his 
Rebuttal Testimony (see, e.g., Gates Rebuttal Testimony at 37 n. 25), this 
settlement provides that the new ICA will apply the agreed-upon pricing structure 
as long as the existing interconnection arrangements remain in place. Because 
Bright House has not identified any other interconnection arrangements it might 
want, Verizon cannot assess what charges, multiplexing or otherwise, would 
apply under such unidentified arrangements, and there is no basis for a 
Commission decision, in the abstract, that a CLEC should never have to pay for 
any multiplexing as part of its interconnection arrangement. 

To accept Bright House's argument that it should not have to pay for 
multiplexing, the Commission would have to accept Mr. Gates' premise that 
Verizon's switching equipment, with its 051 interfaces, is so "{apparently) 
obsolete" (Gates Direct Testimony at 128, 130) and "ancienr that no modern 
network would provide for interconnection at anything lower than a DS3 level. 
(Gates Rebuttal Testimony at 27.) That premise is wrong. 

8 

008 



As general background, a DS1 circuit has 24 voice grade channels (also known 
as "trunks" or DSOs} that are created by the electronic or optical equipment on 
either end of the copper or fiber facility that carries the traffic. The copper or 
fiber line (often referred to as a "facility") connecting the end points may carry a 
single DS1 circuit or a higher capacity circuit, such as a DS3, which carries as 
many as 28 DS1 circuits that are said to "ride" the DS3. Circuit capacity 
depends on the electronic or optical equipment at either end of the copper or 
fiber line. From a functional perspective, assuming the same medium (copper or 
fiber) is used, it makes no difference whether traffic is carried over 28 facilities, 
each carrying a DS1 circuit, or a single facility with 28 DS1s riding the DS3 
circuit. In either case, the capacity, speed and quality of transmission are the 
same. 

Once traffic between two points reaches a certain capacity, network engineers 
often put DS1 circuits on a DS3 rather than using a separate line for each DS1 
circuit because at some point the cost of multiple lines carrying one DS1 circuit 
each is more than the cost of a single line with a DS3 circuit-that is, it would be 
tess efficient to use multiple lines with DS1 circuits in this situation because 
demand justifies use of a single line with a DS3 circuit. Factors that are 
considered in determining the efficient type of transmission to use include the 
volume of traffic to be carried, the distance the signal is to be transported, the 
type and cost of the transport medium to be used, and the type and cost of the 
electronic or optical equipment to be used. 

It is common for traffic to travel over circuits with different capacities as it moves 
through carriers' networks. To distribute traffic in this way, it can be moved, for 
example, from the DS3 level to the DS1 level or from the DS1 level to the DS3 
level through a piece of equipment known as a multiplexor. Multiplexing does not 
introduce inefficiencies into the network nor does it affect the speed or quality of 
transmission. It is important to emphasize that existing arrangements, including 
multiplexing, do not "slow down" or in any way degrade Bright House's voice or 
data transmissions, contrary to the impression Mr. Gates tries to create. (See 
Gates Direct Testimony at 129.) 

As noted, Bright House seeks to require Verizon to either "upgrade" its network 
to use all DS3 or higher switching equipment, or to penalize it for not doing so by 
denying it the right to charge for DS3-toDS1 multiplexing. Mr. Gates claims that 
Verizon requires such multiplexing "for no reason at all other than to 
accommodate Verizon's {apparently) obsolete switching equipment." (Gates DT 
at 128.) Bright House's understanding of the facts is wrong. Verizon does not 
require Bright House to deliver its traffic at the DS1 level because its network is 
obsolete. This requirement is, instead, necessary for technical reasons, 
efficiency and sound network management. 

Bright House delivers local traffic to Verizon at three collocation sites. Two of 
these sites house only end office switches. The third houses two Verizon 
tandem switches and an end office switch. Bright House delivers traffic from 
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these collocations to the switches in the end offices where they are located and 
to several other end offices using direct end office trunking (such a circuit is 
known as a "DEOT"), which provides dedicated transport from one end office to 
another. When all DEOTs to an end office are at full capacity, the traffic 
overflows to Verizon's tandems, which route traffic to end offices over Verizon's 
interoffice facilities. When Bright House does not have a DEOT to an end office, 
it routes all of the traffic to that end office through Verizon's tandems. 

With respect to delivery of traffic to the end office switches, Bright House does 
not deliver traffic to Verizon's end offices in sufficient quantity for use of DS3 end 
office switch interfaces. (See D'Amico Rebuttal Testimony at 9-10.) Because 
Bright House is sending traffic to Verizon's end offices at volumes well below the 
DS3 level, it would be inefficient for Verizon to install DS3 interfaces to accept 
Bright House's traffic because such interfaces would far exceed Bright House's 
demand. 

With respect to delivery of traffic to tandem switches (which handle higher 
volumes of traffic than end office switches), Bright House brings traffic to the 
tandem office at the DS3 level and multiplexes it to the DS1 level - the 
arrangement covered by the parties' settlement. Verizon's tandem switches 
have high capacity interfaces - one uses OC3 ports exclusively and the other 
has OC3 and DS1 ports. It is neither technically feasible, nor efficient, however, 
to simply "plug in" Bright House's DS3 facilities into Verizon's OC3 interfaces. In 
the first place, the electronic signals transmitted over DS3 facilities must be 
converted to optical signals that are compatible with the OC3 interfaces. 
Moreover, an OC3 interface has three times the capacity of a DS3, so it would 
be inefficient and wasteful to dedicate an OC3 interface to a single Bright House 
DS3 trunk group. As a purely technical matter, therefore, Bright House's DS3 
traffic must be multiplexed before it can be routed through Verizon's tandems. 

Multiplexing of DS3 traffic at Verizon's tandems also is necessary for network 
management purposes, to ensure network redundancy and survivability. To 
accomplish these objectives, Verizon interconnects at the DS1 level and either 
routes DS1 traffic through DS1 tandem ports or distributes it across multiple OC3 
trunk groups that feed into OC3 ports. Distributing carriers' DS1 circuits to 
different OC3 interfaces ensures that the traffic load remains balanced, thus 
preventing blockage that might result from too much traffic being transmitted 
through a single OC3 interface. This distribution also ensures that if an OC3 
interface stops working, carriers' traffic can be directed to other interfaces. 

Mr. Gates contends that "Verizon is obliged to offer interconnection to Bright 
House that is at least equal in quality to that which Verizon provides to itself or to 
any other interconnector or third party." (Gates DT at 128.) That is exactly what 
Verizon does. Verizon distributes its own traffic, and the traffic of all other 
carriers transmitting traffic through Verizon's tandems, in the manner described 
here. 
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There is no factual, legal, or policy basis for Bright House's position. Bright 
House has not demonstrated that no modern network would use the switching 
equipment Verizon is using; the TELRIC pricing standard does not require 
Verizon to cease using DS1 switching interfaces (or to act as if it had); and there 
is no law or regulation requiring ILECs to interconnect at any particular 
transmission level or to use any particular level of switch ports. 

14. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 128, lines 1-15: 

a. Please explain how interconnecting at an extremely low data rate affects 
the efficiency of Verizon's network. 

RESPONSE: Verizon does not accept the incorrect premise of the question that 
Verizon is interconnecting at an extremely low data rate. See Verizon's response 
to Interrogatory No. 13. 

b. Please identify any and all industry standards, rules, regulations, and 
statutes addressing efficient network interconnections relating to the level 
of signal. 

RESPONSE: There are no industry standards, rules, regulations or statutes 
requiring or identifying as optimally efficient any particular level of signal interface 
for interconnections, and certainly none that would require the unconditional use 
of DS3 interfaces in any and all unspecified interconnection arrangements Bright 
House may seek in the future. As Verizon has noted (and as Mr. Gates has 
recognized), the parties have resolved their dispute about facilities and related 
charges under their current interconnection arrangements, which will continue 
under the new ICA unless Bright House seeks to change them at some future 
time. 

c. Please explain what Verizon believes the level of signal should be for an 
efficient network. 

RESPONSE: See response to Interrogatory No. 13. Verizon already uses 
efficient signaling levels. There is no single signaling level that is efficient in all 
situations. 

d. Please identify any and all industry standards, rules, regulations, and 
statutes regarding and/or relating to the requirement of the specific use of 
equipment or technology, including but not limited to software and 
hardware of a network and/or interconnection. 

RESPONSE: To Verizon's knowledge, there are no industry standards, rules, 
regulations, or statutes that would require an ILEC to use specific equipment or 
technology for interconnection, and certainly none that would require use of DS3 
or higher level switch interfaces in all situations. In any event, as Verizon has 
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noted (and as Mr. Gates has recognized), the parties have resolved their dispute 
about facilities and related charges under their current interconnection 
arrangements, which will continue under the new ICA unless Bright House seeks 
to change them at some future time. 

15. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 131, lines 15-20, where he discusses de-multiplexing: 

a. Please identify any and all rules, regulations, statutes, and industry 
standards on the transport and termination functions. 

RESPONSE: Reciprocal compensation arrangements for the transport and 
termination of telecommunications are generally addressed in 47 U.S.C. §§ 
251(a)(5) and 252(d)(2) and 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.701-717, but nothing in these 
statutes or rules, or any other rules, regulations, statutes, or industry standards 
require ILECs to provide free dedicated multiplexing to CLECs, or to accept 
delivery of traffic at any particular level. In any event, as Verizon has noted {and 
as Mr. Gates has recognized), the parties have resolved their dispute about 
facilities and related charges under their current interconnection arrangements, 
which will continue under the new ICA unless Bright House seeks to change them 
at some future time. 

b. Is de-multiplexing is considered a part of the transport function. Please 
explain. 

RESPONSE: The dedicated multiplexing being used by Bright House to deliver 
traffic at the DS1 level to Verizon switches is not part of the transport function for 
which Verizon is compensated through reciprocal compensation and Bright 
House should not be permitted to undermine the terms of the parties' settlement 
of this issue with respect to their existing interconnection arrangements. If Bright 
House chooses to use Verizon's multiplexing rather than its own, Bright House 
must compensate Verizon for the use of those facilities at tariffed rates, as other 
carriers do. In any event, as Verizon has noted {and as Mr. Gates has 
recognized), the parties have resolved their dispute about facilities and related 
charges under their current interconnection arrangements, which will continue 
under the new ICA unless Bright House seeks to change them at some future 
time. Whether de-multiplexing would be considered a part of any "transport 
function" under any such new, as-yet-unspecified interconnection arrangements 
cannot be determined at this time. 

16. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 66, lines 13-15, where witness Gates refers to the scope 
of Verizon's obligation to provide DL functions to Bright House: 

a. What responsibility does Verizon have to verify customer directory 
listings? 
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b. If there is an error in the information in the directory listings, would Bright 
House or Verizon be responsible for correcting the information? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 23(a), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 

17. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
D'Amico on page 13, lines 18-24: 

Please elaborate and clarify what is considered to be excessive interconnection 
trunks. 

RESPONSE: This interrogatory relates to Issue 33, which the parties have 
resolved in principle. In the unlikely event that final resolution is not reached, 
Verizon will supplement this response. 

18. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 132, lines 13-14: 

a. Please estimate how many trunks or trunk groups will be one-way from 
Bright House to Verizon and how many will be two-way interconnections. 

b. Please estimate how many trunks or trunk groups will be one-way from 
Verizon to Bright House. 

c. Is it standard industry practice for a CLEC to pay for the establishment of 
an interconnection trunk or trunk group with an ILEC? 

d. Will the establishment of a trunk or trunk line between Verizon and Bright 
House involve disparate systems that may need special integration? 

RESPONSE: This interrogatory relates to Issue 33, which the parties have 
resolved in principle. In the unlikely event that final resolution is not reached, 
Verizon will supplement this response. 

19. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Bright House 
witness Gates on page 141, line 14 where witness Gates refers to Verizon's 
obligation to provide commercially reasonable efforts to facilitate Bright House 
being able to establish direct connections with Verizon affiliates. 

a. Please identify all Florida Verizon affiliates by name and type of business. 

b. Please provide a graphic chart showing the relationship of the Verizon 
affiliates to the Verizon ILEC and to each other. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 40, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 
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20. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 22, lines 1 0-25: 

Please explain why the language is highly problematic. 

RESPONSE: As explained in the Munsell Direct Testimony at 24-25 and in the 
Munsell Rebuttal Testimony at 29-33, the language Bright House proposed under 
Issue 36 for§§ 9-10 of the Interconnection Attachment is problematic because it 
would require Verizon to divert or otherwise handle traffic in ways that Verizon is 
not capable of doing. 

Bright House proposes that the parties change the meet point at which they 
exchange third-party interexchange carrier ("IXCD) traffic (also known as 
"exchange access traffic"). In particular, Bright House suggests that the meet 
point for purposes of jointly provided access to IXCs should be the same physical 
point at which the parties currently exchange their local traffic. However, 
exchange access traffic and local traffic are carried over two different kinds of 
trunks that have very different characteristics, such that one type of trunk cannot 
be used to carry the other kind of traffic. Accordingly, the same DS1 cannot be 
used to carry the two different kinds of traffic. 

Exchange access traffic for IXCs is carried over Access Toll Connecting Trunks, 
which are specially designed to handle the unique routing information necessary 
to ensure that exchange access traffic is sent to the appropriate IXC. Because 
end users may designate a presubscribed interexchange carrier ("PIC") to carry 
all of their interexchange traffic, there is a need to identify the right PIC for each 
call to ensure that it is properly routed. This is accomplished through use of the 
carrier identification code ("CIC"), which assigns a numerical code to each 
interexchange carrier. When an end user dials a 1 + interexchange call, that end 
user must be associated with the appropriate interexchange carrier by means of 
the CIC, and the CIC must then be signaled along with the call as it is routed 
through the network. In particular, that CIC must be signaled along with the call 
as it is routed from the end-office switch to the appropriate access tandem, such 
that the access tandem can then route the call to the appropriate IXC that has 
interconnected its facilities at the access tandem. Access Toll Connecting 
Trunks are used to route the call because they have the ability to signal the 
necessary CIC information along with each call. 

For local calls, however, end users have no need to choose a PIC. By definition, 
their local carrier is the only carrier that will carry their local traffic; no designation 
of interexchange carrier is necessary. Accordingly, for local telephone calls, 
industry standards do not provide that a CIC be signaled. Instead, local calls are 
routed to the terminating carrier based on the called number. Because local calls 
do not require the same kind of data as exchange access traffic, they use 
different kinds of trunks. In particular, local traffic is sent over Local 
Interconnection Trunks. 

14 

014 



By proposing that the parties use the same meet point for exchange access 
(/XC) traffic that they currently use for local traffic, Bright House would have 
exchange access traffic destined for IXCs routed over the Local Interconnection 
Trunks that currently only carry local traffic. But calls routed over the Local 
Interconnection Trunks would lose the CIC that is necessary to route the call to 
the interexchange carrier chosen by the calling party. In other words, Local 
Interconnection Trunks would lack the data that would permit the access tandem 
provider to route the call to the appropriate PIC. Thus, it would be unworkable to 
alter the meet point and route calls in the manner Bright House has proposed. 

Bright House's proposal is also problematic for inbound traffic coming from IXCs 
to Bright House. In order for traffic to route properly over Verizon's tandem from 
an IXC to a CLEC, the CLEC - in this case, Bright House - must elect to have its 
switch subtend the Verizon access tandem, such that this election is reflected in 
industry traffic routing tables - i.e., the Local Exchange Routing Guide (''LERG"). 
This information allows IXCs to properly route a long distance call destined to a 
Bright House end user customer by identifying the applicable access tandem that 
serves the Bright House customer. Critically, Bright House must establish a 
physical meet point at the designated Verizon access tandem to pick up that 
traffic. On the other hand, the physical point of interconnection for local traffic 
may not be at the same location. By proposing to use the same physical point(s) 
for the hand-off of local and /XC traffic, Bright House has proposed an 
architecture that in some cases (i.e., in those cases where the point of 
interconnection is other than at the access tandem) would not work. 

Because Verizon cannot operate in the way Bright House requests, Bright 
House's proposed language is problematic and should be rejected. Indeed, 
when faced with this issue in the past, the Commission has held that the 
interconnecting carrier should not be permitted to use Local Interconnection 
Trunks for access traffic in an effort to facilitate that carrier's desire to provide 
competing access tandem service. See In re: Petition by MCimetro Access 
Transmission Services LLC and MCI Worldcom Communications, Inc. for 
arbitration of certain terms and conditions of a proposed agreement with 
Bel/South Telecommunications, Inc. concerning interconnection and resale under 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Final Order on Arbitration, Docket No. 
000649-TP, Order No. PSC-01-0824-FOF-TP, at 96-98 (Mar. 30, 2001). The 
Commission agreed that allowing the interconnecting carrier to terminate access 
traffic into the ILEC's network via non-access trunks would impair the ILEC's 
ability to route, deliver and bill for that traffic. /d. Among other things, the 
Commission concluded that: 

We firmly believe that [the ILEC's] ability to bill subtending 
companies in an accurate manner is in doubt if the local and 
switched access traffic were delivered on the same trunk 
group. In this case, we find that [the ILEC's] established 
process of routing access traffic on access trunks should be 
continued. Therefore, we find that [the interconnecting 
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carrier) shall not be permitted to commingle local and access 
traffic on a single trunk and route access traffic directly to 
[the ILEC's] end offices. [The interconnecting carrier] shall 
route its access traffic to [the ILEC's] access tandem 
switches via access trunks. 

/d. at 97-98. 

For much the same reason, Bright House's proposed language here should be 
rejected. 

21. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 23, lines 1-13: 

Please explain how Bright House's proposed changes to Sections 9 and Section 
10 of the ICA would require Verizon to divert or otherwise handle traffic in ways 
that Verizon is not capable of doing. 

RESPONSE: In response to this interrogatory, Verizon incorporates its 
Response to No 20, above. 

22. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 23, line 15 through page 24, line 23: 

a. Please identify the industry standards which do not provide that a CIC be 
signaled for local telephone calls. 

RESPONSE: Telcordia GR-394-CORE establishes the technical criteria for the 
routing of interexchange traffic, which includes signaling of CIC on originating 
Feature Group D ("FG-D") traffic routed from an end office to an access tandem. 
That criterion does not include a CIC requirement for local telephone calls. For 
local telephone calls there is, by definition, no interexchange aspect of the call, 
so a CIC is not part of the SS7 signaling. 

b. Can the CIC be signaled when calls are routed through Local 
Interconnection Trunks through the provisions of Tandem Switch Signaling 
(TSS) under Verizon's FCC Tariff No. 14? If so, please identify and 
explain any problems associated with this type of routing. 

RESPONSE: No. As explained in the Munsell Direct Testimony (at 22, 25) and 
Munsell Rebuttal Testimony (at 29-30), Verizon can accommodate Bright 
House's desire to operate as a competitive tandem provider through the 
provision of Tandem Switch Signaling ("TSS") under Verizon's FCC Tariff No. 14. 
TSS allows for the passing of the CIC over Feature Group D trunks that Bright 
House would order to connect each of the Verizon end offices with the Bright 
House tandem and thereby allow Bright House to operate as a competitive 
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tandem provider. Verizon is not aware of any problems associated with the 
provision of TSS service when ordered per the terms of FCC Tariff No. 14. 

c. If Verizon is capable of signaling the CIC through Local Interconnection 
Trunks, is Verizon currently providing such service to any CLECs in 
Florida? If so, would you also provide this service to Bright House? 
Please explain. 

RESPONSE: Please see the Response to No. 22.b, above. 

23. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 26, lines 4-21, where witness Munsell asserts that meet 
point billing arrangements are for a different kind of traffic Gointly provided 
Switched Exchange Access traffic): 

Please specify the type of billing arrangement that Verizon proposes for the traffic 
scheme described in the scenario in this section of the testimony and explain why 
such calls should not be handled through a meet point billing arrangement. 

RESPONSE: The scenario addressed in the referenced portion of the Munsell 
testimony {regarding Issue 36(a)) arises when a third-party carrier originates 
local traffic that Bright House then transits to Verizon. In that scenario, there is 
no dispute that Verizon is entitled to payment for terminating that traffic. The only 
question is whether Bright House is responsible for making that payment and in 
what amount. 

Verizon proposes that, as is the case in the parties' existing interconnection 
agreement, Bright House should be financially responsible for any such third
party traffic that it chooses to deliver to Verizon for termination in the same 
amount that the third party would have paid had it delivered the traffic directly. 
As explained in the Munsell Direct Testimony {at 26-28), this (a) ensures that 
Verizon is paid for terminating the traffic, and does not have to pursue the 
originating third-party carrier for payment, and (b) eliminates any arbitrage 
opportunities that third-party originating carriers might seek to exploit if they 
faced different rates than Bright House. 

Apparently, Bright House does not wish to be responsible for traffic that it elects 
to deliver for third parties to Verizon for termination. So, it proposes that 
payment for this traffic be handled through meet-point billing arrangements, 
under which both Verizon and Bright House would bill the originating carrier. But, 
as defined in the ICA proposed by either Verizon or Bright House, meet-point 
billing arrangements are used for a different kind of traffic. As defined by either 
Verizon or Bright House, meet point billing arrangements are used to provide a 
common transport option for the traffic of Switched Exchange Access customers. 
The Meet Point Billing Arrangements arise when, for example, a third-party IXC 
sends traffic to Verizon's tandem and then Verizon routes such traffic to Bright 
House for termination over Access Toll Connecting Trunks. In that case, both 
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Verizon and Bright House would bill the IXC for the services they respectively 
provide. 

However, that sort of arrangement would not work for local transit traffic. As 
explained in the Munsell Direct Testimony, Bright House's approach would allow 
originating carriers to exploit arbitrage opportunities that may exist when the 
originating carrier and Bright House face different rates for Verizon's termination 
of that traffic. Accordingly, it is not appropriate to use the approach Bright House 
proposes. 

24. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 27, lines 8-23: 

Please provide an explanation of the statement "when a carrier transits a third 
party's traffic, it does so voluntarily, for commercial reasons." 

RESPONSE: Venzon believes the request refers to the statement at page 27, 
lines 8-9 of Mr. Munsell's Direct Testimony. The complete statement is: "If and 
when a carrier transits {and delivers to Verizon for termination) a third party's 
traffic, it does so voluntarily, for commercial reasons. The statement means that 
Bright House need not offer transit services to all parties. Therefore, Bright 
House (or any other carrier that need not offer transit services to all third parties) 
is free to enter whatever transit arrangements it wishes on a voluntary, 
contractual basis and may negotiate customer-specific terms, as appropriate. 
Bright House (or another similarly situated carrier) is free to choose to provide 
transit services on whatever commercial terms it agrees upon with a third party or 
to not provide transit services at all. When Bright House voluntarily agrees to 
transit local traffic to Venzon for termination, it should be responsible for that 
choice. 

Verizon is not similarly situated to Bright House with respect to its ability to 
negotiate customer-specific transit terms. Consistent with its common carrier 
obligations and duties to allow adoption of interconnection agreements under § 
252(i) of the Act, inter alia, Verizon provides transit services to any requesting 
third-party carriers. In other words, Verizon, when it offers transit service, must 
(unlike Bright House) take all comers. 

25. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Munsell on page 27, line 25 through 28, line 14, where witness Munsell 
argues that the greatest motivation for a carrier to transit traffic, which is a 
relatively inefficient method of interconnection, would be to take advantage of a 
disparity in the two intercarrier rates that Verizon offers for local and ISP-bound 
traffic. 

a. Please explain when the "mirroring rule" rate of 0.0007 is applicable. 
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RESPONSE: The $.0007 rate and the mirroring rule were established in the 
FCC's /SP Order.1 In that Order, the FCC established an interim rate cap that is 
now $0.0007 per minute, which applies only if an incumbent LEC also offers to 
exchange all traffic subject to 251(b)(5) at the same rate. The FCC refers to this 
as the "mirroring rule". Verizon has offered to exchange all traffic with CLECs at 
the $0.0007 rate pursuant to this mirroring rule, and Bright House has accepted 
that offer. Thus, the rate of $0.0007 applies to all section 251 (b )(5) traffic 
exchanged between Bright House and Verizon. 

b. Please explain what type of traffic the "mirroring rule" rate of 0.0007 is 
applicable. 

RESPONSE: See Verizon's response to subpart a of this request. 

c. Please explain when reciprocal compensation (with a tandem rate of 
$0.00401 08) is applicable. 

RESPONSE: Section 251(b)(5) of the Act and the FCC's implementing rules 
prescribe reciprocal compensation for the transport and termination of 
telecommunications traffic. Generally, reciprocal compensation is due when 
carriers have not elected to exchange all section 251 (b)(5) traffic at the $.0007 
per-minute rate, pursuant to the mirroring rule described above. There are two 
reciprocal compensation rates: one that applies for traffic that is delivered to the 
relevant tandem (this is referred to as the tandem rate), and one that applies for 
traffic that is delivered to the relevant end office (the end office rate). The 
tandem rate (of $0.00401 08) is somewhat higher than the end office rate (of 
$0.0022574) because when traffic is delivered to the tandem, it must be tandem
switched and transported to the end office; thus the tandem rate includes these 
costs, while the end office rate includes only end office switching. In other words, 
the tandem rate applies to traffic delivered by the originating party to the relevant 
tandem, when the parties have not elected to exchange traffic pursuant to the 
mirroring rule. 

d. Please explain what type of traffic reciprocal compensation (with a tandem rate of 
$0.00401 08) is applicable to. 

RESPONSE: Please see Verizon's response to subpart c, above. 

26. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness D'Amico on page 15, line 8 through page 16, line 10 where witness 
D'Amico testifies that Verizon's proposed language would place certain limits on 
Bright House's use of tandem transit service, which involves traffic originated by 

In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, lntercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic, FCC 01-131 , 
CC Docket No. 96-98, CC Docket No. 99-68 (Apr. 27, 2001) nsP Ordet'). 
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Bright House that transits Verizon's network and is terminated to another local 
exchange carrier on a wireless carrier: 

a. Does Verizon's proposed language differ from language it has with other 
carriers that use its tandem to transit traffic to third party carriers? If so, 
how? 

b. How is the threshold level determined? 

c. What threshold level is Verizon proposing apply to Bright House? Please 
explain the basis for your response. 

d. Is it a standard practice for an ILEC, a CLEC or an IXC in Florida to have 
a reciprocal traffic exchange arrangement with Verizon that provides for 
termination and billing of transit traffic? Please explain. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 38, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

27. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Vasington at page 25, lines 14-25: 

Please cite the specific sections of all federal or state rules, regulations, and 
Commission orders that support witness Vasington's assertion that Verizon is not 
required to provide the wholesale discount on exchange access services. 

RESPONSE: See 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(4); First Report and Order, Implementation 
of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 11 
FCC Red 15499, mJ 871-77 (1996)("Local Competition Order"); Application of 
Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the 
Communications Act to Provide In-Region lnterLA TA SeNice in the State of New 
York, 15 FCC Red 3953 1m 392-93 (1999); Order on Remand, Unbundled Access 
to Network Elements; Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of 
Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, 20 FCC Red 2533, 1J 146 n.146 
(2005)("TRRO") ("Special access services, however, provide competitors with 
one wholesale input, rather than with a retail service; competitors generally 
combine this wholesale input with other competitively provisioned services or 
facilities to build a complete service, which is then offered to retail customers. 
Thus, the Commission has explicitly excluded special access services from 
the ambit of section 251(c)(4)")(citations omitted; emphasis added). 

28. For purposes of the following, please refer to the direct testimony of Verizon 
witness Vasington at page 26, lines 6-23: 

Please explain the basis for Verizon's conclusion that point-to-point special 
access service is not eligible for the wholesale discount for the same reasons 
that exchange access services are not eligible. 
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RESPONSE: Point-to-point special access service is not eligible for the resale 
discount because that service is offered predominantly to carriers rather than end 
user customers, and those carriers are able to use the service as a wholesale 
input for services they provide to their own retail customers. Please see 
Verizon's response to request No. 27, above. 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Frank App who 

deposed and stated that the answers to the First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-28) 

served on Verizon Florida LLC by the Staff of the Florida Public Service Commission in 

Docket No. 090501-TP were prepared at his request and he is informed that the 

responses contained therein are true and correct to the best of his information and 

belief. 

DATED at Tampa, Florida, this 26th day of April, 2010. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 26th day of April, 2010. 

~~~x/~ 
Notary Public 
State of Florida 

My Commission Expires: 
'IEftESA ANN SCOBIE 

MY COLNSSIC»> t DO 566618 
EXPIRES: Odober 21, 2010 

8Gndedl'hN ,..,Nile IIDIIIIMIIII 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 
conditions of an interconnection agreement with 
Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks 
Information Services (Florida), LLC 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 
STAFF'S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1 - 4) 

Verizon Florida LLC ("Verizon") hereby responds to the First Request for 

Production of Documents (Nos. 1-4) (the "Discovery Requests") served by the Staff of 

the Florida Public Service Commission ("Statr'), subject to the General Objections 

stated below. 

General Objections 

1. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests and all Definitions associated 

with the Discovery Requests to the extent they purport to impose obligations that are 

different from, or go beyond, the obligations imposed under Rules 1.280, 1.340, and 

1.351 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedures and the Rules of the Commission. 

2. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-

product doctrine, or any other applicable privileges or doctrines. Any inadvertent 

disclosure of such privileged documents or information shall not be deemed to be a 

waiver of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work-product doctrine, or other 

applicable privileges or doctrines. 
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3. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they are 

vague and ambiguous, particularly to the extent that it uses terms that are undefined or 

vaguely defined. 

4. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

confidential business, financial, or other proprietary documents or information. Verizon 

further objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek documents or 

information protected by the privacy protections of the Florida or United States 

Constitutions, or any other law, statute, or doctrine. 

5. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information equally available to Staff as to Verizon through public sources 

or records or which are already in the possession, custody or control of Staff. 

6. To the extent Verizon responds to the Discovery Requests, Verizon 

reserves the right to amend, replace, supersede, or supplement its responses as may 

become appropriate in the future, but it undertakes no continuing or ongoing obligation 

to update its responses. 

7. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they seek to 

impose an obligation on Verizon to provide documents or information concerning its 

affiliates. 

8. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and not relevant to the subject matter of this proceeding. 
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DOCUMENT REQUESTS 

1. Please provide any and all documents responsive to your answers to 
interrogatories 14b and 14d. 

RESPONSE: Verizon is not aware of any such documents 

2. Please provide any and all documents responsive to your answer to interrogatory 
15a. 

RESPONSE: The legal authorities cited in response to Interrogatory No. 15a are 
publicly available. 

3. Please provide a copy of all documents that support your response to 
interrogatories 22a, 22b, and 22c. 

RESPONSE: Verizon is producing excerpts from Telcordia GR-394-CORE (see 
documents VZ 1-VZ 30) and GR-317-CORE (see documents VZ 31-VZ 36) with 
these Responses. Verizon's FCC Tariff No. 14 is available at 
http ://tariffs. verizon .com. 

4. Please provide a copy of all documents that support your response to 
interrogatory 27. 

RESPONSE: The legal authorities cited in response to Interrogatory No. 27 are 
publicly available. 
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GR·394·CORE -------------------------, 
lssue3 
November1999 

Preface 

Generic Requirements for ICI Using the ISDN UP 
Preface 

'.I'hls Preface contaiDB Important informatloJ;L about the Telcordla GR 
proceu ln general, u well as Important infonnatlon about this document. 

The Telcordia GR Process 

Generic Requlremenls documents (GRs) r•rovlde the Telcordla view of proposed 
generic criteria lbr leleconununicalions equit>ment, systems, or service8t and 
involve a wide variety of facloiS, including lnterot>erability, netv.·ork integrity, 
funding participant expressed needs, and other int>ut 

The Telcordia GR 1>rocess implements Telecommunications Act of 1996 directives 
relative t.o the develOt.,ment ofindusl.ly-wide generic requirements relaUng to 
leleconununications equipment, 1ncludinginlegral software and customer t>remises 
equipmenL PUil!Juanl Lo that Acl, Telcordia invites members of lhe industry t.o fund 
and t>articipale in Ute develo1>ment process for such GRs. lnvilaUons to fund and 
parlicq>ate are issued monthly in lhe Telcordia Digest ofTech:mcall'tfonnation, 
and posted on the Telcordia web site al hllp:/lwww.tekorrlia.cotn/DIGEST. 

At the conclusion of the GR development1>rocess, Telcol'dia t>ublishes the GR, 
which Is avallable by subscription. The subscril>lion 1>rice entitles the 1>urchaser Lo 
receive that issue of the GR (GR-CORE) along with any Issues List Report (GR-JJ.R) 
and Revisioi~St if any are released under LhaL GR project.ILRs contain any technical 
issues Lhal arise during GR develotlment thal Telcordla and the funding,ll8rtlci1l&nlS 
would like further indusl.JY interaction on. The JLR may !>resent issues for 
discussion, with orwilhoult>rDtlDeed :resolutions, and may describe lllOJlOSed 

resolutions that lead to changes to the GR. Signit\cant changes or additional 
material may be released as a Revision to the GR-coRE. 

Telcordta may also sollcil general industry non.l'l'Ol>rietary in1>ut regarding such GR 
material at the lime otils publication, or through a special lndusll'y InleracUon 
~oltce ap!)earing in the TekcmJia Digest ofTechn·lcall14{(nmation. Wldle 
unsollctted comments are \Vel come, any subsequent work by Telcordla regarding 
such comments will de1>end on funding 8UPllOI1. tor such GR work Telcordla will 
acknowledge receJpl of comments and \\illt>rovlde a status to the wbmttUng 
comt>81\Y. 
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About GR-394-CORE 

A.Ftmdere ofG.R-894-CORE, Issue 8, are 

Amerilech Services 
BellAllantlc ~etwork Services 
BellSoulh Telecommunicauons 
US WEST. 

B. Relative Maturity Level 

Issue 3 
November 1999 

This is a mature technology and ret}uiremeniB reflect maintenance mode. This 
GR tlresenls the stable set of generic requirements for call control using the 
Integrated Services Digital )Jet work User Part (ISD*IP). The malurily oflhe 
proposed generic requiremenls contained within l:trls document is equivalent to 
the maturity ot•traditional TR" generic requiremenl& 

C. GR-894-CORE Plau 

ll is expected that as new iS8Ue6 are ldenUfled llu:ough SUPl>ller conunents or 
through newlyidenlifted needs relative to lhe Signaling ~tern )lumber 7 (SS7) 
call control de$crlbed in GR-394..CORE, an Issues List Re1l0rt, GR-894-ILR, will 
be pub~ed and dlslribuled to GR-394-CORE subscribers. 

To Submit Comments 

When submiUing conunenls, please include the GR document nwnber, and cile ~ 
1>ertinent section and requirement number. In responding to an lLR, please identify 
the pertinent Issue lD nwnber. Please provide lhe name and address of the conW:l 
IJerson in your company for further discussioiL 

Conunents should be submitted by Much 81, 2000. 

Send comments lo; 

Telcordia- GR-894-CORE 
Michael Mahoney 
331 ~ewman S!llin,g$ Road, Room 2Z...269 
Red Bank. ~ 07701-5699 

Phone: 1~732-758-5669 
E-Mail: mmahoney@Lelcordlacom 
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lntroducb'on 

1. Introduction· 

1.1 Structure and Use of This Document 

• Section ltnovides an tntroducllon, deOnltlon, background information, and 
requirements Lenninology 

• Section 211rovides a user'stlel'8tleclive 

• Section 8 1li'OVides feature requiremenf.s 

• Appendix A describes SS7 Messages 

• A1>1Jendix B describes S$7 Parameters 

• Appendix C provides lnlero.tl'ice Signaling Figures 

• The Reference secUon contatns a Jist of documents and details on obtaining 
them 

• The Glossary secUon Is a list of acronyms and their deftnilions 

• The Requirement-Objecl Index 11rovides a li$l of the numbered mquiremenls in 
Uris documenL 

1.2 Definition 

This feature of a Stored Program Control Swltchlng System (SI'CS) llrovides an 
Interexchange Carrier (IX C) with aS~ System ~umber 7 (SS7) access to 
Local Access and TranBilOrl Areas (LATAs) for the Ilurpose of establishing and 
releasing eal1 connecUons Involving an IXC. The procedures in this Generic 
Requirements document (GR) 8.Pl1ly lo call connections between dislincl networks 
involving an IXC, inde11endenl of whelher the connection is inlraLA TA or 
interLATA 

An SPCS having lh1s feature may provide call cDimecUon to the IXC direcUyorvla 
an Access Tandem (A 'I) switch thalsetves a given LATA (or 110Ition thereof). An 
Intemallonal CalTier ~C) setved by this feature may tlrovlde call conneeUon 
dlrecl]y to the LATA or indire<:Uy using the services of an InterLATA CaiTier(IC) for 
inlermediale call transtlOrl Signaling is done using the SS7 protocoL 

'Ib.e abllil¥ of a Local Exchange Carrier (LEC) and lXC lo exchange SS7 messages 
may allow IXCs lo offer new services to lheir customers on an inlemelwork basis, 
and LECs to offer new .services to their custom em on an exchange access basis. 
'This GR, however, focuses on Lhe exchange ofSS7 messages necessary for 
establishing and releasing basic voice calls involving an IXC. ll does not address the 
SS7 needs for inlerworldng wilh 

• Acces!'.llinee lhal use the Q.981 protocol 

• Some 011eralor services such as coin control and operator hold 
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See TR-~WI'-000444, Swilcktno Syslern Gcnerlo Requ,i1VJm.en.l-8 SU1'J)01·li-ng ISDN 
Access Using lke ISDN Usm· Pa1·t)Pl for generic ret}uirements on access lines lhat 
use lhe Q.931tuolocol; and GR-1144-CORE, OSSGRSectim~ 0: Sio-naliny,l2l for 
generic requirements on O!leralor services such as coin control and operator hold. 

This document also does nol address the use ofSS7 for database services such as 
800 SelVice and .Alternate Billing Services (ABS). TR-~WT -000583, UJSGR: Service 
SwitchingPoinl-8, FSD 31-01-0000;[31 and GR-1171..CORE, OSSGR:SpecialBUling 
Feature8 (FSD 86 Suries),14J FSDs 86-01-0100 through 86-0l-0500, contain generic 
requirements for the use of SS7 for database queries and responses to support800 
Service, Toll-Free Sexvlce and ABS. 

Closely related documelili:l are GR-246-CORE, BeU Comm.unication.s Resea?'C'h 
Spec·i/icat·ion qf 8-igna#ng Systmn, Nu·m.ber 7 (SS7J,Iii1 ( es1lecialJy Inl.egrated 
Services Digilal ~elwork-User Parl, Tl.ll3.1 ~ Tl.U8.4); GR-606-CORE, LSSGR.· 
Comnwn Cha.·nnelS·lgnalino, Section 6.5;161 and GR-8!7 -CORE, l.SSGR: Swilching 
Systmn Gtmeric .Requiremenl.s fur Call Cont'rol Using IJUJ lnl.eoml«l Services 
Digil.al Net1LWk User Pa1'1.. (JSDNUP).I'lJ Famillaxity wilh portions of these 
documents would be helJlful in reading this GR. In some insUmc:es, the procedures 
and codings in this GR differ from those in GR-246-cORE. Theae differences are 
primarily lhe resull of advances in the SS7 protocol since GR-246-CORE was issued. 

This GR gives procedmes for calls involving an IXC that are in addition to the 
requirements described in GR·317·CORE. Part of lhe requiremenl8 of lh1s feature 
is thallhe SPCS have the capabilities described In that doctunenl, as well as the 
procedures described here. In I"Jartlcular, an SPCS rouUng calls to an lXC through 
an AT should be able lo provide the signaling of l.h1s feature and the signaling 
described in GR-317-CORE on the same circuit groutl. 

1.3 Background 

GR-690-CORE,l.SSGR: Exc/usnge Acce8s lnlmwrmection, FSD 20-24-0000,18] 
details a feature 1uovlding ICs and DICs access lo LATAs with capabilities of 
Aut.omatic ~umber Idenliflcalion {A.~I), answer supervision, unlfonn access code, 
single dlaltone Olleralion, circutl-(.ype IIansmission, screening, recordiiJ.& and 
billing. This Feature Speclf"ac Document ~D) uses inband MulU.frequency (MF) 
signaling between SPCSs. 

This feature, SwilcJl:ing System GenerU> Refruit'8111.8'1U8jor lnl61'6XChanqe Carrier 
lntmron;nect·lcm. Using lh6 lnU!g1'ai.IJd. Stm!"ices Digital Network User Parl 
(1SDNUP), provides ICs and DlCs access to LATAs with simtlar catlabilities using 
oul-of-band SS7 for inleroffice signaling. 

This feature also includes the following catlabilU,l.es: 

• Sending lhe SS7 calling party number to an IXC, and receiving the 887 calling 
l'arly number from an IXC 
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• Sending end-user canier selecllon information to an lXC 

• Sending the SS7 service code parameter to an IXC, and receiving the 857 service 
code tJarameLer from an IXC 

• Sending the Carrier ldenlit\calion Code Parameter {CIP) to an IXC. 

The end-to-end transfer of lhe calling llarlynumber is a feature available with SS7 
call eslabliahmenl lhal is not generalJy available in MF'signaling. 'The SS7 transfer 
of carrier selection infonnalion described here tlrovides, via 887, the feature 
described in TR-TSY-000698, .LSSGR: Pr'68UbsCJ-it>lion 11Uiication, .FSD JJ0-~-
00110.101 The service code ll&rameter is included here lo }lrovide sm transport of the 
infonnalion in lhe MFcust.omer eervice digits ofFacllily/Service Selective Signaling 
{F/SSS), as defined in TR-TSY-000691, LSSGR: F®Uity/Sei'V'ice Selective Dial:i:no 
SWilching and SiotuU:i-no .Requ·Lrem.tml8, FSD JJ0-$4-00JJO.IlOJ {The 887 lranBport 
of the information in the :r.IF facilily code dlgtls of F/SSS is not addWJSed·ln this 
document) The transfer of the carrier identlftcatlon code to an IXC Is a feature 
available wilh SS7 call establishment that is not available in MF signaling for 
domesUc call8. 

Figure 1-lts intended to give abetter unde:rstanding ofhowGR-394-CORE (this GR) 
relates with other TelconUa CCS GRs. 

Figure1-1. Telcordla GR Diagram 
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The figure has five vertical columns thalliat various Telcordia CCS GRs. These 
vertical columns are defined by the nelwor1t nodes atlhe bollom of Lhe diagram; the 
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coiwnns are differenliated from each olher by lhe vertical Unes. The network nodes 
shown in lhe network diagram are swilches (SPCSs), STPs, SCPs, and a cloud 
representing "other networks." Directly above lhese nodes are the GR documents 
that corres1mnd to these res1>ecltve nodes; e.g., directly above the SPCS are GR-606-
CORE, GR-817-CORE, GR-394-CORE, and a box retJresenling swilch-based CLASS 
services. In the same way, GR documents supt>orting lhe STP, SCP, and interface 
speciflcaf.ions are shown above those nodes. The base of the figure contains core 
SS7 signaling and t>roce&Jl.ng requirement documents on which the node-st>ecific 
documenl.s are based. The main core SS7 signaling and t>rocessing requirement 
document is GR-246-CORE, and this is shown at the base of lhe diagram under all 
of lhe node-specift.c document$. 

Directly above GR-317-CORE and GR-394-CORE in the figure is a box labeled 
CLASSSY .services. Thi.s box ret>resents switch-based services that. use the 
fundamenlal switching requiremenls listed in GR-317-CORE and GR-894-CORE. A 
representative sample of lhe documents covered by these services follows. 'Ihls list 
is not exhaustive. 

• TR-~WT-Q00031, Cf.ASSSM Feature: CalllngNumhet' Delivery, FSIJ 01..02-1051 (a 
module ofLSSGR, FR-34)1111 . 

• TR-~WT-Q00216, Cf.ASSSA' Feature: Automot/c Cnl/bock, FSD 01·02-1250 (a 
module of I.SSGR, FR-64)1121 

• TR-~WT-000220, C£ASSSio' Feature: Screening LlsiEdlllng, FSD 30..28-0000 (a 
module ofi.SSGR, FR-64)1131 

• TR-~WT -000227, CLASSSM Feature: Autommlc Recall, FSD 01-02-1260 (a module 
ofl.SSGR, FR-64)1-1-4'1 

• TR·~WT-001188, CLASSS"' Feature: Co/ling NomeDeJJverJr, FSlJ 01-02-1070 (a 
module ofLSSGR, FR-&4).1151 

The far right column represenls interface speciftcalions for inlerconnecUons lo 
other networks. These document$ St>ecifywhat the olher networks can expect lo 
see from the RBOC network, and what the RBOC network expects Losee from these 
olher networks. The fam11y of these inlereonnection documents are gathered in FR-
905, Common Channel. Sinnal·lng Network lnliJrj'ace SJ?ecifi.caL'imts (CCSNJS) 
Family qf Requ.innnen.f$11"1. Two oflhe fundamenlal interface S!leciftcaUon 
documents are shown 1n the figure; lhese are GR·905-CORE, Com.tn.on Channel 
Signalino (CCS) Net'WO'Ifc Interface Specifl,calitm (CCSNJS) Supportino Nel:r.oO'I'k 
Intercon-nection, Message 'I'I·a7f!r'' Part ('MTP), and lnlBQ?'al8d. Serv·kes DiQi/.lfl 
Network User Part (JSDNUP)f1 '1, and GR-1432-CO~~~ CCS NetwO'Tk lnJ.mface 
8peci/lcation (CCSNIS) Sv;J'port:ino SCCP anct TC.AP'18J. 
The difference bet ween GR-817-CORE and GR-894-CORE liea primari)y in the area 
of call routing. GR-817-CORE contains lhe fundamental requirements for call setup 
for calls routed com!lletelywilhin one network. ll describes in detail the co dings of 
lhe 1>aramelers of the JAM for basic calls. ll also conlains the fundamental 
requirements for coding the other messages used in call setup. such as lhe Address 
Com1Jlete Me&Jage (ACM), Answer Message (A~, Call Progres:~ Message (CPG), 
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the Release Message (REL), and the Release Complete Message (RLC). In addition, 
GR-317-GORE contains 1>rocedures for many non-call associated ISUP m~es 
and t>rocedures Lhal1>roteclthe network when circuits or equi!>menl fails. GR-394-
CORE builds on GR-317-CORE by extending the callsetu1> retluiremenls to calls lhal 
are routed through lnlerexchange carriers. It is IISS\uned lhal calls following GR-
394-CORE also follow GR-317-CORE. For lhis reason, in lhe figure GR-894-CORE 
and GR-317-cORE are shown in the same bo~ wllh GR-394-CORE above GR-817-
CORE. For calls requlring rouling to a speclftc carrier, GR-894-CORE signaling is 
used since il is ap1>llcable for call connections bel ween distinct nelworb 
inde1>endent ofwhelher the connection is inlerLATA or intraLATA. The 
requiremenle in GR-894-CORE allow a Transit ~etwork Selection (~S) parameter 
to be signaled within lhe IAM, which allows lhe Access Tandem (AT) to roule the 
calllo the carrier of choice. 

1.4 Hlgh .. Level Feature Description 

For i>U1}.l0See oflhese requirements, lt 18 assumed lhallhe areas served by the LECs 
are divided into non-overlapping Local Access and 'I'rans!lOrtAreas (LATAa) 
compcised of contiguous wire center areas. Every LEC station will be in on\Y one 
LATA. A LATA generally coiTeS!lOnds to an area lhal includes a Standard 
Melrot>olilan SlaliBUcal Area or a Slandatd Consolidated Statistical Area. 

Each IXC wishing to deliver lraftlc lo or receive tratnc trom a particular LATA using 
SS1 will Interconnect to the seJ:Ved End Offtces (EOs) both wllh circuit grourJS to 
carry communication between end users, and with signa1ing links to carry 887 
messages via a Common Channel SJgnallng (CCS) network. The circuit groUl>S may 
connect the IXC to lhe served EOs eilherdlreclly, through an AT switch serving the 
same LATA. or bolh. · 

AnlXC doesnolhave lo provkle circuilcoruteclions to allATsin a LATA (le .• it may 
serve let:~ a than an enUre LATA). The signaling links will connect the IXC directly to 
alleasL one LEC gateway Slgnaling Tranafer Point (STP) pair serving Lhe LATA. 
Generic requb:emenla for lhe interface at aLEC gateway STP !>air are given in GR-
82-GORE. Signaling 'I"rannifer Poim (STP) Generic .Requinnnents,l101 Appendix C. 

Any LEC sraJ having the feature described in this GR and serving only directly 
connected Customer Premises Equipment (CP.E) stallons is called a Signallng 
System ~umber? Exchange Access End Offtce (S$7 EAEO). ALEC office having 
lhe feature described in lhis GRand serving subtending EOs (as well as any dlreci.Jy 
connected CP.E) ilJ called a Signaling System ~umber 7 Access Tandem (SS7 AT). 
An 887 EAEO may route IXC traffic to lhe IXC directly or through an SS7 AT. An 
SS7 EAEO that usually routes IXC traffic dlreclly lo an lXC may roule illll:rough an 
SS7 AT under some circUllll!IL81lces, such as congestion of the direct cireuil 
groutl{s). 

Circuits trom an 887 EAEO to an 887 AT may be shared with re&l)eclto IC and LEC 
Lra1l'lc usage. An SPCS should be able to provide lhe signaling described 1n GR-817-
CORE and the signallng described in lhiB GR on lhe same cireull giOU}l. 
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Traffic from an SS7 EAEO or SS7 AT to lhe !XC will be routed on dedicated circuU.s. 
Signaling traffic from an SS7 EAEO orSS7 AT to aLEC STP destined for an !XC may 
share a given fJignaling link wllh other signaling Lraffic. Thus1 lhere need not be 
dedicated signaling linlc8 from lhe 887 EAEO or SS7 AT to an STP for carrying 
aignallng traft'ic destined to an IXC. 

IXCs are classified in TR-~lr000258. Compatwilil:y 1-nJbrm.atwnfal' Feature 
G1'Dup D SvJilch«J, Acce$$ Service1 1201 as follows: 

• InterLATA Canier(IC) 

This canier provides connections between LAT.As and serving &reiiS where the 
calllng and called customem are located in World Zone 1. 

• International Carrier (I~C) 

This canier generally provides comecUons between a customer located ln lhe 
contiguous Unlled States and a customer located outside World Zone l. L~Cs 
may also tlrovtde connections between a customer located ln the contiguous 
United States and a customer located in World Zone 1 outside the contiguous 
United Stales. 

• Consolldaled Canier 

This is a carrier lhaL llrovides connections as described for both an IC and ~C. 

When a carrier i.s selected to complete a call1 $Creening is llrovided lo ensure lhaL a 
call addressed to oulaide World Zone 1 is not set Ul> to an IC and lhal a call 
addressed to wil.hin the contiguous United Stales is not $el Ull to an ~C. Calls trom 
an IXC delivered to a LATA are also screened1 and only those call8 addtessed to 
offices in that LATA should be allowed to enter lhe LATA 'INs GR does not 
deJSCribe 887 signaling to SUJlllOrt 1nlegrat.ed Services Digital ~elwork QSD~) 
access (see 'I'R-XWT.000444) calls requiring lhe use of Otlerator services such as 
operator hold and operator recall1 or services such 88 CLASS .features. 

A difference bel ween lhe signaling described in this document and the 8igna1ing 
described in GR-817-CORE needs Lobe pointed out due to the retlUiremenL of 
dialing tlarlly for lnlniLATA toll call& Implementing dlallng partly requires the 
deployment of a PIC-2 feature, where switches store a second Presubscribed 
Jnterexchange Carrier(PIC) against a customer line Lo idenl~ the preferred canter 
tor inlraLATA ton calls tor lh81 CU8lomer. Jt 8 customer chooses 8 LEC as the carrier 
tor inlraLATA toll call81 il is eJQlecled that the end omce would use the signaling 
described in GR-817-cORE. However, if lhe customer selects 8 different. carrier 88 
lhe inll'aLATA toJl service provider, lt is ex11ecled lh81 Lhe end offtce would use the 
signaling described in lhJs document (Feature GroUJ.l D- FGD) due to lhe different 
rouUng lhat would be needed for that LYtle of can · 
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1.5 Changes From TR-NWT-000394, Issue 4; 
to GR-394-CORE, Issue 1 

The following 11rocedures discuss lhe addllional information: 

• Inclusion of procedures for Carrier Identiftcauon Code expansion (Sections 
9.1.1, 9.5.1.1, and a6.4.2) 

• Inclusion of procedures for Jurisdiction Information 11arameter (Sections 3.8, 
3.5.1.1, and 3.5.4.6) 

• Inclusion of !llOCedures for Charge treatment and Automatic Message 
Accounting al the lenninatlng SPeS (Section a2.2) 

• Inclusion of procedures for AulomaUc congestion control (Sections 8.1. 4.9,A-6, 
and B-20). 

1.6 Changes From GR-394-CORE,Inue 1; to Issue 1, Revision 1 

Revision 1 included clarlflcalions, updates, and issues resolutions to GR-$94-CORE. 
These changes included 

• Cb:cuil Reservation Message (Section &6.1.1.A) 

• Swilch ProcesSIIg Time Requirements (Section 3. 7). 

1.7 Changes From GR-394-CORE, Issue 1, Revision 1; 
to Issue 1, Revision 2 

In Revision 2, requirements were added or modifted to eJqland lhe current 800 
service requirements in Section 8 to support Toll-Free Service. The requirements 
were wrillen to allow loll·free codes of lhe fonn Service Access Code (SAC)/ 
Interexchangable ~umbering Plan Area (~PA)-Y.XX-XXXX. 

1.8 Changes From GR-394-CORE, l1sue 1, Revision 2; 
to Issue 1, Revision 3 

Revlslon 8 changes included 

• Local ~umber Porlabiltly (L."\P) codetlOinlsln Apllendlx B. These codeilOints 
SUPllOrl !neal Sexvice Provider Portability (18PP)Iporf.abillty within a rate 
cenler, and Query on Relea,e (QoR) capability 

e Addillonal reference lisled for slruclu.re codes in Sec lion a2.2.2E 

• Changes and updates lo UUes and documenl numbers forvarious Telcoidia and 
JTU-T documents 
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• Removal of references La Telcordia being lhe administrator for CIC and 1·11 
digils. 

1.9 Changes From GR-394..CORE, Issue 1, Revision 3; to Issue 2 

Issue 2 incoqmraled all the Issue 1 revisions and lhe following changes: 

• Addition of lE'xl in SU!)}lOrt of dlaltng t'Jaricy for InlraLATA toll cans (Secllon a 1) 

• Addition of text slating lhatlhree digit Carrier ldentUicalion Codes are 
scheduled to be 11hased out by June 80, 1998 (Secllon 8.1.1.1A, Section 8.5.1.1A, 
Section 3.6.4, .Atlpendix B) 

• Change ofLocal~umber Portability {L.'IP) codetloinls inAtlpendix B relating to 
Quezy on Release (QoR). These codetlOinls are now listed as having "no 
tlmcedure S!Jecified in U.S. networks" 

• Cauae value •nonnal release" in the Cause lndicalorstlarameler has been 
changed to "nonnal clearing" lo be consistent wilh standards Lenninology 

• General location codepoinllOlO 'Within the Cause indicatom varameter has 
been changed to "network beyond inlerworking point" to be consialent with 
standards terminology; The tlrevious edition of lhi$ document had lhis · 
code}lointlliJLed as •unknown" 

• References to a called ilarty address digil8" hav~ been changed to •address digils 
in lhe called party number parameter", Also, simllar changes were made .tbr 
"calling party address" and .. charge address" 

• References to section numbers in other dOCllmenls were reviewed and, if 
necessary, Uildaled 

• Requlremenr.s have been made setJarate from each other to lhe greatest extent 
llossible. In many cases descrl!llive llhrases have been added to the 
requirement.s so lha1 they can eland alone from each other. In Ilreviousversions 
of this document, the requiremenl.s were written in such a way thallhey 
dellended, in part, on the lll'eeeding text or requirements in a particular section. 

• Requirements are numbered i'or the firsltime in lhis ~ue of the document. 
Additional infonnallon regarding the numberlng of requh:emenls ts given in 
Section 1.12. 
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1.10 Changes From GR·394..CORE.Issue 2; to Issue 2, Revision 1 

Revision -1 changes included 

• Removal of all references lo 3-digil Carrier IdenUt'ication Codes 

• Add ilion ofrequlremenl for the sending of the Calling Party ~umber parameter 
(CP~O where lechnically feasible (Section 3.6.4.1) 

• Amended theadministraliveseclion to req,uire lhesendingoflheCP~ to aniXC 
(Seclion 3.8) 

• AddiUon of JliOCedures tor the coding of the screening fteJd in the CP~ 
(Section a5.4.1) 

• AddiUon of the Screening fteld and coding$ to lhe Calling Party ~umber 
P&rameler (CP~) diagram (APtlendlx B). 

1.11 Changes From GR-394..CORE, Issue 2, Revision 1; to Issue 3 

Issue 8 incol}lOrales Issue 2 and its revision. This GR has been reissued lo reflect 
the new Telcordia folllUlt and logo. Minor editorial changes have been made, and 
the references section has been Ulxfated. 

1.12 Requirements Terminology 

The following requirements lennlnology is used Lhrougltoullhls document: 

• Reqldrement-Feature or function Uiat.J in the Telcordia view, is nec688ary lo 
satisfy Ute needs of a ~lical LEC. Failure lo meet a requirement may cause 
a!lpltcatlon reelriclioiiB, IeSull in bnproper funclloning of the 1>roduct, or hinder 
OJleralions. A Requirement contains the words shall or ·m:ust and 18 flagged by 
lhe letter "R." 

• Conditional Reqtdrement- Feature or function lhat, in the Telcordla view, 
is necessmy ·ln specific LEC appl·ications. If aLEC identifies a Condllional 
Requirement as necessary, ll shall be treated as a requirement for Ute 
appllcalion(s). Conditions that may cause the Condilional Requiremenllo &llll]y 
include, but are not limited to, certain LEC 8fJtJlicallon environments, elemenls, 
or other requlremenls, etc. A Conditional Requirement is flagged by the letters 
"CR." 

• ObJective-Feature or tunclion that, tn the Telcordla view, 1s desirable and 
may be required by aLEC. An Objective re1>reaents a goal to be achieved. An 
O~ective may be reclassffted as a Requirement at a speclfted date. An o~ective 
1s flagged by the leller •o" and Includes the words it t8 clesirable or it is em 
objectitJe. 

• CGnditional Objeetive _:_ Feature or funclton lhal, ln Lhe Telcordia view, 1s 
desi:rable in, SJlecific LEG a;pplications and may be req,uired by a LEO. ll 
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represents a goal to be achieved in lhe 61>ecltied Condllion(s ). If a LEO identifies 
a Condilionlll Objective as necessary, il shall be treated as a requirement for lhe 
81l!>licalion(s). A Conditional Objective is flagged by the letters •co." 

a Condition -The circumstances that, in the Telcordia view. will cause a 
Conditional Requirement or CondiUonal Objective to apply. A Condition is 
flagged by the lellers "Cn." 

1.13 Requirement Labeling Conventions 

As part of the Telcordia new GR Process,t>roposed requirements and ot:Uecttves are 
labeled UBing conventions that are explained in the following two sections. 

1.13.1 Nu mberlng of Requirement and Related Objects 

Each Retll.llremenl, OQjective, Condllion, Conditional Requirement, and 
Conditional ObjecUve of:\jecl is identified by both a locaJ and an absolute number. 
The local number consists of the object's documenlsecllon number and Us 
sequence nwnber In the section (e.g., :RS-1 is the first Requiremenl tn Section 3). 
The local n\lmber appears Jn the margin to the left of the Requirement. A 
Requirement o~ect's local number may change in subsequent issues of a documenl 
if other Requirements are added to lhe section or deleted 

The absolute number is at>ermanenUy assigned nwnber that will remain for the life 
of Lhe Retluirement; it will not change with new issues of the document. 'The 
absolute number is presented in brackets (e.g., [2]) at the beginning of the 
requirement te-xt. 

~either the local nor the absolute number of a Conditional Requirement or 
Conditional O~ecllve depends on the number of the related Condition(s). If lhere 
is any ambiguity about which Condlllons &lll>Jy, the S!>ecif'iC Condition( a) wW be 
refeiTed to by number in the text of the Conditional Requlremenl or Condlllonal 
O~ecttve. 

References to Requirements, ObjecliveBt or C<lndlllons llubli.shed 1n other Generic 
Requirements documents willlnclude both the document number and the 
Requirement object's absolute number. Far exa:ntl>le, R284G-12 refem lo 
Retluiremenl [12] in GR-2845. 

In !.his version of GR.a94-CORE. requtrements from 1992 and later are idenlitied by 
the word •sbalt"; theae requirements have been numbered with local and absolute 
numbers as described above. Pre-1992 ret}ulremenls are idenutled by lhe worde 
"should" or"il is required.,. Pre-1992 requirements are not numbered using local and 
absolute numbers within the text, because requiremeniB with absolute and local 
numbers need lo contain the word 11shalL" There have been no changeslo either the 
word "should'" or 11shalr from the 8ll!learance of text in Issue 1, Revision 3 of GR-
894-CORE to the appearance of the COrteSlJOnding lexl in Issue 2 ofGR-394-CORE. 
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1.13.2 Requirement, Conditional Requirement, and Objective Object 
Identification 

A requirement o~ecl may have numerous elements {!laragrat>hs, Usls, lables, 
equations, elc.). To aid Lhe reader in identiJYjng each tJart of lhe requirement, an 
elliL'~ character( ... ) 8lllJeal8ln the margin to the left of an elements of the 
requiremenl 

Tables and 1lgures within requirements are idenill'ied separately from others within 
the document lexl, and do not atltlear in the table of contenla. They are numbered 
sequentially beginning wilh Table 1 and Figure 1. 
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2. User Perspective 

Generic Requirements for ICI Using lhe ISDN UP 
User Perspective 

Using SS7 signaling bel ween aLEC and an IXC should generally result in faster call 
selu11 for the leletJhone subscriber. The SS7llroLocol also 11ennit.s the exchange of 
moreinfonnalion beL ween switching systems, and hence end users, lhan is }l0$Sible 
using inband signaling Lechnitlues; lh~ the use of 8&'7 signaling may allow aLEC 
lo offer addlllonal exchange access services to the user and an IXC to offer 
additional services to the user. 

Uslng SS7 signaling may nol resullln faster call setup when 1nlerworking between 
SS7 and convenUonal inband sjgnaling is needed. This would rewJt, for examtde, 
from the use of procedures described in Section 8.6.1.2 for lhe inlerworking 
bet ween 887 to an AT and MF from lhe AT to the IXC (see Atl!lendix C, Figure C-8). 
The 1Jrocedures presented there add post-dial delay La Lhe lele,phone subscriber. 
This addilional delay results from lhe loss of 11arL of the savings obtained in MF by 
overlap oulpulslng. 

The dialing 1)rocedures available Lo lhe Lele(lhone subscriber for initialing calls 
involving anlXC remain unchanged from Lbose presented in GR-690-CORE, SecUon 
2, bul improved options (see TR-'ISY-000691) are planned for future offerings. 
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3. Feature Requirements 

3.1 Feature Operations 

This seclion describes lhe exchange of sJgnaltng in!onnalion needed to com}llele a 
call coimeclion bel ween aLEC and an lXC. ll refers lo numerous SS7 messages and 
parameters, which are included in Am1endixes A and B, res!leCUvely. 

·To meel these requirements, the SPCS should SU!lt)()rl Lhe processing of all SS7 
messages and tJaraD~eters and associated ,procedures in GR-817-CORE. Some of the 
SS7 messages and parameters in that GR are not discussed in this GR because their 
use is in no way changed by these ratuirements ( e.g.J circuit blocking and reset 
messages and their associated parameters). 

The exchange ofSS7 messages used Lo establish or release a call connecUon 
between aLEC and an JXC llarallels the exchange thal does nol involve an IXC. 
Generic requiremenls for lhe procedures used for calls not involving an JXC are 
described in GR-817-CORE. The differences from the case where an JXC is nol 
involved are emphasized below. In lnBlances whete the coding is the same as 
specified in GR-817-CORE, lhe reader is referred to thal document for lhe specific 
details. 

The 887 messages used for call establishment and release are ISD~UP messages 
carried by m~e signal units on Sf!l signaling links. Figure 3A/l'l.lll.8 of GR-
24~CORE shows the formaL of a genetal SS7 m~age signal unil and GR-606-
CORE, Table A-16, shows the formal of an JSD)IDPmessage. Each ofUtese lSD~ UP 
messages contains tlag(s), check bits. backward and forward sequence numbeu:~ 
and bits. a length indicator, a service infonnation oclel, and a signaling information 
field containing a routing label, a Circull Identification Code (CIC), 1 an JSD~UP 
message ly11e, and ISD~UP parameters. 

GR-606-CORE StJec:lties the coding of the oclels oulside lhe sJgnaling infonnat.ton 
field. Within the signaling infonnalion field, the routing label contains lhe slgnallng 
point code of lhe node formulating and sending the message as the Orlglnaling 
Point Code (OPC), lhe signaling point code of lhe node to which lhe SS7 message is 
being sent as Ute DesHnaUon Point Code (DPC), and a S.lgnaiJng Link Selection 
(SLS) code selected tor load sharing. The CIC in lhe SS7 message is lhe · 
identitlcalion of the circuit (between the switching systems idenlifted by lhe ore 
and DPC) selected for transmission of lhe related call The assignment of c,odee for 
lhe service information octet, Ore, DPC, Sl.S, and CIC ln the messages below is the 
same as for calls not involving an IXC. 'Ibis GR only describes the ISD:NUP 

1. The acronym CIG 1s not used f« Carrier Identification Code in this doctunent. 
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parameters of the SS7 messages exchanged. Table 3-1 de$cribeslhe melJsage 
priorities for lhe 887 messages t>resenlln thls GR, but not in GR-317-cORE. 

Table 3-1. Message Priorities 

Acronyms Message Types Priority 

EXM l!xit 1 

CRM Circuit Reservation Message 0 
CRA Circuit Reservation Acknowledgment 0 

It is assumed l.haL anSPCS willl direct circuits loa switch in anolhernelwork knows 
the Signalingt>Oinl code Of the distanlswilch for encoding the 0PC in CUcull-relaled 
messages destined to this dislanl switch. 

3.1.1 Main Feature Operation• 

In the follcnvinglexl, 2 lhe !lhrase MF INO 8ionalmo is used to denote the signaling 
described in GR-690-CORE, Section 8.1.1.8, as distinguished from the MF 
internetwork elgnaUng described in GR-690-CO:RE. Sections 8.1.1.2 and 3.1.1.8. 'Ibe 
phraseSS71NC 8'igtw.Ung i8 used to denote SS7 call setu1> to an ~C orconsoUdated 
carrier, as described in this GR. where the transil network parameter Ja senllo the 
DlC or coneolidat.ed cattier. 

The following procedures assume thai. when SS7 signaling i.e used for an IXC, SS7 
DlC signaling lVill be selected based on lhe same criteria used for selecting MF l~C 
signallng. That is, ~C slgnallng, whelher 1\lF or SS7, will be used for all caDs lo an 
DlC and for calls oui.Side WorJd Zone 1 to a consolidated canier. 

As described below, sending lhe SS7 Transil ~etwork SelecUon parameter to the 
carrier during SS7 L\lC sJgnaling will provide the carrier with infonnation Ilrovided. 
In lhe l~'l'X+XXXX diglls in MFDlC signaling. The OlR and CCC infunnatlon senl 
to the carrier in MF ~C signaling {see GR-690-CORE) is 11rovided only implictlly In 
SS7 ~c signaling. 

The Carner ldenUflcal1on Parameter (CJP) Is an opUonalilarameter thal provides 
lnfonnation senlln lhe forward direction lo the transit network lndicaUng the 
Lransil network selected for the call by the originailng subscriber. CIP may be 
delivered to the IC on all Feature Group D (F'G-D), SS7-&ullll01't.ed originaling call 
attempts3 and, as a1>er LEC option, MF to SS7 inlerworldng call allemllls. Tbis 
optional CIP enables lhe IXCs to combine a variety of servteestnLo one trunk groull 
between lhe LEC Equal .Access End OMce(EAEO) or Access Tandem (AT) and the 

2. 11-lost quotatlou m111:ks in the fCJDawiog text Identity 1SDNt.1' pmrunetc:r field code values 
quoted from Appeudlx B. 

3. LECs mo,y or may not offer 1hJs :feature. 
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lXC location. The detailed llrocedures are described in Section 8.1.1.1 and Section 

8.6.4.4. 

3.1 .1.1 Originating Treatment; LEC to IXC (All-557 Connection) 

This section addresses signaling to an IXC via an all-857 conneclion, either by way 
of a direct circuit or by way of an AT. Sec lion 8.5 addresses signaling by way of an 
AT lhallnvolves intenvorldng bel ween SS7 and 1nband 8ignaling. 

:Sole thatlhe tuucedures below 8llllly to both domeslic and intemaUonal calls. An 
inlemaUonal call is dialinguished from a domestic can by the nature o! address 
indicator wilhin Lhe called t>arty nwnber t>arameter included in the Inilial Addre6s 
Message {I.A.l\I) sent to the IXC {see the following Sections A and B and Table 3-2). 

When the SS7 EAEO or SS7 AT receives an orlglnaU.ng call from a direclly served 
line, il should tJerform code inlell>relalion to delennine if an IXC is required or 
requested to complete lhe call. {Section 8.1.1.l.B describes the handling of a call 
originating from an SS7 EAEO and incoming at an SS7 AT.) GR-690-CORE, Section 
2, contains Ute diallng sequences delermlning Ute need for rouUng Lo an lXC4• The 
tJl'OcedUieB below applY If the dlaling sequence, together with the eervice 
characterisl1cs of the line, die tales that an IXC is required Lo complete I he call and 
lhat no special Olleraf.or services signaling capabilities are required. ii 

Note: In lhe Lexl below and in Appendix B, nature of address co dings containing 
lhe phra8ee 110ilerator requer:tled" are used. These codings are used lo 
lndlcaf.e to an IXC Lhal 0+, 101XXXX+0(0), or 00~ dialing occurred on a call 
being routed direclly to an IXC (wllhoul LEC operator services handling). 
TlUs GR does nol include procedures for calb routed to a LEC O!lerator 
services position. 

lf an IXC ts required to comtllele the call and if circuit selection resull8 In the 
seleclion of an SS7 outgoing circuit, Ute EO should !lllL the circuit in the busy state, 
fonnulaf.e an lAM, and send ilto the IXC or SS7 AT. An JAM used lo sel up a call to 
an IXC ts coded dit'terenUy than an JAM coded as described in GR-817-CORE to set 
Ull a call not mvolvlng an IXC. These dlfterences are ex,llicltly noted In the next 
section 

The JAM is followed by continuity check t>rocedures, If necessary, and addilional 
message exchanges between the EO and lhe L"{C or Sb'7 AT. The sequence and 
coding of these SS7mec!l8ages following lh~ JAM are usually the same as, or slmllar 
to, those for establishing a call nol involving an IXC. Exceptions are highllghled in 

o&. 'lbree-dl8ft ~ fdentlllcatlon Cades <:odes bll'fe been pbaled out. Qlly lO!XXXX mi\V be 
diAled • a peE-aarrier selcdton c:ode. 

a. Tllla OR ctoeas not address the l\ondJfng of colls r«J'drlng ope:rat« aavkes slgnalin& 
capabJlftles. Operator services system requJrements or~ detailed Jn TR-NWT ..0012'711 Qperat.or 

~mile~• Sl,gnoli11{1 Using ~'fgnaltng SustlfN' No. 1: S11Jilt·hlng S1Ptem CJ.merlc 
.llequfremenr.s.llUI 
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the following text {GR-317 -CORE provides delails for coding SS7 messages for 
calls nol involving an IXC.) 

In the following lexl, individual bits in parameters are referred to as follows: in a 
one-oclel field, bil A is l.he first bit transmitted, bil B the second, etc. 

Saying l.hat bits DCBA are coded 0101 means Utat bllA is coded 1, bit B ts coded 0, 
elc. 

In a 2-oclel field, bit A is lhe firsl bU tl'8I18miUed of the first octellransmilled, bil I 
is the first bil of the second ocleltransmilted, etc. 

(.first octet) 

(second 
octet) 

The coding of lhe JAM is tilighl.ly dlft'erent when the lAM is aent direcl]y lo lhe IXC 
than when the lAM is senllo an IXCvia an SS7 AT. These differeneee are described 
below. 

A. SS7 EAEO Using Direct Circuit Lo IXC or SS7 AT Serving Directly Connected 
Stations 

A!lllendix C, Figure C-4, illustrates an example of lhe exchange ofSS7 messages 
between the EO and the IXC under lhese conditions. 

Once il has been delennined that an SS7 circuit direello the IXC is lo be used, 
the EO should formulate an JAM. 

Atlpendlx.A, Table A-6, shows the fonnal of the lAM. {The key for the reference 
sections and fJ'lle colwnns is given at the beginninS of the appendix.) In 
fonnulatlng the JAM, the EO should include each of lhe mandatory flxed 
{denoledby?inAPtlendixA)andmandatoryvariablelength(denoted by•V") 
tlarameters. Of these parameters, the message cype, nature of connection 
indicators, calling party's categoey, user service infonnation, and fonvard call 
indicators should be coded the same as for a call not involving an IXC (see GR-
3!7-CORE). 

The called 1>arf.y number llar&meler should be included tn Lhe lAM and coded 
according lo the rules given in Table 8-2. The address infonnaUon fteld within 
the called t>altY number parameter should be coded as for a call nollnvolvlng 
an JXC. That. is, (he ftrsl octet of this field should contain the Binary Coded 
Decimal {BCD) code of the fi.rsl address digit in bUs DCBA, and the BCD code 
ot (he second address digit in bits HGFE. The lhird digit is coded in bits DCBA 
of the second octet of this fteld, etc. If an odd number of addre&<J digits IS being 
sent, the last four blls of the last octet in the address lnfonnaUon field should be 
codedOOOO. 
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Jn Table 3-2, when (lOl:XXXX) + (1/0) + 7D is dialed, either the seven dialed 
dlgUs or lhe len digils ablained by prefixing the desllnatton ~umbering Plan 
Area (~PA) to the dialed digils may be included in the address infonnation field 
of the Called Party ~umber parameter. 

RS-1 (I )The ~PA diglls shall be llreftxed in those cases where the ~PAis 
currently 1>renxed for MF oulllUlsing and, additionally, In any case 
where the accurate rouling of the call requires U\e ~A digits. 

The COilllllele len digils shall be sent for all calls involving an IXC. 

Table 3·2. Coding Rules for the Called Party Number Parameter 

Fields In Called Party Number Parameter 

Dialed Dlglta Natura of Addre .. 

(lOlXXXX) + (1) + 7D (Note 1) 000000110000011 

(lOJXXXX)+l+lOD 0000011 

(101XXXX)+0+7D (.Notes 1 and 3) 111000Vlll0010 

(101XXXX)-t0+10D (Note 3) 1110010 

(101XXXX)-t011-tCC-tNN(I) 0000100 

(lOl.XXXX)+Ol-tCC+NN(#) (Note 3) 1110011 

101XXXX+O{O) 1110100 
orOO 

101XXXX-t# 1110101 

96()..XXXX· 0000001 
or 

1110110 

a. Coding for 9fi0-XXXX c:alls Is specified in Section 3.l.l.lA. 

Dialed Digi««Addm!a Intonnalion 

7D ... ~XX-XXXX 

Odd/Even 
Indicator 

l/0 

0 

110 

0 

J/0 

1/0 

0 

0 

1 

lOD,. ~A+~XX-XXXX ~A includes SAC dtallng 
or Toll-Free Service codee0 of lhe fonn SAC'l~PA-~XXXX.) 
CC "' Country code dl.gils 
~~ "' ~auonal number digits 

Addr.ss 
lnfannatlan 

7/lOD 

lOD 

7/lOD 

1<JD 

CC+NN 

CC+NN 

(llone) 

(none) 

7D 

6. For intor~on on Toll-Free Semce, refer to GB-2892-CORE,91«tchi119' andSignalCng 
Oeumc Requim"ema for Toll·Pree Scwvfc6 Uair~~~ ilJN;1't21 and T.R-NWT ..(JUOMJ, late 3, 
Supplement 1. 
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0000001 = subscriber number 
0000011 = national (significanl) number 
0000100 =international number 
1110001 = subscriber number, otJerator ret.1uesled 
1110010 = national number, ot-.eralor requested 
1110011 =international number, Ot'Jerator ret}Uesled 
1110100 =no number present, OJJeratorrequesLed 
1110101 = no number 1uesent, cut-through call to earner 

lswe3 
November 1999 

1110110 = 960+ call from LEC public station or hotel/motel line or non-EAEO 

Odd/Even Indicator 

0 = even number of digits 
1 = odd n\unber of dlgl(S 

~oles: 

1. lnfonnalion 1:1hown in lhe addre68 infonnallon column of lhe called party 
number parameter {see Table 3-2) allows for lhe sending of seven or len 
digils. 

R8-2 (2]A8 noted in Section 8.1.1.1A, SPCS shall send ten dlglls, obtained 
by prefixing lhe destination ~PA to the seven dialed digits, for all 
calls involving an JXC. 

2. The numbering 11lan is encoded 001 for •JSn~ numbering plan". 

8. As noted earl1er, this GR does not address signaling Lo aLEC operator 
services system The nature of address codes 1110001, 1 1l 0010, 1110011, 
and 1110100 St'Jecifted above are included here for inclusion In an lAM for a 
call routed directly lo an IXC wilho1.1L handling by aLEC operator sexvices 
syslem 

~ole Lhal with the lll'(ICedures for MF international signaling, as de8Cl'lbed in 
GR-690-CORE, Seclion 8.1.1.8, the IXC receives OlR or CCC digils. 1n Lhis MF 
signaling, the R represents a region wilhln World Zone 1 and the CCC digits are 
the country code of an international number lladded Lo three diglls. In SS7, lhe 
R digit. is nolllrovided to the IXC and lhe counLry code is provided only as part 
of the entire international nwnbet: 

When the dialed digits are of the fonn 950-XXXX, lhe SPCS should include the 
960-.X:XX:X digits 1n the address infonnat.ion .field. The nature of address code 
should be "subscriber number" except in the following case. If the 966-XXXX 
digitS are received from a llUblic Slalion or a holelfmolelline, the SPCS should, 
based on the selected IXC, be able to code lhe nature of address field "950+ call 
from LEC public station or holellmolelline or non-EAEO" instead of lhe wrual 
"subscriber nwnber." (This sl)eclal coding of the nature of address fteld 
provides the lnformalion of the distinctive Start. (ST] • curnmtly available in MF 
signaling for such a call; see GR-600-CORE, Section &1.1.6.) 
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The oplional charge number and originating line information llaramele~ as a 
t>air, should be configurable lo be Included, or not, in lhe lAM es a 11e~JXC and 
t>er-class-of-service (i.e., originaling screening and routing translations) option. 
These SS7paramelers should be used Lo Lransfer .information equivalent Lo that 
transferred by the "II+.A..~l" digits described in GR-690-CORE when MFsignaling 
is used. The originating line infonnatlon 11arameler may be configured using the 
flexible Aulomalic ~umber IdenUfication (A~) information digit assignment 
described in TR-'ISY-000686, LSSGR: F1exib/8 ANI ltVUrmalitm .Dioit 
Assign:numt., .FSD 20-i0-QJOO.I231 (The charge nwnber Is to be disUnguished 
from lhe calling (latty number, as diecussed in Secllon 8.6.4.1. Sending the 
charge number and originating line information is indetlendent of sending the 
calling J>arty number Jl&rameler. Section 8.6.4.1 also describes an inlemctlon 
between the charge number and the calling party nwnbe~) 

All1)endix B contains the formals for the charge m.unber and originating line 
infonnation 1>arametem. 

When included, the orlglnaling line information 11arameter should be coded 
according lo Ute service characlerislics of lhe originating line. 'lb.ese service 
characlerisllce COJ:reSpond lo those used lo delennine the MF n digl.ls described 
in GR-69(HJORE. The codes UfJed in the originating line inlormalion parameler 
are Ute binaey equtvalen(.e of the decimal codes used tn the n digits of inband 
exchange access signaling. Table 3-3 showslhe correst.,ondence between the 
codes 1n lhe ortglnatlng llne infonnalion pammeler and sample .MF II digils. 

~ole lhatlhe list ofMF D digits is evolving. An utldaled lisl of these digilS is 
l>Ublished quarterly in TRA.-L1P, Local &chtmoe .Rbuling Guide (LBRG),l24J 
Section 1. Binary equtvalenLS of lhe II digl.ls 8lltlearlng tn lhis Uildaled Usl should 
be SU!ltlarled 1n lhe originating line informalion 11arameler. 

Table 3-3 also shows the correSJlOndence between the codes in Lhe ol1ginating 
line lnformaUon parameter and lhe single MF I dlglL 
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Table 3·3. I and II Digits and Originating Line Information 

Originating Line 
11(1) Digits Meaning lnfonnatlon Code 

00{0 or3) ldentlned line- no spec!lal treatment 00000000 

01 (1 or4) Operator Number Ideutlncntlon 00000001 
(ONI) (Multiparty) 

02(2 oro) ANI Fallurej wtavalhlble 00000010 

06(6) Hotel (without room Identification) 00000110 

CYI(jJ Colnlesa, HOSpital, lumate, etc. 00000111 
(screening) 

10 Testoill 00001010 

20 AIOD -Listed DN sent 00010100 

24 T()]l-Free Service can 00011000 

26 Toll-Free Service ean made Irom a 00011001 
p~tlou 

27 Coin call 00011011 

Note: The ueage of the I and D decimal codes 18 described in TR-~WT-000682, 
LSSGR: Autom.at.ic Number Idenl:icfi,cQlion (ANI) tnul Operaun· Nvmwer 
Identification (ONI), F8D 20-20-0000,12i5J and GR-69Q-CORE. Atlllendix B, 
Section B.l8, tlrovideiJ coding for Lhe originaling line information parameler. 
The lisl of n diglls in lhe Lable 18 nol meanl. Lo be comtllele; a complele llslls 
tlubllshed in the CWTenl ifJsue of lhe LERG. 

When inchtded, coding of Lhe charge number should be as follows, if Ute calling 
llarlynumber ll&rameler is nol included in Lhe JAM. (See Sec lion &6.4.1 for the 
1>rocedurea _,oclated with the Cbarge ~umber tlammeter when Lhe CaJJ.J.ng 
Farly number tJarameler is included.) The Charge ~umber ll&rameler is to 
tlrovlde an A..'ll Lo.Lhe sel~led IXC. The A)U number should be available $11d 
identifiable for each incoming call and aL each SS7 EAEO and aL each SS7 AT 
serving as an EO. 

When the Charge ~umber is included) 1l should contain, when avallable, Lhe Len 
~PA+~XX+XXXX address digits oflhis.A..'fl in Lhe address infonnaUon field of 
the ilaratneler: The odd/even indlcalor bit should be coded •even number of 
address digils,,. and the naLure of address should be coded lf.A._~I of the calling 
Ilatly; national nwnber." If the ten address digits are not available, bullhe ~PA 
digits are available, then only the Lhree ~A digtls should be sent in the addre$8 
informal:iDn field. The odd/even indicalor bU should be coded ~todd number of 
address digiLs,n and~ the nalure of address fleld should be coded "A.. "'a of 
Ute calling 11arty; nattonal number." The numbertng llhm field should be coded 
.. ISD~ numbering tllan (:rrlJ-T Rec. E.164f2°1)" when eilher Lhreeor len digits are 
sent. 

3-8 

VZ25 

050 



GR·394-cORE -------------------------, 
Issue 3 
November 1999 

Generic Requirements for ICI Using Ute ISONUP 
Fealure Requirements 

If no A.'U address digits are availabl~ the odd'even bil should be coded 14even 
nwnber of address digils" and f.he nature of address field should be coded •A..'lJ 
not available or not1>rovided." In this case, lhe octet containing the nature of 
address code should be the last octet oflhe charge number }Jarameler. 

R8-8 [8) The optional Tr8l181l ~etworkSelecUon (~S) }Jarameter shall be 
included in an lAM for a call ifSS7 ~C signaling 1s used. In lhis case, 
the T~S in the lAM shall be coded as described below 7 (see Figures 
B~l6 in Atltlendix B): 

Bit. H of the ftml octet is S}lare and shall be coded 0. 

BUs GFE in the first oclel (the ll'lle of network idenlification field) 
shall be coded "national network identification." 

Bils DCBA of this octet (the network ldenliftcation plan field) shall 
be coded •oo!O" to indicate a follr-diglt code. 

The second and third oclels of this ll8I'8meler coru.ain the binary coded dlgtls of 
the carrier identification code (the XXXX code). 

The second octet shaD contain the first digit of the XXXX code {the 
most signlftcanL digil) ln bits DCBA and the second digit in bils 
HGFE. Each of these digits shall be coded in BCD. 

The third oclel shall contain the third digit of the XXXX code in bils 
DCBA and Lhe fourth digil in b1ls HGFE. Each of these digits will be 
coded in BCD. 

The fourth oclel shall contain the circuit code ln bits HGFE. Bils 
DCBA of this octet shall be reserved and coded as •oooo". 
The circuli code bits shan be coded ~international cal\ no Oilerator 
requested" or •tntematlonal cal\ 01'erator requested", as 
at)t)ropriate 

The circuit code value •intemallonal ~ no operator requested" corresponds 
to lhe MF DIX code. 

The ci.rcuiL code value "lnlemational call. no O}leralor requested" 
shall be used for calls to an J~C dlaled lOl:XXXX +#or with lhe 
prefix 011. 

The circuit code value "inJ.emalional call, O}>erator requested" corresponds lo 
the :MF l~'X code. 

The ch'cuil code value "international call, operator requested" shall 
be used on calls to an DlC dialed 00, 101XXXX + 0(#), 10l:XXXX + 00, 
orwllh a 01 prefix. 

7. 'nlree-cUglt Carder ldenUftcntian Codes have been pha:sed out All references to ~lgft 
Carder IdentUlartlon Codes have beea .-ernoved. 
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Section a5.4 describes using lhe optional canier selection, selVice code, and 
cmTier identification tlarameters. 

There are additional, OtlUonal parameters in lhe lAt.[, as shown in Seclion 
Tl.113.8 ofGR-246-CORE. These, and tJosslbly additional (yet-lo-be-defined) 
11arameters may need to be included in an lAM for features associated wilh the 
call. Because this GR does not describe procedures for calls involving special 
features. lhe use of these parameleiS is not discussed in lhis GR 

When sendinj the lAM for Lhe oulgoing circuit, the original.ing SPCS should sel 
a timer T rl\M and awail either a disconnect indication from the calling 11arty or 
receltlt of an Address Complete Message (ACM), Answer Message (A~ or 
Release Message (REL) fur this circuit. 

Handling lhe call from lhls tloint on is as described in GR-317 -coRE. · 

B. SS7 EAEO to IXC via an SS7 AT 

Figure C-6 of AtJpendix C illustrates an e.xamtlle of lhe exchange of SS7 
messages between the EO and lhe JXC v1a an SS7 AT. 

R3-4 (4]If lhe circuit selected for routing the calllo lhe IXC is lo an SS7 
AT, the SPCS shaH funnulate an lAM as in the ~e above,. t?Xcetll 
lhalthe lAM shall include the optional ~S parameter. 

The lAM shall also include oie Otllional CIP. 

The~ in an lAM loan 887 AT should be coded as described below (see Figure 
B-16 ofAptJendix B). 

Bit H of the .tlrsl octet Is spare and shall be coded 0. 

Bit.s GFE in the first octet { lhe type of network ldenliftcalion field) 
shall be coded •national network 1denttflcal1on," and bits DCBA of 
this octet {the network ldenUftcal.lon plan fteld) shall be coded 
•oolO" to indicate a foUl'-- digit code. 

The second oc let of this }Jarameter shall contain lhe first digit of the 
XXXX code (the most. significant digit) in bUs DCBA and U\e second 
digit in bile HGFE. Each of lhese diglis shall be coded in BCD. 

The third octet shall contain the l.hird digit of the :XXXX code in bits 
DCBA and the fourth digit in bits HGFE. Each of these digils will be 
coded in BCD. 
BUs HGFE of the fourth oclel shall be coded lo Stleci(y the 
8lllll'Ollriale circuit groull for the SS7 AT to use to route to Lhe IXC 
and Lo indicate whether to use lC or ~C signaling. Bits DCBA of the 
fourth octet shall be reserved. 

The infonnaUon carried in bits HGFE of the third oclel of the T~S correa1l0nds 
to the OZZ or l~r-;rx digits currenUy out1lulsed to the AT in the procedures 

& Thner T JAM Is tlle sume 115 timer T wtln UR-317 -CORE. 
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described in GR-69~0RE. The 1ueci.se coding of lhi.s four bil "CircuiL Code10 

field is Silecific lo lhe nelwork eslablishing the call. 'Ihe code may depend on 
Lhe dialed digilsJ Lhe originaling line information (Lhe infonnalion idenlified in 
the ll digilsln GR-690..CORE and here in lhe originating line information 
parameter), and the destination l.XC. 

R3-5 [!]The CIP shall be coded as described in Section 3.6.4.4 . 

.An AT receMng the ClP parameter in an lAM from anSS7 EAEO 
shall delete lhe CIP if ClP ls nollo be sent al all on lhe outgoing 
trunk grouporiffhe CIPvalue isnol one Lhal has been requested for 
lhe outgoing trunk group. Otherwise, lhe AT shall include il in Lhe 
lAM senl to the IXC. 

R8-6 (6)When an SS7 EAEO sends an lAM lo an AT for a call destined Lo 
an IXC, lhe SS7 EAEO shall set timer TIAM awailtng eilher an ACM, 
an ~M, an REL, or a disconnect indicalion from the calling 
subscriber. Section 3.1.4.2 delall8 procedures lo be followed when 
T1AM ex1lires before receipt of an extlecled message. 

Once an lAM has been sent from lhe SS7 EAEO Lo an AT, an Exit Message 
{EXM) would be received from Lhe Land em if the outgoing circuit from Lhe 
tandem to the IXC uses SS7 and anACM would be received from the tandem if 
the outgoing circuit to lhe IXC uses mband signaling. The relum of lhe ACM 
from an inlerworldng IlOinlis dlscussed in S~lions 8.6.1.2 and 8.6.2.1, and is 
consistent wilh lhe t>rocedures In GR-317-cORE. The relum of the EXM, as 
described below, provides an btdlcation to lhe EAEO lhal an lAM has been sent. 
to lheJXC. 

R3-7 (7]1f the incoming trunk group qualli'ies (Ute call is int.raLATA or 
outbound from the LATA), the AT shall check lhe lAM for the 
presence of the ~S parameleJ:. 

If the T)JS parameter i8 available, Lhe AT shall route the call based 
on the Carrier IdenUftcation Code wllh circuit code received in the 
~S tlarameter. 

R3-8 [S]The AT shall be C&J.lable of selecting one of u11 to four dislincL 
Lronk grou118 to a specified IXC. 

RB-9 [9]If the selected outgoing circuit is an SS7 circuit, Lhe SS7 AT shall 
mark the clrcuil busy and fonnulate an lAM for lhis circuit 

Sections 3.6.1.2 and 3.6.2.1 del8illhe tlWcedures used when the selected 
outgoing circuit to Lhe IXC usee the inband slgnaUng described in GR-690-
CORE. 
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R8-IO 

RS-11 

:U-12 

R8-1S 

RB-14 

RS-1~ 

(lO]Itthe~SilarameterisnoltlresenlinlheWI, lheATshallroute 
the call based on the address digits in the called 11arl.y number 
Ilar&meler. 

[ll]The 887 AT receiving an lAM wllh the address digits in the called 
party number parameter coded 960-.XXXX shall be able to select the 
approtlrial.e outgoing circu1l group based on the XXXX diglls. 

(12]The lAM fonnulated by f.he AT sM.ll contain the same 
parameters as lhe received lAM except, possibly, tor lhe T)lS and 
the hotl counter. 

[13]The SS7 AT shall delennine, based on the circuit code received 
in lhe ~S, whether SS7 L'IC signaling should be '-tSOO· 

(14]The TiiJS, coded as received, shall be included in the lAM to the 
JXC when SS7 I~C signaling Is ~ and deleted otherwise. 

(15]The hop counter shall be included If received in an incoming 
lAM, or if lhe trunk group assoclaled with the outgoing clrcull has 
the ho11 counter capablltl.y turned •on". 

For infonnalion on processing a received hop counter tlarameter.inclusion ot 
the ho11 counter ll&rameler, and delermtntng lhe value of the hop eounler 
t>arameter, see GR-317-CORE, Section 8.1.1.2. 

After sending lhe lAM to the IXC, the SS7 AT should set timer T EXM,d· When 
timer TEnt,d expires or when an 8m A~ A. "'1M, or REL is receiVed for lhe 
outgoing SS7 clrcuit(whichever occursftn;t), theATshouldfonnulaleand send 
an EXM to the SS7 EAEO. The message 11rior.ily field, bUs FE in lhe Sexvice 
IntOimation Octet (SIO) of lhe EXM, should be coded 01 to indicate &}lrioricy-of 
l. (For details on lhe SIO, see Section T1.1ll.4.14.2 of GR-246-CORE.) The 
sending ofanEXMshould precede any ACM orA~ sent to the EAEO for a call 
routed to aniXC from theA Ton an SS7 -supported circuit The EXMshould also 
be sent before any SS7 REL gener~Led by a message received from the IXC or by 
a re1leated continuity check failure for the call on lhe circuit group lo the IXC. 
The EXM is regarded as a backward message for the PliiPOSes of handling the 
recei11L of Blocking messages, Unequipped Circuit Idenliftcalion Code 
messages, elc. (see GR-317-CORE, Section 8.1.4). 

In Ap11endix .A, TableA-4 shows the EXM fonnal The mandatory message 1yL1e 
IlatameLer should be coded as specifted in Section B.ll. The Otlltonal (with 
restlecl Lo the SS7tlrotocol) Oltlgolng trunk grou11 number tlarameler should be 
included. It should contain the 4-dig.lL trunk group number of the trunk grout> 
t1Sed to route lhe call from the AT lo lhe IX C. The lrunk grout' number digits 
should be coded USing BCD, as described 1n Section B.l4 of Ap11endix B. 

The AT should nol delay lhe sending of lhe E.XM pending comt>letion of any 
continuity check on the incoming cireuiL If a continuity check was required on 
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the incoming clrcuit, an lAM for Lhe outgoing circuil has already been sent, and, 
subse..1uenlly, a Continuity Message (COT) wllh a "conlinully check failed" 
indication is received, then the AT should send an REL for lhe outgoing circuit 
to the IXC. The cause Indicators field in the REL should be coded with cause 
value "temporary failure" and localion code "local local net work" If a COT with 
a •continuity check failed" indication is receh•ed for the Incoming circuit and an 
EXM for this circuit has not already been sent to the EAEO, the AT should omil 
sendhlg this EXM. 

If the outgoing circuillO the IXC requires a continuity check and if this check 
falls, the AT should select another outgoing circuit for the same call, formulate 
an lAM, and send il for lhiB second outgoing circ\lit. It this second continuity 
check falls, the AT should release the lnco:mlng clrcult and send an REL to lhe 
EAEO for this circuit. The cauaevalue in this REL should be "terniXJraryfailure/' 
and the location code should be •local local network." 

3.1.1.2 Terminating Treatment; IXC to LEC 

An SS7 EAEO or 887 AT should be able Lo receive and llrocess IAI\Is for incoming 
calls on a circuit from an IXC. 

RB-16 

... 

R8-17 

, .. 

ll6]If the incoming lrunk groull class of servk:e infonnation 
indicates lhat ~Sis not t>Emlilled (lhe call is inbound to the LATA), 
Ute SPCS shall route Ute call based on the address dlgils in the called 
11arty number parameter if the ~S 1>arameter is not 1uesenl 

If the T~S parameter is t>resenL, the call shall be released. 

The cause Indicator parameter 1n the REL shall be coded as follows: 

• General location: local interface controlled by lhis signaling link 
Cause value: protocol error- UIIBtlecified. 

[17] When an SS7 EAEO or SS7 AT receives an lAM from an IXC, it 
shall screen the address digits in lhe called parly number parameter 
as S!lecifted in Section 3.2.1. 2. 

If the addre68 digiiB in the called llarty number parameter pass the 
screening and if the called parcy line is directly served by the SPCS 
receiving the lAM from the JXC, the SPCS shall follow lhe 
11rocedures described in GR-317-CORE, SecUon3.1.1.2B; for a 
tenninaling offt.ce receiving an lAM. 

1n 1>arUcular, If called t>arly number information is comtllele and if 
the called line is idle, lhe SPCS shall attempt to complete the calL 

If the lAM received at the tenninal.ing SPCS contains unrecognized 
opttonal1>arameters, 0 the tennlnaling SPCS shall attempt to 
complete lhe call 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Structure and Use of This Document 

• Section ltlrovides an introduction, definition, background infonnation, and 
requirements tenninology 

• Section 2tlrovides a user's peiSpective 

• Section 3 provides feature requirements 

• Atlpendix A describes SS7 Messages 

• Appendix B describes SS7 Parametem 

• The Reference section cont.ains a list of documents and details on obtaining 
lhem 

• The Gloss~ section is a list of acronyms and the~ definitions 

• The Requirement-Object lndex tlrovides a list of the numbered requirements in 
this documenL 

1.2 Definition 

This Generic Requirements document (GR) describes the Telcordia view of generic 
requirements for the procedures required lo establish and release call connections 
using the Signaling System ~umber 7 (SS7) tlrotocol These generic requirements 
focus on basic interoflice voice calls that. do not originate or tenninate on 
lnlegrated Services Digital ~etwork (ISD~ lines and on call connections that are 
either complete]y within one network or between distinct networks where an 
lnterexchange Carrier (IXC) is not involved. Details for special subscriber services 
are not provided. 

1.3 Background 

Common Channel Signaling (CCS) is a method for exchanging information between 
Stored ITo gram Control Switching Syst.ems (SPCSs) that are interconnected via a 
net work of signaling links. In switching systems where CCS is used for call 
connection signaling, out -of-hand signaling messages retllace Mull.ifrequency (MF) 
and other inband interoffice signaling mechanisms on selected circuits. The out -<lf· 
band messages are used to report circuit seizure and transport address information, 
answer SUJ>ervision, circuit release; etc. 

These generic requirements are based on SS7; a CCS tlrotocol deftned by Study 
Group XI, Working Party 2 (XI/2), of the lntemalional Telecommunication Union
Telecommunication Seclor (ITU-'1) (fonnerly the International Telegra(lh and 
Telephone Consultative Committee [ CCJTI']) and lhe TIS 1.3 Working Group of the 
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Exchange Carriezs Standards Association {ECSA) T 1 Committee. The Telcordia 
specification of lhe SS7 protocol is provided in GR-246-CORE, BeUc<rre 
SpeciJ''ic4lwn of Si{!TUlling System. Number '1 (SS7).111 In some instances, the 
procedures and codings in lhese generic requirements differ from lhose in GR-246-
CORE. These differences are prtmarily the result of advances in the SS7prolocol 
since that document was issued 

The SS7 pro to col has several part.s, including the Message Transfer Part (MTP) and 
the Integrated Services Digilal ~etwork User Part (ISD~UP). Any SPCS in an SS7 
net work should provide MTP capabilities. These capabilities include basic 887 
message handling and signaling nel work management capabilities. The use of the 
MTP ofSS7 at an SPCS is described in GR-606-CORE, LSSGR: Common Channel 
SignaJimJ, Sect ian 6. 5. [21 SS7 messages travel between dift'erent SPCSs via 
Signaling Transfer Points (STPs), which are Sllecialized tJacket switches used to 
route signaling messages. The ~uiremenls in FR-64, LATA Switchinn Systems 
Generic Requ.irem.ents (LSSGR),I I include the requirements for lhe l.ransfer of 
messages between an SPCS and an STP. For requirement.s on the srP itse~ refer 
to GR-82-CORE, Signaling 'Frawqer Point (STPJ Generic Requinnnen~.l41 

This G R covers lhe use of lhe JSD)l'UP oflhe SS7 protocol for circuit-switched call 
connection and release procedures. The procedures given here are for basic 
telephone service that does not involve SUiliJiemenl.ary services. 

Figure 1-1 is intended Lo give a better understanding of how GR-317-CORE relates 
wilh other Telcordia CCS GRs. 

The figure has five vertical columns lhat.list various Telcordia CCS G&. The~ 
vertical colunms are defined by the network nodes at the boUom of lhe diagram; the 
colwnns are differentiated from each other by the vertical lines. The network nodes 
shown in the network diagram are SPCSs, .STrs, SCPs, and a cloud representing 
"olher networks." Directly above these nodes are the GR documents that 
correspond to lhese respective nodes; e. g., directly above the srcs are GR-606-
CORE, GR.a17-CORE, GR-394-CORE, LSSGR: Switching System. Generic 
RequitYJ1'rUri'U.sfor InlerexcJw:nge Carrier Interoqnnection Using the Inll!fiUle</. 
&rrvices Digital. Netwom User Part (1SDNUP),rol and a box re1Jresenling switch
b~d CLASSSM services. 1n the same way, GR documents supporting the STP, SCP, 
and interface specifications are shown above those nodes. The base of the figure 
contains core SS7 signaling and llrocessing requirement documents on which the 
node-specific document.B are based The main core SS7 signaling and processing 
requirement documeru is GR-246-CORE, and lhis is shown at the base of the 
diagram under all of lhe node-specific documenls. 

Directly above GR-317 .CORE and GR-394-CORE in the figure is a box labeled 
CLASS services. This box represents switch-based services which use lhe 
fundamental switching requirements listed in GR-317-CORE and GR-394-CORE. A 
retJresentative sam1lle of the documents covered by these services follows. This list 
is not exhaustive. 
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* ... _. _____ ·-----·-----·-----~r~· 
Figure 1-1. Telcordia GR Diagram 

• TR-~WT-00003ls, CLASSSM Fea1ure: Colling Number Delivery, FSIJ 01-02-1051 (a 
module of LSSOR; FR-641GJ 

e TR-~WT-000215, CLASSSM Fea1ure: Automatic Callback, FSD OJ -02-1250 (a nwduJe 
ofLSSOR, FR-64}11 

e TR-'~WT-000220, CLASSlM Fe4ture: Screening List Editing, FSV 30-28-0000 (a 
module of LSSGR, FR-64;181 

• TR-)lWT-000227t CLAS~ Fealure: AulomaticRealll,FSLJ OJ-02-1260(amoduleof 
LSSGR, FR-64;1°1 

• TR-)lWT-001188, C£ASSS111 Feature: Calling Namel)e/ivery, FSD 01-02-1070 (a 
module of LSSGR, FR-64).1101 

The far-right column retlresents inl.erface specifications for interconnections t.o 
olher net works. These documents specify what. signaling infonnation will be 11assed 
by l.he LEC l.o anol.her net work and what. signaling infonnat.ion the LEC eJqlects 1.o 
receive in retum The family of these interconnection documents is gathered in FR-
905, Com.tnon Cha;Mtel Signal.ing Network Interj"ac.e SpeciJiro.l.imts (CCSNIS) 
Family of .Requiretnen.l$1111. Two of the fundamental interface speciftcation 
documents are shown in the figure; these are GR-906-CORE, Common Channel 
Signaling (CCS) NetWO'I't lnter:{ace Specification (CCSNJS) Suppmting Networ/r, 
Inl.erccnnectihn, MessQ.l)e 'I'ra:n.$/lrf' Part. (MTP), and Integrated Services Dioil4l 
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Network User Part (1SDNUP)I121, and GR-1432~0RE, C<.-"'S Nelwom Inl.mface 
Specification (CCSNIS) Suppqrting SCCP and TCA.f1131. 

The difference between GR-317~RE and GR-394-CORE lies primarily in the area 
of call routing. G R-317-CORE conlains lhe fundamental requirements for call setup 
for calls rouled complete]y \\i.Lhin one network It describes in detail the codings of 
lhe parameters of lhe lAM for basic calls. ll also contains the fundamental 
requiremenls for coding lhe other messages used in call setup, such as the Address 
Coilli.Jlete Message (ACM), Answer Message (A~, Call Pmgress Messag~ (CPG), 
the Release Message (REL), and the Release CorntJlete Message (RLC). In addition, 
GR-317..CORE contains procedures for many non-call associ.at.ed ISUP messages 
and procedures that protect lhe net work when circuits or equipment fail GR-394-
CORE builds upon GR-317-CORE by extending lhe callsetutJ ~uiremenls to calls 
which are routed through interexchange carriers. U is assumed that calls following 
GR-394~0RE also follow GR-317-CORE. For \his reason, in the figure GR-394-
COREandGR-317-COREareshowninthesamebox,withGR-394-COREaboveGR· · 
317 -CORE. For calls requiring routing to a specific carrier, GR-894-CORE signaling 
is used since it is 8J.>Illicable for call connections between distinct networks 
independent of whether the connection is inter LATA or inU'aLA TA 'Ihe 
requiremenls in GR-394-CORE allow a Transit ~etworkSelection (~S) parameter 
to be signaled wilhin the lAM. The ~Sallows an Access Tandem (AT) lo route the 
call to lhe carrier of choice. 

1.4 High-Level Description 

This document describes the SS7 messages transmitted between offices with SS7 
capabilities that set utJ and lhen release an interoffice voice call connection that 
does nolinvolve 

•SU!llllemenl.alyservices 

•An lSD~ calling or called subscriber. 

This G R discusses details of the coding of these messages and of associated 
procedures. It also includes the signaling Ilrocedures to accomtJany circuit 
supervision 11rocesses such as blocking and reseL 

~otdescribed he.re is the use ofSS7 LSDYUP for the support oflSD~ access, 
supplemenlaiy services such as call forwarding and OlJeralor services, or call 
routing to anolhernetworkvia an IXC. The support oflhese, and potentially other, 
features will likely require the use of additional SS7 lSD~ parameters and 
messages, and associated !lrocedures. 

A difference bet ween the signaling described in this document and the signaling 
described in GR-394-CORE needs to be t)()inled out due to the requirement of 
dialing Ilarity for int.raLA T A. toll calls. lmt.JlemenUng dialing parity requires the 
deployment of a riC-2 feature, where switches ~tore a second Presu~cribed 
Interexchange Carrier (PIC) against a customer line to Identify the tlreferred carrier 
for intraLA TA LoU calls for that customer; If a customer chooses aLEC as the carrier 
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GR-317-CORE -------------------------, 
Issue 3 
November 1999 

Generic Requirements for Call Control Using ISDNUP 
Introduction 

for intraLA. TA toll calls, it is expected that the end office would use the signaling 
described in this documenl However, if the customer selecl.s a different carrier as 
the intraLATA toll sen-ice tlrovider, it is expected that the end office would use GR-
394-CORE type signaling (Feature Group D- FGD) due lo the different routing that 
would be needed for lhal tn•e of call 

1.5 Changes From TR-NWT.000317, Issue 4; to GR-317-CORE, 
Issue 1 

The following procedures discuss the additional infonnalion: 

• Inclusion of procedures for the coding of the nature-of-connection indicator 
(Section 3. 1. l.2.A) 

•Inclusion of procedures for circuit group overflow {Section 3.1.1. 2.B) 

• Inclusion of procedures for multiple point codes (Sections 3.1 and 3. 2) 

•Inclusion of procedures for the inlerworking indicator bit coding 
{Section 3.1.1. 6) 

•Inclusion of procedures for collision of release messages (Section 3.1.3.l.C) 

•Inclusion of llroceduresfor default treatment forvarious causes (Section 3.1.4.2) 

• Inclusion of 11rocedures for oomtlalibility handling for CGB, CG U, CG BA, and 
CGUA (Sections 3.1.4.3.B, 3.1.4.8, and Atlpendi.x B.7) 

•Inclusion of procedures for the receitlt of an unrecognized parameter or 
unrecognized parameter value (Section 3.1.4.7) 

•Inclusion of the Diagnostic field for C~ message (Appendix B. 6) 

•Inclusion of procedures for Automatic Congestion Control (ACC) (Sections 
3.1.4.12, 3.2, Aptlendi.x Table A-6, and Allpendi.x B-22) 

•Inclusion of procedures for one-way trunk grou11 cireuil validation lesl (Section 
3.1.2.3). 

1.6 Changes From GR-317-<:0RE, Issue 1; to Issue 1, Revision 1 

Revision 1 included clarifications, updales, and issues resolutions to G R-317 .CORE. 
These changes included 

•Default coding for User Service lnfonnat.ion Parameter (Section 3.1.1.2.A, 3.2, 
and 3.4.2) 

•Call Progress Message (CJlG) (Section 3.1.1.8) 

•Echo Control Device lndicator(Section 3.1.1.2.A) 

•Switch Processing Time Requirements (Section 3.6) 

•Provisionable internet work optional parameters (Section 3.1.1) 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the foregoing were sent via electronic mail on 
April 26, 201 0 to: 

Charles Murphy, Staff Counsel 
Timisha Brooks, Staff Counsel 

Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

cmurphy@psc.state.fl.us 
tbrooks@psc. state. fl. us 

Beth Salak 
Florida Public Service Commission 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

bsalak@psc.state.fl.us 

Christopher W. Savage 
Davis, Wright Tremaine, LLP 

1919 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20006 
chrissavage@dwt.com 

Beth Keating 
Akerman Senterfitt 

Highpoint Center, 12th floor 
106 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

beth.keating@akerman.com 

Marva B. Johnson 
Bright House Networks 

301 E. Pine Street, Suite 600 
Orlando, FL 32801 

marva.johnson@mybrighthouse.com 

s/ Dulaney L. O'Roark Ill 

062 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 
conditions of an interconnection agreement with 
Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks 
Information Services (Florida), LLC 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 
STAFF'S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 29-33) 

Verizon Florida LLC {"Verizon") hereby responds to the Second Set of 

Interrogatories {Nos. 29-33) {"Discovery Requests") served by the Staff of the Florida 

Public Service Commission {"Staff'), subject to the General Objections stated below. 

Person providing responses Interrogatories 

Paul Vasington 29,33 

William Munsell 30-32 

General Objections 

1. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests and all Definitions associated 

with the Discovery Requests to the extent they purport to impose obligations that are 

different from, or go beyond, the obligations imposed under Rules 1.280, 1.340, and 

1.351 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedures and the Rules of the Commission. 

2. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-

product doctrine, or any other applicable privileges or doctrines. Any inadvertent 

disclosure of such privileged documents or information shall not be deemed to be a 

waiver of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work-product doctrine, or other 

applicable privileges or doctrines. 
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3. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they are 

vague and ambiguous, particularly to the extent that it uses terms that are undefined or 

vaguely defined. 

4. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

confidential business, financial, or other proprietary documents or information. Verizon 

further objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek documents or 

information protected by the privacy protections of the Florida or United States 

Constitutions, or any other law, statute, or doctrine. 

5. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information equally available to Staff as to Verizon through public sources 

or records or which are already in the possession, custody or control of Staff. 

6. To the extent Verizon responds to the Discovery Requests, Verizon 

reserves the right to amend, replace, supersede, or supplement its responses as may 

become appropriate in the future, but it undertakes no continuing or ongoing obligation 

to update its responses. 

7. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they seek to 

impose an obligation on Verizon to provide documents or information concerning its 

affiliates. 

8. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and not relevant to the subject matter of this proceeding. 
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INTERROGATORIES 

29. For purposes of the following, please refer to the Direct Testimony of Verizon 
Witness Paul Vasington on page 2, lines 8-9, where Witness Vasington states 
that "the parties resolved the following issues on the eve of this filing: I, 2, 23(b) 
and 25": 

a. Is it Verizon's understanding that Issues 1 and 2 have been resolved? 

RESPONSE: Yes, these issues have been resolved in principle. 

b. If Issue 1 has not been resolved, what is Verizon's position on this issue? 

RESPONSE: Not applicable. 

c. If Issue 2 has not been resolved, what is Verizon's position on this issue? 

RESPONSE: Not applicable. 

30. For purposes of the following, please refer to the rebuttal testimony of Bright 
House witness Timothy J. Gates on page 47, line 19 through page 48, line 9: 

a. Is witness Gates' assertion correct? 

RESPONSE: No, Mr. Gates' assertion is not correct. Mr. Gates contends that 
Verizon is engaged in some sort of anticompetitive conduct with respect to 
access tandem switching when, in fact, it is Bright House that is proposing to 
remove competitive choice from the market. 

As Verizon witness Munsell explained in his direct, rebuttal and deposition 
testimony, Verizon has no objection to Bright House operating as a competitive 
tandem provider. As discussed in Mr. Munsell's testimony, Bright House can 
operate as a competitive tandem provider by, among other things, obtaining 
Tandem Switch Signaling ("TSS") under Verizon's FCC Tariff No. 14 to provide 
either originating or terminating service to or from Verizon's end users. So, 
contrary to Mr. Gates' assertion, Verizon has not taken the position that it has 
some sort of "monopoly" with respect to the provision of tandem switching to 
reach Verizon's own end offices. In fact, through its tariff offerings, Verizon 
already accommodates Bright House's ability to provide tandem switching to 
reach Verizon's end offices. 

However, Bright House is not content to provide tandem service in this manner 
and instead proposes a different - and entirely objectionable - arrangement 
under the parties' interconnection agreement riCA"). Bright House suggests 
that, in order for Bright House to deliver traffic from interexchange carriers 
("IXCs") to Verizon local exchange customers, Verizon must be required to 
subtend Bright House's tandem. But, as Mr. Munsell explained in his deposition, 
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local exchange carriers ordinarily have a choice as to which access tandem they 
will subtend. They are not required to subtend any particular tandem c:~nd, from a 
network routing perspective, they cannot subtend more than one tandem. 

In this case, Verizon chooses to subtend its own tandem. In other cases, Verizon 
chooses to subtend another carrier's tandem. Bright House proposes to take that 
choice away from Verizon. Rather than compete for Verizon's business as a 
competitive tandem provider, Bright House would force Verizon to subtend a 
Bright House tandem (and thereby force Verizon to essentially hand over its 
tandem business and customers to Bright House). But there is no legal or policy 
support for taking that competitive choice away from Verizon or any other local 
exchange carrier. If Bright House wishes to operate as a competitive tandem 
provider, it should compete for the business of Verizon and other local exchange 
carriers, rather than ask the Commission to force those carriers to subtend the 
Bright House tandem. 

b. If the assertion is correct, please explain why Verizon should not establish 
such arrangement in the new ICA. 

RESPONSE: Please see the Response to 30.a, above. 

31. For purposes of the following, please refer to the Direct Testimony of Bright 
House witness Marva Johnson on page 27, lines 4 through 17: 

a. Does Verizon intend to limit transactions as suggested by the testimony? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 22(b), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 

b. What does Verizon propose as an appropriate methodology to be used in 
determining a reasonable volume limit? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 22(b), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 

c. Under what conditions might such a limit be imposed by Verizon? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 22(b), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 

32. For purposes of the following, please refer to the Direct Testimony of Verizon 
Witness William Munsell on page 8, lines 1-25 and page 9, lines 1-18, regarding 
Verizon's proposed language in § 50 of the ICA's General Terms and Conditions. 

a. Please identify all legal authority Verizon believes supports this proposed 
language. 
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RESPONSE: As noted in Mr. Munsell's Rebuttal Testimony, the Commission 
dealt with a similar situation after the FCC eliminated the ILECs' obligation to 
provide unbundled local switching in its Triennial Review Remand Order. CLECs 
argued that they were entitled to keep ordering such switching unless and until 
the ILECs negotiated new ICA language to reflect the FCC's elimination of the 
obligation. The Commission rejected these arguments, finding that the 
elimination of the ILECs' obligation to provide unbundled local switching was self
effectuating, without the need for negotiation of new contract language to prohibit 
the CLECs from placing new orders for such switching. Petition to Establish 
Generic Docket to Consider Amendments to Interconnection Agreements 
Resulting from Changes in Law, by Bel/South Telecomm., Inc., etc., Order 
Denying Emergency Petitions, Order No. PSC-05-0492-FOF-TP, at 6-7 (May 25, 
2005). This ruling is consistent with Verizon's position that, when Verizon is no 
longer legally required to perform a duty under the ICA, there is nothing to 
negotiate, and Verizon should be permitted to cease performing the duty without 
amending the contract. 

b. Please identify all current services provided by Verizon to Bright House 
that Verizon is legally obligated to provide. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to Interrogatory No. 32.b. as overly broad and 
unduly burdensome and further objects to the extent this interrogatory calls for 
legal analysis and conclusions. Subject to these objections and the General 
Objections, Verizon states that to the best of its knowledge, it is legally obligated 
-under tariff, contract, or other applicable law- to provide all of the services it 
currently provides to Bright House. 

c. Please identify all current services provided by Verizon to Bright House 
that Verizon is not legally obligated to provide. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to Interrogatory No. 32.c. as overly broad and 
unduly burdensome and further objects to the extent this interrogatory calls for 
legal analysis and conclusions. Subject to these objections and the General 
Objections, Verizon states that to the best of its knowledge, it is legally obligated 
- under tariff, contract, or other applicable law - to provide all of the services it 
currently provides to Bright House. 

d. Please explain why Verizon believes that its proposed language is not 
unconscionable. 

RESPONSE: There is nothing unconscionable about Verizon's proposed 
language for § 50. The ICA is not a voluntary, commercial contract; it is a 
creature of regulation, embodying the parties' rights and obligations under section 
251 of the Act. Verizon currently is required by law to provide services and make 
payments that it otherwise would not on a voluntary, contractual basis. When 
those requirements are removed- e.g., by either a change in law or a change in 
factual circumstances that would render a legal requirement no longer applicable 
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-there is no reason for Verizon to continue providing those services or making 
those payments. Indeed, it would be unjust and unreasonable to hold Verizon to 
interconnection terms that it would not voluntarily have agreed to once the 
corresponding legal interconnection obligations are removed. Because Verizon 
entered into those agreements with those terms only because of previously 
existing (and now removed) legal requirements, it should be entitled to the benefit 
of any change in applicable law or facts that render those requirements 
inoperative. 

e. Please explain why § 4 of the proposed agreement, which addresses 
Applicable Law, does not effectively address a change in Verizon's legal 
obligations to provide a service or payment of intercarrier compensation. 

RESPONSE: Section 4 of the proposed agreement contains a "Change in Law" 
provision {§ 4.6) which provides, in pertinent part, that "[i]n the event of any 
Change in Applicable Law, the Parties shall promptly renegotiate in good faith 
and amend in writing this Agreement in order to make such mutually acceptable 
revisions to this Agreement as may be required in order to conform the 
Agreement to Applicable Law" and, if the parties cannot agree on how to modify 
the contract in light of a change in law, they will bring the matter to the 
Commission for resolution. That "Change in Law" provision works well in most 
circumstances in which some further action by the parties or some further 
revision to the agreement is required. But it is ill-suited for the situation 
contemplated by Verizon's proposed changes for§ 50, which address situations 
where Verizon's duty to provide service or make payment is eliminated. In such 
a situation- where all that must be done is to stop providing something, or stop 
making some payment - it is not necessary to go through the process of 
negotiating terms and conditions to accommodate the change. All that must be 
done is to stop providing, or stop paying. Unlike most changes in law, which 
might require the negotiation of implementing terms and conditions, there is 
nothing more that needs to be negotiated when one is simply withdrawing a 
service or payment. 

Accordingly, Section 4 of the proposed agreement does not effectively address 
this situation and a separate provision is needed. 

33. For purposes of the following, please refer to the Direct Testimony of Bright 
House Witness Marva Johnson on page 20, lines 5-8, where Witness Johnson 
states that ''we asked Verizon to make the assurance of payment language 
mutual-that is giving us the right to demand assurances from Verizon on the 
same terms that Verizon wants to demand assurances from us-they said no.": 

a. Did Verizon refuse Bright House's proposal of mutual assurance of 
payment language? 

RESPONSE: Yes. 
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b. If yes, why did Verizon reject Bright House's proposal of mutual assurance 
of payment language? 

RESPONSE: As explained in Mr. Vasington's Rebuttal Testimony, Verizon and 
Bright House are not similarly situated. Verizon is required to negotiate and 
arbitrate ICAs with all requesting CLECs and must include terms in those 
agreements that provide adequate financial protection. Bright House does not 
have that obligation or related exposure. Further, if the Bright House ICA had 
reciprocal assurance of payment provisions, other CLECs could opt into that ICA 
and obtain the same terms. Verizon thus had good reason to reject Bright 
House's proposal. 

c. Please identify all legal authority and factual data which Verizon believes 
supports this proposed language. 

RESPONSE: The factual data supporting Verizon's proposed language is 
provided in the Direct and Rebuttal Testimony of Paul Vasington. As he 
explains, adequate assurance of payment provisions are essential in Verizon's 
JCAs, because Verizon is required to enter those ICAs without regard to the 
financial condition of the CLEC requesting interconnection. As the past few 
years in the industry demonstrate, even apparently credit-worthy enterprises can 
quickly devolve into insolvency; Verizon's extensive experience writing off as 
unrecoverable amounts invoiced to bankrupt CLECs proves the need for assurance 
of payment protections. Moreover, assurance-of-payment provisions benefit CLECs 
by allowing them to continue obtaining service despite financial difficulties. 

The Commission has approved numerous Verizon ICAs with Verizon's proposed 
language as well as provisions in AT&rs ICAs that can authorize it to require 
CLECs to provide security deposits for two months of charges. See Joint Petition 
by NewSouth Comm. Corp., Docket No. 040130-TP, Order No. PSC-QS-0975-
FOF-TP, pp. 66-68 (Oct. 11, 2005). Verizon's assurance of payment language, 
when triggered, requires a letter of credit covering two months of charges, which 
is in line with, and even more favorable, to Bright House, than the way the 
Commission has dealt with this issue with AT&T. 

In an arbitration between Verizon and, among others, the former WorldCom, the 
FCC's Wireline Competition Bureau ruled that Verizon "has a legitimate business 
interest in receiving assurances of payment" from CLECs. Memorandum 
Opinion and Order, In re: Petition of WorldCom, Inc. Pursuant to Section 
252(e)(5) of the Communications Act, 17 FCC Red 27039 11 727 (2002). In that 
case, WorldCom had argued that a company with its apparent financial stability 
at the time should not be required to have assurance of payment language in its 
ICA. Within a week of the FCC's order, WorldCom declared bankruptcy. 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Frank App who 

deposed and stated that the answers to the Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 29-33) 

served on Verizon Florida LLC by the Staff of the Florida Public SeiVfce Commission in 

Docket No. 090501-TP were prepared at his request and he Is Informed that the 

responses contained therein are true and correct to the best of his information and 

belief. 
~ 

DATED at Tampa, Florida, this~ day of May, 2010. 

-~41 
FrankAppfY 

~ 
SWom to and subscribed before me this .,(g day of May, 2010. 

'-..JtL~~~ ~~.>/'~ 
Notary Public 
State of Florida 

My Commission Expires: 
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EXHIBIT NO. 3 

OCKET NO.: 090501-TP 

ITNESS: N/A 

ARTY: Bright House Networks 

ESCRIPTION: Composite of Responses to Staffs Interrogatories 
and Request for Production of Documents from Bright House Networks. 

a. Item Nos. 1-30 of Bright House's Responses to Staffs First Set of 
nterrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents Item 
os. 1-8. Pages 1-82 . 

. Item Nos. 31-35 of Bright House's Responses to Staffs Second Set 
oflnterrogatories. Pages 83-95. 

ROFFERING PARTY: Staff 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
I.D. # Stip-3 

DocKET No. 090501-TP EXHIBIT 3 
COMPANY FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSI~ 
WITNESS STIPULATED EXHIBIT- STIP-3 
DATE 5/25/10 



Ih Re: BtightHouseNetWorks Information 
services {Florida), tr;c 

:Petitipnt\lrAibitnltic:tnofTerms and CQnditiQns 
OfAllln~t~~ti~ Agreem~with Verizqn 
Florid .LLC 

BIDGHT ltOUSE~s ·,RESPoNO$ TO'JiBIIYCOMMXSSlON stAE:F•sFJRSt SET OF 
~OGATO~Q ~~~. l, .. a , AND· .. . .· . . . ..... . .. ·.·~· v~Vii? . · .. tJ). . . .·· 
~-J»J_QDUCXTQN' ~~;(NO$. t..&) 

Btigl\t-Hous.e NetWorkS ltilorr·nation Services (Ptoruta~ L:te~ :f.•.Bn~t ~",) hereby 
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Bright Ho\1Se}J¢tWorks lnformati<>n Set\dces, (Florida), .. tLC 
Pock~t No. Q9()Sbl•TP 

D'esnnnse·"'"" S+ ... #'i. : First.Se't ofmlettO~to..<'es and I:>t5t'j'j'lfflentn~1estS_ -4-l'! -·'P"" · - --~· - -· ~"'$. . -····-·· ·· · · .,, . .. ,.~ _..!A.l •• " ·. '.• "''!"~ . . -- """""1~ --" - p I 

RESPONSESTOINFERROGATQRIEs 

. . 

l. F:or tlie: p:urp~es. of :the fc)IJowingt ,please refer fo t"R- dir.ec.t :testimony ,of Brig,.t 
ID>.useWitt~eSS Giifts .em page. 87, .lin~ 3 .. s: 
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Bright House Netwoikslnfurmation Services (FlOrida), LLC 
Dock;etNQ. 090501 ~ TP 

Re.spQl'lSt: tQ Sw.l'~ Firm: $~t qf~gatp.ri~ and D®umetlt~$ts 
· Pa e2 

2. For the purposes of tbe f&llowing,o please refer to ·the direet testimony .of Bright 
HOuscrWitness Gates on p•ge 88, lines 20-28: 

a. Would • requirement. that V~riZ&n.eitend ~oabling tr.om 500 feet to l$0 feet 
tl:4m tts -~t.mg n~-odt resUlt: ·tn th~ mtpQ'sition «<f 3dditi(JrtDJ.tAsQ to 
Ve~izon? 

PQtep.t;i~Uy~ Ye.$· NQ:te tbatl~t'igJ:n liQ,U$t.l'~ ~:n bve resolved this issue • 

. ~ Jt the~$" to 411~ Z... iJ; ,dirul•••~ how:wmd·thiJ ~l)n:Juam•JiO,n. 
be reeo•~iled wttb, witness O.fesl a~m-tton ~n p~• 3, lines 16-17 regarding 
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}1.1:"1'\'\ :-........ ·.'"'·.:.._.I< '"'"'".-t .. , nt ..,_,...,\;.,,,~ ... ,.... .... IIS'P.M .. ··., .,. ... ..,.. ..... ~ ... • . . i~.~ . ....,. · · i,.-~·. :n+iA''.a.:.,. ·.""··A .. .-u. . . .--.+-; -- .· . . .. . "";J~,ot .iJ.~...U- ... _.w._""'"' --eo---,. VI" l.liW:~.l~.,.,_ -~, ~F ~~ '!'1~~~~ ~ 

.~,t.s. and.·~·.~ ~~~ ·th'-~ml~~ ~· U~ot 
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pq~·offho, eeonomi~ ~of~ srange:rmmi.:~ .lm~7lkil~n 8['the.' t:iJ£d:l 
'Can,petition Pro;vtsiM& ot· tie .. Tel~wm~if~KU'IWS Ad' ·tif 1~ ·~ott ·Pd. 
order, :tt FCC: Red 15499{1996) ("Local.Co_.tidM Oi'tler"} .aJ 11"'553 .. ·Becmu;e 
bo.ili the MC $ld ··t~u:• CLBC-· ~tit frcltn ;' ~: p@lt ittt~~¥4 ~.is. 
·no ,~n tQ •. ~~.., ~~t~;qn ilow~~ ~··~··WiJ~ou.t 

a:::r~~L~~ 
NIJ~\~. dlat-~·lltl•'dn4.~~--b:e~·~o~ tbl$ ~:su¢~ 

::.ft!'~-==·r::=·;=·=~~-=,=~-"~~ n~tk •~ ~talbb 3'fib,r.m,tetpQmt1' 
~r. ' . :« ·. .. . .• ' . d r ·th '2 snn: ib .. ·. . . --_.;,:~ . In tlw Absm 
;l"Q-.. ~M.l~ M~~un .. ene· · ~: •• w . . ol~:t~~ . . · .· ••.•. -_ . . · ... ·ee-
co.l ·a.;~· ·betweeu. tM ·~· the l'CIISOD8blenesa .. of a ,pani·cillar• 'Prnpo.sed' 
m•;point.~soofdd.lie .dderlniud®a~~h-i& ·· · 

10. ad~.l'lQte that,Bttgbt H~a4'Ver1Zan ~.~-® l'$~ 

d.- What' eugmeermg .asmmptiou ... mpJim witriM.~' nc()Utmellttati'on.for· 
Vi .. ···.W.n'ni; tf) ·tde'~~d· .......... L.o.. ~· ~- ,;....»; to, 1 i:lm f~t ·+--- ';h.., -e:-J .. ~ ... ~-~- . . • _ ~ . ~II> .a,t.~.,_., ~VY. .~ · ... ,.· ~UV- n .. . ~~ l'!" .~lUI,g 
-~~k.l), estl~11- •libtr~:v•t? · 

s~·r~~ .tQ #2(e)ab~· 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Dooket NO. 090501-TP 

3. Far the purposes of &e fobwing, ~ l q  
VorSzon witness D’Amieo gn 4, linee 

€8 Bright House wibe.9~ Dptw’ recontlaendafion that Verhn extend vabline a, 
m its &thg ne t With the 47 GPR 



Bright House Networks Information Se!Vices (Florida), LLC 
DocketNo. 09050 1-TP 

Reswnse tQ $~~ Fi~t S~t oflnte!TQ.gat~s: a,tl;d Pocume.nt Requests 
· . Pa -~4 

M. 16 the COmmission's authority:~ Bright House. notes. the following. First, the 
FCC i~.Jn !553 of the Local Co»;tpetilien Order. ·states.:tbat state .oo.tntniSsions 
s~W.l have the authority to d~~ how ·.t$'. ItltCs Sb;()Uld be· called up.ort to 
lllUJQ. ~ th'Cir &tcUi~e$ tQ ~Pn$h a meet poiu\i ~u<.t 47 u.s.c. §§ 
l'Sl(Ql(~)j lS~(e)(;3}. 26l.{P), ~~ ~61(¢); ~ empo~1; lA~'~t>tnWl~$on ~q inlpos~ 
achlitioo.al requirements on •ILECs that are:reasonaoly' necessary to encourage the 
~- anu deVelopmentofc:ompet.itllia. · 

47 u.;s:~e § 2sl(d)(3).suues: 

''(3) l?RESlUlVA"rtll>N OF sf:AT£: AedES·$ :tmol.ltAttdNS.-ln pr¢scrihing 
.
·.··.I .-~.~. ina_·.·. ---.·· .... ~rt. . . t'n.· ·_,j· -. ·.···1 e."'.' ,.., ... t ih~. : :_ ..... ··_._uir .. ~_-·-. ·_ 6. ·_.' ' "''f' .00$ section the.·_·':'. a.tl,4 ~'Ore-~ "'.'1!$.\,o..lq,uy .$ W , -.•,;~ Ww.& , . . . -~ .. ~ · ¥ .. . . . ............ ~ .. . 

~~s.!®$ball n~t:p~v~ ~ et#br~~ Qf:~y~~~wde.r~ or policy 
~~,!~ ~t;Sion.~...{~) ~ti$11~ aecess- and intercoDDection. obligations 
Df.l8Qal o~ .nelS; (11).is .~-'wfth :fhe~Mts,Ofthis -section; 
llt1d (C) -no~ oot·subs'titl'tiallt:pn!Ventitlipletnemation O't:W:·~quitementS of thiS-
~® @d the p\ltPQ$~s orihis~." · · · · · 

47 tJ.s..c. ~ 252(c)(3) suues:· 

"(3) FRESERVAUON QF .Atrl'aOJUtY.-Notwi~ W®~Ph {2), but 
w~ ~ -·~1),.·2S~ JlQtbi)tr~ ·il) ~-. $~1j'Qn -~. Prulni>t1l $"te ;ciQm,mi~<m 

:m~e:~~~~~:~:ll==~o=~~=:~~;~: 
.sttVice q_uah"lysum~·ot req~mentt.it; 

(A:s:to:~te law~ see' below.) 

4'llts.c. ~J i6l(h) and (c) Stat« 

~'(b) EXiSTiNG STATE MGl1LA:I10NS.--Nothi:n~ in tb1s p!Ut. [Sections 25l-
26JJ ,sbalJ, be ~ ·t<) ' rohtbit any· S~- eo~ • · tm · entP · ~ ·•·· · 
~8:ulllti~ll$ pteS,Crlbetf Prl~r iQ~ ~ ~bm·eJ,rt·(Jf·~~~~~rc: 
Act of 1006, or from prescribing rCJgulations after Sll.Cb. date of enactment, in 
:f~~ thi:Vi~~ ~-~f this· 'Pat4 ,lt sUCh -rtgtl}atit>l$ ~ nat in¢tinsi$tent 
· .... ·· th ~ P.1'Q · ... · ... J> s ()_ tbis part. 

(C) . ADDlt'lONAL STAtE._ RBQYilEMEN:ts.--Nothi:o$. in .this patl f$-ectmlis 

~;~;o:-r:~':t!=:!®l~~~~:w.~=:c:;: 
p.rOvision oftelepbGne e--xchange semiee or exchange access~ as..tong as the state~s 
:requ~m¢JilS are not in~ with this .PtM -l)tthe.CotnttU~~~rt¢gulations to 
-~~l~~t$i$~.·~ ... 
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Bright House Net.WorksJiiformation. S¢IViCes (Florida)> LLC 
Do.ck¢~No. Q9050l-TP 

~~p<::>ll$C w.St~s· Fh:$t$~et ~flnj~nog4J().rf~$ !Pld. Poc~ent. R~uest~ 
- F e' 

ln additio~ Florida Statutes § 364.15 ~pressly ·em,powers· the Commission to 
direct~ w~d:tJieirnetWotb.whenftew.titlbW-·necess~ 

'
4§ 1'64JS.~ ·Compelli~.r.eJ.Wts-rilnptol'entents~-~~s. addllions, .or._ exte.ttSiOO$ 

~vet ,th-e ~iun: -&~. oillU own. ,J.t®ion ·.Qf: \iPOb ~omplmnt, .. that 
~- i...,.,.,. "'·""~rovelb."'""'11 · ~6 ...... ~ ... --a: ·· · ~ - ...... ; . ~l- ~- ~Wi·~ .. ~ ..... ~~rurfa-+1iru: . · .. i.t •·..,yll ~.,. - '1,&.\'fl . .. . · ... ~H~ ~ ~ ,.,. ~.13Ye;~ ~- -'fl .~~-~.._~.'AAI' ..... . \i>-4J. V QY,~ . 
reilso . · bl , :t:n. be tna®·. or -~"""- -art· · • ..:":'<~iti""ns ·_ ··.. :e.,t-Mons ·sh"'UfA; reaso.nt'·~t ·be . . ... 1Jla. Y .,u .. .. , . .. ,- t · , WAL .. _. f ~ ,.'~"! ... Qf " ~ Y~-~>; .. , . ,, . "!' . ~ ._ .. . ._ .... CI;I;I Y .. 
Ill~ ~' -~y ·tQl~~~io~- f~l4Y'~ ·!n Co1l'der fu promote the' 'security or· 

~;en;t4~~~~r~,=:;:o:~~=\itb~ec·s;:~-e~!--
~~::"'.·.torih ·in tlUJ -~ -~-~.~-~-«® -~~- 'an 

$a~e.-a:.s~ 
.. ~l~·thi!.Ch~~~ . .. 

:_. ,;·. ~ . 

. _.;_.,:; .... ·· 

.·· =.·· 
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Bright House :Networks Information ServiceS {Florida)) LLC 
Docket No. o9oso l ~ fp 

Response to Sta:rrs Fi.r$tSet pflttte:rtPg~J[¢s ~4 L)Qeument Re-qu~t.$. 
Fa ~6 

4. .For the, :purposes :ef the following, please refer iD the direet testimony of Bright 
.House witnus GAtes Oiljiage 91, lines cl--5~ 

Do.es-BtigJtt.H&use's pr,oposal to route 1tll •rame throlljb fihet .meet !points include 
. · · .edfll · eces't tra• ? sp . . . a . ... .. . . ...... cL 
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Bright House NetworkS Inf(}'tiJiation Services (Florida), LLC 
Pocket. No. 090501-TJ.> 

R~~nse 'tQ, SNff'$ Fir$t .S¢t .()f~p.t~a AA~. D9oomtmt .R.eq'rJC$~ · Pa .e7 

,For the: purpous of the fO:Uowing, please ld'er to the dired testimany, of B:righf 
House Wime5s. joi.m~eil on page,3S, Jines :3--9.f . . . 

~ u Bnght, · Bouje r-equiring V:enzon tO tonipty: 'With aD l\110'1th Ameri~an 
N~ . ... 'L e :· ... c· : · M• ... ''l 00 ... ~Oc:cffljA ili .·· s?· . .. .. lllJlQ nng v-G. v.,~, ~-1 ~,.,. ¥-"C · ~ , · 

the c.o~' r•~nc~\1$ ••~ tb:~ NENA gqidel~$ •. :$tigb:t. a'P.\ls~ ®d. V~ZQn ~ye ~etd~ 
~J$S"Q.e by a~jng:to ~bi(le py ~~ ~,4 gujde.!iA~-. .. 

. . 
. . . 

. :. :._ .. 
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Bright Honse NetWorks Infhrmation Services (Florida). LLC 
D.oc.k~t.No. 090501-TP 

tt:espo· nse to c.., .. .ms K-'t-s·. t: fflhtetrogaf-me& an"" noeuttl! · t R " ests . .. . . . . ~.~ 1 • .,. . ~ 0. . .. , . _ .. ci-Y.H . , J•f L/ . en C"t~ ... 
· Pa e8 

(). F~~ fllc purp~~ of th~ follo~~Jt=.. ple,~s' refer• -t~ the dir~t ,testimony of Brigbt 
House witness.Jo=hnson o:n pagc32,.Lines-t:6;.211 

a. What iii the standsrd Industry interval to. unloCk. a eustomerts EM:l reC<Jtds 
when.$ eu$toma-~...s? 

'1"1...e ......... ;.t.,..,...t .fn:r .. al is ·.6'~ · ....:11.~' :""n ·(·J· ·.)' .. b · · · · ss d!W as , e" -.t ... ~. ~ the NENA_. ,u. .. ~~..._. m .. o,-.e'q.~V "' --~ --- .·_. ~- """',;. ... S ,..,..Q,~om ·!i-1.~ . .......... ·.· 

.Data ~":"...~~ fur , _ .... ~..;;1 c,.,..'k"'w:<"'e: earners: A.- 1 r: ~~ ..... pt.i.'irider & 9;.1 ... 1 •.. ..... q~~t,.lR ~ -Y\1~· ~·~·-· . ·- . , .. , __ ,, ~;J., , . • J.~ .. H!'·, .. . :S . . . 
~~~on.s. NmA .Q~..Oll ~ 'V~Ql.l. 1:,. $.~pt~ber ll,• l009·. The parties have 
agreed to-fallow;those.;gUiblineS'"· ... 

b. D~4'J: Bright ~B~U$e have a~ 4ammented-mstances .. of Verii:OD. .fa.iliJig t6 
.unlook a ~mer's ·E911 recordi Wi.ttdn stan.clam ind:Uney ':brtert•Js~ l't so~ 
h~\Y.Uiif? 

=t~~=~~~~t:~ 
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1. Fc&rP,urposesefth~ ·fetD«Jwing1 pf~,.~ ~f~ to :~ ~irm:~~o-ny ofVe~~ ~i~es~· 
Vasington on pag~- n, lines ~D: 

What efft"~ :if any~ 'WOUJdt placing Vdizon~.s:: colloeation ·term~ ia tile ICA have· on 
Brigb.l-llouse?.no~ B.iignt iloll.se -~lan to oft.,l" te-stimon)"·on. thiilssBe;? 

:B -'~tH~llStf;~ 'V,.n: -~· ~i)Jl$\trin~ to d":~e;us · this •"Bl1¢'. -·Th'e tr ·· -~ :nt •tlf inclurll · g -~ · ··\m-.t-. .. ·., dit··f .. ' ]Sf · -· ~~- ~e--1 ·~b.~- _,., .. : ··=n -t ~~~u:f: CO ~ .... ~~ .. . G.A . ~ _ tL ... ~ . . _ .. vv~®.:a.·~~ .. 0 p __ ~ - . Y 
tak,en :-~tn :~tt:Ye,- -~it); -~~;" -:~~U~thm •iW :and re~~wed- ~ ·-tet:tiJ:s, Bright: 
House: WGuld perceive itsel:f'to lpe :1\t ~ ri$k-irom: Vc;rizon moaitying, its· ~·Hi itH~· 
palentiatly unreasonable i.Yiy~ tii U~- of the Commission~~ su~sion •of'tffis.~speci:fi·c 
iuu~~ aut tl)b~"t\~ te."Ss $i~*t · · 

' : ::. 

··;:, 

. · .. 
. . . . i .: _;.~./ ~-

.;_: .. =::-··. 

.·: .. ... .. 

. :I I 
.. · .··: :-:··· 

·. ''• 

.. .. 
; . 
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Bright House N~works Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Respdnse to Staff's First Set of Interrogatories and Doc1lnlent Requests 
p e ro 

8. fi\Qr Plltposes of the following, please ~f~r t~ th~ di.rtct t~timony of llrigllt Douse 
witness (;~des on page 116, lines ·16-26~ 

a. In the 2b!Jen(le of ap.plicable traftie. why i$ it ne~essary to arbitrate the issue 
of "unaddressed traffic" at this time? 

The ICA will be in effect for several years. As technology and regulatnry 
changes occUr, it is possible that pteserttly unclassl:f'i'ed traffic types rnay emerge. 
:It is prudeilt to account fen· that possibility hi tl:U.f parti~s·' ICA. 

b. lb ret~J"eJ1ee to contileri$atloa tor uil~dd~~~d. fuJflit, ·)lqw wtndd ll$htg t)le 
~~a;ms·.tn theiCA:• aP'P~bte tmf.t% fCC ()t·Cqmm~$iol1··ra~ or • mutual 
agrcem,eat harm Bright llo"s•? 

The problem _with. Verizon~~'. WQPP$ed · IaPgwge- .~ that itl~ves tJie treatment of 
new!Unolassified types of tmme uncertain. .11W iS a recipe for expensive. and 
time-«>nswning .. dispUteS, . . E!$ .. Venzon . WdUld l¥¢al~y·· cl&tii that the higbtm 
£trgulilbly. ap1;JU¢able ~. appli~ ·fP. ~c •it ~~~iv~ -btn • $fi$ht Ro\l$C· $.tlll. that· 
th~'Iowe'St amua.bly applicabl¢ r~ apJ,Wll¢$:tQ ~¢:11 $~4$-to SfitPltJtouse"' an~ 
vice versa. In con~st, BtjgJtt l!ous~;~& proposnl eliminates any possjt,ility for 
such disputes by declaring ft:lat-no cem,pensation.jpplies cti): 'currently unknown: or 
uttel$Sificil traffic~ while at the :S!'tlne time, pr<>Vid~ ·an atdetl:Y' pro.cess by which 
the question of cotn.p~on.cati ~ ~snlvetl. 
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Bright Ho~se Network$ Information Services (Fl{)rida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to Staffs First Set of-Interrogatories and Document Requests 
Pa ell 

9. For putposes of. the following, please refer· to the diteet testimony of Bright House 
wit.Q.~S Gate~ o:n page 49, li~es 2-14 wbtt~ \VifJJA$$ G•te$: stat~ that one y~r iS 
s~ffi¢ient time to. resolve a hillhtg dispute ~r,td du•t ttt()st eompanit:S dn not retain 
their billing reeurds past one year~ 

.a. ls. retaining billing records for one year an industry standard or a Bright 
House·standard? Please explain. 

No. Bright House's essential concern r~garding this iSsue relates to ftnancial 
accounting; Ge»erally accepte:d accotmtihg t>dntiiptes d¢flne c·llftent liabilities tiS. 
the obllgati.<JM: rutd dePts a compall:1 QW:e$ whi.eh m~t ~paid wit;hin oue year; J.f 
the '"'w,in.dow" fqr eitb~r party. t() -~~ ~~Q~~ claims {obli~ons) ·extends 
beyond .. one year. it makes it difficull f-or either patty tb. close lts financial 
statements each year With any certahity:. 

b. 'llow long d'Oes Bright HoU$.e retain tli~ :biRin.g re,eoids: .it sends tt:) U$ 
wA~Je$al' .tustom:erst 

·~~ .. "it.· ... n·. · ·. ·· 'J1 ·~ ... ~-...- ~ ·fetaitts biUin ··.:~o.rds ~ .. t'W';... '.2·'. ~ft:!_, "'-'-~~~~ nQ~ Q.o~~atU.Y . . .. . .. . . . . ... _rg, .. , . ,J,"fl . .-t \,. 1. :~:~"'-· 

<:. HoW loagdoesBright ltonst rewin th~ bil\ingft~on!S. it·e'llt\$ to Veriton? 

:ati~ House·honn~·tetains· bllfing ~s toJ: f;W:E) (2) y~. 

d :u·.·.oU~.l· ···.· · d· · .· ·· 'Bri.rii~i.· t ·u:• ··· · "''"' :ref '"· ,..~., "'Hl1"1t.•. ·· .. rewtds · it' ---~fves tram .its. · . • . rr .Ong oes . . 8~ . .ou- .· ... am I,IJe •• , . -'t . .. , .•.. . ... ._. . . .... . . . . . 

•le$•lt; Pl11Vi4ers? 

')aright H<l~ n~nn.~Iy ~ bUU.ng 11'C~r4$ fo-r twq (2;) ·.Y®tS~ 

¢. Jl~ lqng dou Bri.ght:_ ll~use m~m the, ~fllj~g r~C9l'*'S. it: re,teives fro~ 
Verizon? ··· 

Bright House normally retains hilling reoords .for two· {2) years. 
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B:ri.ght House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Do.c.k.et No. 090$0:1-TP 

Response to Stares FitstSet oflnter.rogamries a:nd O®urnent RequestS 
. n.-.~ .1.2 ,t'i'J e 

.to. For purpp~. Qt ~r•~ .. -pleAS~ r~~r to the llit:ect te;~ny of :Brigh-t Bo.~ 
wftu;e$$ Johnspn on :Pllg, ~l,· lm" l -1~, •ht~rtl \Vitn~ J~JI,,(J~ :~ ~at Brigllt 
Hous:e bas not· asked Verizon t~ agr~ to ·anything speliifie ·regarding PIC Fremes~ 
but wants t~ CommiDioo. tO·'idoptBri,gbt HOuse's pfupbsa:J.. PJease ·explain. ind·etall 
Bright House-'s proposal. regautdlng 'PIC.:Freezes~ 

.Bright F!o~~s oon¢.¢m ~· tb~' 1here be; ttn· ~~<JlU\te .@.d· ~ch~fit way· tO tetrtov.e PIC 
freezes ·when. &tigbt. llo~ wh'ts. a OU$tQm_er from \t.er:izqn. :aa.ving. ~«1 th¢· 
QQJ1lmJss.Wn and FCC rt1l~ Qn ·~ t~pi~- fu more detail, Bright House agreed with 
V~riZOJ1 to resolve this issue br· agreemg. to abide by •cable Commission and Fee 
·rules regarding. removal ofPie Freezes.· 
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BrlgbtH'ou5e'NetworJtstnfommtion Services (Florida), LLC 
I)QcketNo; 090501.-TP 

R¢spqll$e;to. $tat:£';, Fit$t:Set ~flntott:o~rle$ and Documentlte.ql.t~~rs 
p~~ 'l3 

11~ FQ.r purpo~- of the: foDowblg, pl~w rd;r 'o Ute direct testimony: ·M' •Bright Ho•ttr 
· witne§ .Jo-hnsola on pag. l7~,:tinei~~t0:-

.u. Bnght: House ®ltie to-all :&greemelit with 'VeriZQD .. on dle'pri"'.for aRil~rviceS:? 
lf nol~ w.h,.t are the oautandmg .,~e$-?-

W'I'th "-~ exceptidll~ ·~tll~ ~<l V~~~:h~agr~.e,t:9~>;pti~(qr·t]l¢~¢$ thf.lt 
' ~r 'like~ to.··. nu-n,~~ &ti ... <. bt.· -~......: .. ~ ~ th~ artie . .;iL.~. 'the term ~r the new ~rr:- ... r · . . ·~ . .,..,...,. . . ~.~ '" . .. lL $. ,...'*-'w.& . ,. . . . . . . .. .. . 
1~A;. apecm~lY: · · · 

(ul The :part;,~ . bave ~~ 911 d;t~- ~~ appf~\>k.-- to establiShing~ Qireetory listings 
for Brighl Reuse~ s ulfu:naie erut:users. 

(\;} 

(~i 

The parties have ~greed thaUocaktmffte:witi be excbarts~ M $0.0007-pet:.uunure, 

The parties· bav.e ·3&£d' lhatto the eX!terlf they .send.·feach. Mh~ ttaffit; to. :whlcn, 
: · ~me ~-cw.r~:,awl~ t1to• c~~· witbe·de~int~'h*&tb rderetr~ · :~~is~Mi.~; . . .· . . - . .. . . -·· .. cr. . 

(d) . The patties b~ ~ 'thit ·ttt~~· $bail b~ tl() e)lme$; ~~ ill~ ~U:~~: ·~ :t<> 
tetmi~ J.~ trE;dti~ ~~t ~tom mb. 'OtMr l)NtY bey~~4' ·~ $Q,I){)()7(~pje. t'ate 

·tJ.~· A®~ .. ~·~;~Jt~ ~·~to·pa;y ·non~recurriDg,oh~es iitt
oonilection with lhe:establi~t;ofb:ewt~U~lk.S. 

===::e=~~== 
:=c:=;f#~=:u:~.:::;:r~r.~~-~~,~~~u 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida}, LLC 
Docket No .. 09050l-TP 

Response'to_ Staffs First· Set ollnterro.gatQries and Doc.Utli¢nt R~uests 
P~¢14 

11. "o:r p.~~.~ #Jf tb~ Coll~ug, pleMe refer to Jt~l>Jt l ·of !Btigld 'lf.9g~e'* J»etiti~n. 
titlei C.g;rreqt :J)~,o1J f .. · ):.~,t 0:~ ;pg~ ·4~ ~ncl f.let'fue the. fc()Uowfug · words. as 
understood byBFight House: 

b. ".order" 

to request or cfilt ~pot1 anOther party to provide sotnethittg. wb¢lber <>r not a 
pafJilettt obli~nwill apply. 

c.. ~Qt"cl~lintf 

The pr®e$ (}f plaetJli ~r. e~U$bit'tg ·an order, 

a. ·~~bOO.i." 
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Bti:~htl{ouse-N~twotb Tnfop:nation Servi~ (Florida), LLC 
Docket.No. 090501-TP 

Re$ponseto- Staff'~ FirSt Set ot-~g.tories and Ddcument Requests 
Pag~ l:S. 

•ll• F'orJ».~f)se$ C)(~e tQ!WwiDa, ·p.J.~ ret•r If> tbe ~t·f~-ttm~n; qf:'JJJ:iJbf. OD:u~ 
Witl)~~ Q"'t. -cm· p,-,g~ l.$'t.lJI~~ $...1:,'Wftel't. ft:~A- 11~l-~ J~pag~ lnc t~rt~m 
other sections of the 1-g:reement .. '-' · ·· · 

Please provide the urelatetllpp~ge" ~-~ w,Jl~.re it can be fouad ·m· the ICA-. 

Mr. Gates was referring to the num:erow•;pk\ces where the::Jt:Areftmi to··~~erdering!? things 
under tbe:ICA.-'Thesc0iftclWtt 

~11· ~1 2· u 61· Rg_:a· ·§· Hl 1 ~.: '""tonAs~..a. ~3&·1:.~1 ("'£0~,., ,>_ .... -~ -~ ... "';~,-r. _,._ · ,, .. ~.' _,, ... ,._ ._ .:·· ·-----· - .,~ ·W· -··-.. r"r-~~,·~- ---~ .r~- , W', ·--r~1 

§2.8t; :f;2,~~ 

Add~l ~.-ric.~~ .. 
. . .. ···- . . ; ..... ·_ .. · .. < . -: . -. .· .. .- . -··· n §4.3 (pi<JPQsed); .§4 .. 6. ~&.l.1;:fi:2 .. 1 (pt'GPQS~ §8Jt2; §8 .. ·. · 

. .. - : : . . . ., 

Network Elements; 
. 

' . 

:§lS;, §:1.7.2$; l.L7~4.:)~, ~.,tt ~~~t;;~-~ :§~-\ 1.1~ tl•!.o4~ 93~).5; §;J.:.t7; §~J ,B; §a~: 
§l.A.t; ;§l.2o:~ '§~.2ll; f) . .:2.$:i ~§4.~2~6~ §!.~.1~ - t-~.2_.,]·;, ·§>3:.'2~8:2; §i.2.9; §:33 .. 1.1~ 
'§~~3. 1:.$,1; §;3.3;1~$~~ §:l,l •. l.6; . ~3.}.1,7.; '§il.B.-4.2·~ . §~;l;;: -§'4.4; . §fU.74~, §6.l.S~ ·§{j; L~~ 
§7 • .1.1. IJ . §7.1.2.2;: §S.2.5.1t .§8~2~-S~:i~ p.2~:sA;: §l2.S;5. t :~: §'8..2i.6~ ;.8.2.Hi; ~I.\2J4:~~ 
§.&.2.16; la.z .. tg~a; §t3: ~1:'4:~a ~s; ~a~.2:6 

91):: . 

§J.2:7· 

Fiber 1\tee.t: · - ·· -
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida). LLC 
Docket No. 090501 ... TP 

n .. Qrii\nse·t~.s·-,Ms PirstS···~""1 of'Ifi~oa."· .,.A ...... ··es .,..,..d. o· ."':'""' ... "'"''+R. ~·u·· eot·. ~"'.I"''" . "" .. 14;1.1, . . ·""" ....... ,,.....,..,,,. -e:>~.l. . -~ u:\oi!Wll"',.IH. . q ~ .S 
.. .. P~g¢ l$ 

14. For purposes: of the (ollowiJig, plea,e refer t&· the dire~ ~il.noror 9f Bt;lglt1; ·aou~e 
witnes8 Gates on ,page .25~ Unes 14-18~ where it ffis£usses. rates being; •dlanged by 
V~rmnt filillg; • ·taliff with the F:ee or FPSC without any negotiation W'ltb Bright 
'Jl~U$~ 

L Irl.eas .. e· id~n-H4!.i. ·.• > au.··· u.· d .... indust.·. ··. "*and.atdS· .tutu.' ·r: ·.··.·.· 'hltto.llS.·.···... abd . . · . ~.1 .,. y . . . . .. A,(& . . . . . '• . ey .. , . .. . ' . .. ' .. ~ . . . . . ' . . .. 
~·-~ w~ttli •d(lrt$$ Jhe .int.lll$lon ~t ex~lttti(ln e>f~falriJf ""~· ot' .-~tenll¢e$ 
·iniCAs. 

See response to item l4(b}. 

b. Please ideatiff auy ·..ad all· 111Qnp or decisions 'I>J the· ~Ecc or any state· 
CCiiruniiSion which ,addt:ess. the" :indua(iti or sdD.Sim or. tariff :rates or 
r.etMJJm,til lc:.k 

'thefoJlo~ ®~Qj).$-·~e:: t-efe~antto this 'isSJ.:J~lt 

~!.~1JtU::b~=~~:;et:~:Jl=::i/J7J:ci;;jfLJ:• 
Inc; .. dlfJ/:« Gf Coifl{ '$mart Cit)~. Tttltc().trtfiJWJicqfiOM, ·~#C (/1!!/(Jl. '$rnf!rl <;ity 
Telecom; ITS Telecommunicati-lmS }1~siems~ .Inc,~· antLFrontiBI' Communications 
iJf,thtJ: South;, 't.Le alJJ~ .to .find .. re!Jftt$1 ... · .. ~pensiiih• .tm(J··· etifJctlttition.· iJf 

.· r<J~ trli1illt ®./Ac serv.i~ .tfJri/f.ff.lM ··IIJ·· • · · · ·lith 'Felt~ nt1rJ'tJ.'fttM1(f.l'l;$ 1~ Ioo(i :e~. ~wc:.UOOi. ·s@.· l)q¢~·'No~ ·~s&J ·lP·•'$P~ ~f:N:o.-~.n~179: 
f()F .. ,.•(F\!. ~tJlPl)~ . . . . . . 

l!f.fii.tio'!t./br f!rii4nr/J'(ffl :of:~~;rp/vefl ~~ •11J··nf!g()(iafian· Of.intBTcmm~thm 
agr~nt· 'Wit/t Y'er~'!f ~oritla. me. •0,.· US l:EC of Fllirilitl tnc .. s Doc. No. 
~t;2.-<:m~~l4ra. P'SC.:i:i..Ow~:FClF~TP (Fl~ P$C 2:001} 

Jn . re; Pstttmn bJ,I Sprint Communtcaticll$ Co. .Limited .Parttiership .for 
ilf~ with Yi!:tilfln·Eiorfilt~ Inc. pttt$1.~nt t(t· Se.111ion.· 'J$U1'5..l ()/tit¢ 
Xe,lJ~tlf~c~ A~t ofl-9:96~ t>o~. No. O-HmS-n~ Qrd!# N'9· :PSC·f1,l~ .. 
l'QF,.tp'(PJ~i :r.S.O ~~3l . . 

Jn R~: P~llfla1JS' )>t -AT~~C C$ptJ!1,~t#e.g#p1JJ 11/,ffz.lf SQuithl!rn $ia/e'$!. lne,; Mr::.t· 
X~let.~aatimu (J~ and .MCJ Metro Jttcw :Xeril#ilatio1'1 Siirwees, fm:: 
for . arhiJJVitittn oJcerloin. terms .iin4 rontitu:om of a .Jir(!j}aseitttgred#~m· wt.th. 
(;J:Jf;• ... Jrlqr~llf 1nc~ ~9f!P.~mlng iti.1fiftttirttf4Ctth}r. atJ'd rssgtr; -.ttmiet the 
!e.leai!m~~~9!1$: A.f.i fJ]Jgp:q~ .Doe~ 'NQ~ ~~~47;. TP Md P.'®. N9., 9:00f!~ 
TP', <kder No. PSC .. 97.--0064,.p(JF4.TP (tl.lft'. PSC l997} 

Bei1.4thmtirN'Jelaware, Jilc. v~ Global NNP3~ Inc:, tS FCC Red 2M.OS• 20671 (4000) . .. . 
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Btitfit Ht!tt:se N~twt>rks intortn:ation Services (Florida), Ltc 
OocketNo. P905Qi .;rp 

R~PS,~. tg $ta;frs f'it;Bt ::~ <tflntetto-~esSAd D~eun;t<;mt:leqq~~ 
· p· e 17 

Jn the: .Matter of D8-.vJ!Joping- a •f:Jni}Jeti. ,fntef'.i:tlrl'ler :Cli~ation- R~giwiii.; T._ 
Mobil~ :e.t at. Pelifil!!'IJJQ~' IJecZaMto_ty .Rufin;g.Jle~ariltnf::lncumlient Ll}C. iht.ele'ls' 
Ter · • 'tltion r:Pari"'S . D--"1"-Ef: ·.· R•-.1in. · ·. d ·.nl"\t'\i)tt ~.., Order Cc t~ ··. ~ket~ No~ ~'I" . fflttJ; -- . :~,t. . VJ~~ li('il '!.l~ .• ry .. \iLl g ~ ·-""""t!"' ~ .. , , . QC . \1 . 
9~ CFCC 2QQ~)' . .. .. . 

' W:lScptt$iti ·~H:vdJith ~4Q ·,F'.-3d 4U (1~Cfr~ ~~~) 

.P.er~o!l v. $Y~, )~ :F.~:d ·S17·(~0fr .. 2Qt)4) 

Y~v. ~ ~-~··f~~ ~3.~ (ff Oi.r• .. ;ZO_Q~) 
M.CtTel.~fc.~M: Qo'!'lh· r; ()f'.E N~.es!.- liJf:.;;)tl f . S~JF~ 2d. ~151 (D. Ore; 1999). . .. . . · · · · · · . . · . ~ · · . . 

'GltJbal.Accas·Ytt.•v,.AXI:tt;Corp,, ·fJ1s :F •• supp .. iO$·(~.b~:lt4.: U>-97), 
:·.: · ., 

~ : ' • : : . : . • ! - :.-: 

,; .. :;_:. : .. ·.:_: ... · .. 
. r: . 

; . ;; 

:~ . . . . ; . ' 
·' ·: . .. 
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Bright House Networks •Information -Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 0905Pl-TP 

l~~~ St;atr~ First Set oflnt.etrogat~tie$ ®d :OP¢ument Requests 
P : e l:S 

15. Fm~ purpo-ses· of' the following, ,plpse refor io the direct te5timony of 'Bright House 
Witness Gates oil plge:lH,, lin~ 4!: 

:PJeaaedefme'lhe rena "eftimently"' as understood byBtight U:()us¢. 

.Mr·. Gates'·use•ofiliewotd:·'~dtieiently~·was a.teiereneetolbe:mcreaseti ·®Stand reduced 
, • · ·. ac:itxt· ass "'·'"'~t,..:A ""~ Veti . n~" ~~ ... ·1• This ic;· disc·· ·· c.d: at ,NI'Wes 12&· .,..,....; 129 of ctl.P .. .... , .. Q-~~·.li!;l,., . ... ~ . ~ . .l"•""'.t("~ ..... . >?. . ... ~ •.• -!~ .. . .. . . ~ .· . ... . . 

. hi$: di~t· -~ ·and a.t. ~~~~ ~~33 ofbi~- te'b11~ te,$.~~y. ~v.:~n'·~· PNP()$~ !~ 
'iQ.cfti~ fqr ·•verN ~~·; For instance~ Blight Ho.users~ 1raftic must be 
dmnultiplexad 'm aeGOJmfJOdate Verizon's: D~I ;potts. tt: 'Vedimn itrteroannected· at 
''"':~. ·•t-.:..;:... th.ls. lunetit>n:'WO\)id · Ot be ,...i'.i ... 'fed F·~""~ '"'t;i;e ;tf~~lilevei is v~Jow- 'lll' . w!SU-er cwoo01:. . n .""'lUI . •.. ·w ·ww.t. w .. ~ . . . .. .... J .. . .. . .. 

. . .•. -~ ...... ;;..~ . . :tQ'iWNio~ D" · 3. . ~ lML -~· t .. - ., 1h · h. • tth · · :th ·tettns. Ol ;~q··- M .. ---~- J:Q. li¥.": .: 'O.t ..;;,~ , ___ , ml~tmec.tt.Ql). : e '17~e.J:. _ . . '!: 
-~i~ . tb~ ]f1w.et the- in~en·"'1 cost 't\P1' ·~~ , ... u ..... ~.er thin : oonst.ant, i'Urthe · the; cat.~-,. · .... · ·.·.•.--;· ... -.. '~~·t• '~ ' r- .~Iii; ffi-1 '1;1\'ll.,, " ... , p ' . . . . . . .. ' r~ .. ... 

D$.;l.W ·m.'l.81s~mtlt:co.~~-* ~~-~l~c'requindeBJ'physical space~ md am, 
·~er't& .manap&d:.ma.intain. 

"· ·_· , . 
·, :· : i 

.:-; 
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Bright House NetworksJnformation SetVices (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. (}90SQl~ TP 

:R,'t!~ to St,alt'sFirst·B-~ Qcf'Inte®pt()lj~s fU.l~ l)oel;llpent 'R;~tle$tS 
.u ........ c ....... Page 1,9 

.t.6. F.,Gr purposes of·fhe 'feDoWU._~t :Pieue refer to me: d.ired·testinlonif- ,()f ·Jlriglit House 
·Wimess: Gates on page tlSt imes i-t~ where it -d&.c.u~ lite_ delWetfY· ~ fOt'Gt to 
Ver.iz'"'n. liti1 -exitem.-1~Jow,d · •· -r · f . . "' . -a --. -.... ' . . ~.:r, . ·-· . . •·• .n e.. 

a~ Pl~as¢ ¢xpbU.,_ fh>W tnt¢t®..An~~~ -at )lij '"eu~mely JQ1V llA.t-.. q~*"n .n:e~t$ 
tJl~'t~i~~·;pflJ'rtp.f '.JP.;., • . ~~: . 

. . .· · . 

~~:~~=~,f~:!:~~Q=~~~~Y~~nC:~t~ 
;delivettng tnttnc ~•t.J: :bs.-1 ate~ ~t:;mU~Jt spend rn0neyud.'wn' ~m.wltiplt-xmg itS: 
tndlic m ec.®ti1X11~ V~"$: D.$-1 ~~~ -of: in~ectio.n. t.he.: ::00:·1 
1 · . . :~u:..t1 ... ·· ~ 8r.igbl1ii'>:o .......... "'s'oon.- . ;' · · ··1,. V ·· - DS"'l ro 
~mf~~=~-~~s$.;::-:n::;.w::Con:·~di~, 
m~S.Dle-andi.easy toftmanag,:thao,DSd mtereoue¢Un. 

tl~ ~~tr· a..r ~ucl. "II· illclllstr,r fiandardJ, ·rules, .replailo~ • ,AJld 
statute& addrUSin,i:: em~imt ne:twul•k 'intereoiil'i~- riladbi -~f the!lwil"ot. 
"ignal~ · · · 

. . . ' 

Wt ··are. no1 aw~ of,tJ4y sp~c i!ndust.ry ~a~ t\d¢$, ·re~~<l:® "' $t:atut~ 
~sin$_ ttlic.ient .o,~tWQlt, .. ~nn,¢e(TQ~ r~lating _·tp ~ -l(:vt.'i~ e>.f' .~. 
'.N~~eJ~ th~ ~t~f~e'1.f(:!Clllf~: fdl<>w- for -any ~~ly.; ~e.,. poinl 
oi'inter~nncction . . (47 'tr:s~c •. Bcefion2Sl£c){1Z)) Fmther-t;a;~ fJ.Of11 ntthe.Aot 
u m ~litnmate ~81 ,M(l' ~nbtDic batiiem:to ~®'lll~'Ol\.@i~:. ~~e._o 
~- ~mr·~1 o~;iadc,Ut ~ ~ ~«:. -~ _ ...... n · d~~ that p~ -~ :-.-~ 

m~~iL~~~11 
telecOfillllMtcmio~ ~ufo~ c.~-d,y 4y~~l~; and •11>-~ ·epst ti•gtl 
: mt- . . :fum. . ~I WiN. the ' .. - .~ ... ~s ~k. . ~~ ...... ' :O:..r..l;;t, u; . fk r . ~Jbi' ® -- --- -~--··-- "- · .... m .... -..tl.J®M .. . . 4S.w ...... gro~M~-"'lc;m~ .... ~ ·- ··.·· - · 

$l~:;;tE;~~!$1& 
would 'k.oo :'ail ... ·~ :~ -~ ,rr~·.li ..... ~c. ele;. .. .,..,.~ ~~' n"'nuuf"'b'~n ~~""""'•·• inti~~, ,. . .. '""' ~~""" .Q-4: .. ~:~~·q£ · ~.li.l . . . ~. -).,:1~ .. """" . .. . ..~ll>:( .. ~~-"' i!;"'t ' ... P.!+ 

·wh<'til~ V~'$:ll.$;.J · ~M-~~ ;~_-rg~bl~ glv~n ~~Y )~mlabt~ . . · 
t\,el:tnology. One of' t!u:J· -~~· ~-- ·Cpmmlssioll ·slwuld ensidcr in>evaluating 

·veriron~s pt'qP.QSaJ .iS the:. additional •Ct)st 1U1d inefficiency that ·me -ptQpasall 
imposes oaB~t H<SUSe. · · · 

"What d ·· · · lJri-ni.;l. Rbll&e h';.1~-evt the r ·d: o:~ ··inial ·· ·b · · ·~·d b.~ tt r & -· . .dA '-'· .. -~ . .. .. . . 0-el .. _ . ·fliP . . . . . ~· . . ... CY . ~ Sill>··· _ :S Q.\u . . 0. ~).1 ._uJ(l.t)J-" 
:a.eiw~Jd-P)@j.$plitiri. . - .. · -- ·- .. --

Th~ eff.l~i®.t l~~t gf ~igna.l 4~El$ <m;_ the' aat~ of trVfic t'~ :be ~(;bang,e~t~; · . · 
Verizon and Bri_g,bt Heus~ .routinely-~x~ge in ,;excess of 30 ;@00.~000, minutes u£ 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Pocket No. 0905 01-TP 

.~Qtlse to. $'taff·s Fir$\ Set-o:f .fn~gatQrl¢S;.and IJocUD:leJlt Requ~<ts 
Pa&¢20 

1~ ~e p·~·tnPJltb (that .is,. ~9l countill& ~point ·t;nlllng tftlffic). The 
specific most eftioient engineermg oonfiguratian for partlcuiar traffic levels will 
depend on tbe particular characteri~es of the ttaffi~. Hom'Vel\ 'at this traffic 
Vol~ OC .. J Qt high¢t int~rtQnt¢ction WQulq nol'fnl.d.ly be~ tn9St efficient. 

d. Please id«tn.liiY aay and all industry sttmdarda. nalH, t~lations, an4 
$JjtQJe.t~} ;ldd~$Bill3 •tf1t reqqitem~ttt . .,, • ·th¢ $p~tle -~·- 1>f · ~lJipm~nt ~r 
tedln~ltlgy, ~ncbl<lip:g··t,_.t'hDt P..mite.d to ·softw~ ~d h•r-•are of ·a 'network 
and/Qr hlterconnedion. 

See response to Item: 16(b) above. 
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Bright Reuse Networks.Inf-ormation Services (Florida)~ LLC 
Dock,et No, 090501 ~fp 

.tt.'"" ·: .............. · · .:rhi('BO Statr!i F.i:tst Set otm'Noo"'o .toties ~ .... ,t ~'"" ~...... t R: .· .... · 'd...., .. "~1M""""'· . . . . .. ... .. . .... · . . ~IO<l"' .. gfl . . . ~. :1.1\NI.I;.IUCil ... ~qu~t.Q 

Pa~~Zl 

17.. F'or pumcl$~ otft•:f9~1~ pt~~ re(er· ~-- t~~ dir~ tes~monr of :JJrigllt JJ.o.use 
witness Gates ·on page 131:,, line& 15:..20, wber.e "witness G.at.es discusses de-
urultipleiia'g. · 

a. Plwtc ittenttty any an.d -au. rides, reguta'tions> s:tatut~ 4lnd md•ftf 
,;ta:ndWsxfur ilu~tt@spon· •lUJ·t~11tiiDtftlndi.oD$~ . . 

'fb.~:kqd·eftMiull$. ~f.~ ~rms··~··®umine-4 b\4:7 C~F.& § $1/701(¢) gnd{~). 
Thos.' · · c:; ~"Yisi"'..,."' ..., .. t" .. tem nasJ! adAA.:t ... , · · 

' . . ~~""" . -~~" ' • ., .·. ... ' ... .,_,..., 
''(~) Xranspt)rt 'Forpmpp,se~r 9f thil sub~ ~~ i~ the. ~ssi:<m ancl ~Y 
·~···tandem :Switd.:rin.g of Wlecommunieations .tra.ft'ic. subject to seeti.On 
. .251(1))(5) oflhe Aet[rom 1M ~ttMnectloiJ paint betw$en the 'twiJ ct.U'titrn to 
tlle.Je~t~ts tn.ll~nltell: tbrn di~tlytt¢tv@ ~'ctrU®.:Pat-tY,,f>t 
··'~'" 'fa"":1~ . :yt.J .a.- ........... 0't:h th . .. incum1.......:. t ng eql,l,l' •.•~.: ... ~,.~')n'Q'- ... ·\J~~-"'1 A~~-- ... er. -~~~ .......... . ··· · '""'H"~--. · 

~a.··. r\ .. ~........_.·.• .. ·~.-. . : iJ4".·' ·. F ........ ~.··.~. ··.' ............ _ ........ -&: ,.:a..: .. S"'1lm.· .... or+' ' M..wo4:na~- n is th ... 'e.. -~tdl.· ... ··.in .. ·g· .. ·. o. f. ·.·. ·\:.'J ~.,.,,.,~~-':."" ' m' J:l"• .. ~¥""',....."' 9-'1.· ~. ·- - ~~~ ·~~Q~ ... : ... "'·~'* • .... •:"01 •.. 

·~~Ullf~~ ·h~~· 31· th,e terto41:~#~8. ~er's end. office' ·switdlf or 
eq;t~i;~alenf.:f~o.~ii:leiivery 6f"uch mtme.'lo. the called }Wtf"s(p.tcmtses.~~ 

J>. l$ (leo.QJ~P~·g ecmsideretl a part of the traosport .fUnction.~ Plwe 
~qllaiu .. 

'¥~ •• jaem~lex1ne ll essenttanr eut ancill~pMt;of me ttanmtiSsiolt·ot~m~ 
~-til¢ J'-h,~·~ ·or:.~ (th~ iijtf'-J:CO~~® ~.t~ ,~ m 41 

:·:ClS.~~~{~~~e:~~~it~!tw1f~~9:~~-=: 
ex~~ oftrafffu., 47 C"F.R. §' 515. ~tore• the ~pbtt~ .ftmctt<ifl ~s 
a.tt&:t.]i)01nt:•l~thettaftte.leaves:on¢:cafiiot~sfacJ.Utiesit\4J.11tr~~·' 
bd~b ~-mf ~ cltliet Cllti' • facilities; ··sa ·ln.· fi.bet,:tn~· !Wt'An~tmte.nt ., ·. ~~- . . . . . . .. . .. . . .. . er s . . . . -~ a .. -~""""'t;> . . . r 
e.~~pl~-~~gfn$ Q.1'lfle m>mt~t wbloh ~ tw9 c~~l :fiberi~ ·gli~ pr 
o~J~~ ·u~. ·rn Bright lf~!s Ctm'~nt ·~~~~rt. '•ilts ·o~e 
·~9letw~ ··Brlght Iiotise1s collm:ated eq~ment ·~whether at DS3 ()t ~e't 
signal .levelS. ..... •iiad :coititOOtS. to the VeriiQn c'ross;;eOIUl~ct or othet faciliti~ 
·.c . ..;.~.:.Jhw ~· ·th! ·ttm· 'JJti'ri~. H.,·.·.· ·· '.··.· ttafiic ~ tb. e hi.· ·"'n~""''"'1~lev··J ~ ,<JtlAt --~.~7 .•...... ,;~,. ~~ .QQ$C$ .•...... ·····. " ·.··· ~ .... ~ . . ·~-.~~ ... 

v~ ~ ~; ~· .DAms,. ·~r ~titttp~ittg· cte.vice. the: ~~ b~ 
pas~· fro.~ &,1. ~~·& tretw<n:t to ¥erizon:•s, lDld the transport tbnetion has 
·begun~ DemultiJ»exing is therefore part .of:tr..ansp6rt. 

022 



Sright House Networks lnrortnation Services (Florida), LLC 
Pocket No, 09050 t-TP 

& · · ·· · ··•· nse t() Staff's Fir t.Set oflnterrooa,fOties and. Docum:ent R .· ···. uests ~-·· .. · ' .$ .......... C>"" ... ·.·· - ~··· 
P ~e22 

18. J',or ;purposes· (lf the foUowing, please refer to the direct testimouy. of Bright House 
Witned: Gates: em· :page. 66, lines. 9;.1fi :w,here witba Gates. mentiollS. a subStantial 
cf'aspQtC.;, regardittg dir~to.ry li$tibp (i)L) ~ttd:et fl\e ~urre11t. agr~ent; b~tween 
llrigbt a~tUf~· aQ,4 VeriZQn. . . 

-a. ll~3$• e .... tify ~-..d pn,wi4e .add.biomaJ ~otmati11JtmtJt4mglbit di$Jlp.te. 

Vwg- lll;i.~,. tbc:s ·parti~s~ ~i$ting ICA. st.@tes U:la.t tJireetQty li$ti!lgs will be 
provided at ~no Charge~' to Bright House. 'Verizon nonetheless . billed. Bright 
Mea I<ft' otda" pr~sing crun:~es ~edly in .. oorm=uon 'With: establishing 
. ..t! ...... ..,..n.t"V. · .. ·~~. ";n .··· , 'Dn.,J.t tT. . . ·. flfbd_._ , ··•· · ~ . ; .. J.a_·jn" t aa-rrtst v-...:- te_ '"'.· ·....t . .. :•,; ... --... ·· ·· . ._i;.·~.·· · '""lW'I' ...... ., ~~;o~~ P .f>44 .. ntmse ... a.COUW .. "'0- ... _ _...~ . gq~._tUilg U~Uo;~C 
bills .... th j"\ . • • u .......... w__ v . ' . isted . • .... w.~ .... +l;,.,. • . • in .. · ··.··· ~: .. ~ ~9nums:ston. ~9 ...... · e~® ..... ~ .on l~~-~~A . 
t}.te existing ~CA ~iqg for- priv~t~ t\l'l?i~n o! -·~ · .ca~~ytes. The 
Commission. agreed with Vefimn,:thlltprivate arbitration was apptoptiate. 

· Follcltwing .. ·certain private ·~itr~. ~- the ,parties roaelled. a 
cc.o:fidential settlement .of the dis,Ute;'Witti licither..~l&dndttl'ng:.ihat itt1 position 
~-:~~·.· ... 'One .aspect of~-· settlement was ••8»L·~~ bY. u.~, ~@·to 
. ~u.tc:~~~sb. a new leA .. 

b. 'P1-- · c1· '- • ·· h r(¥. tb~'• ;;a:.. ute wa .-~~~~~ ...... _ .. _"'a .~. o . - \l»'g . . . . .. ' ···-""""'!"b 
S. e.~ne.·. · .. •ol- V'(. "..:~w ... w. , . ·!l'o--.- .. .. t .. !<VW Q f,lJ~ .. 
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Brigbt Hou.Se NetWorks Information services (Florida)~ LLC 
Dock~ No. 0.90501-Jli 

R.,.\mntr<>l" to Sfidf·s First Set ofir~oxies an~ ~eum · t Rf..nu · ts. , .. , ...... ~ .. ·. . .. ... .. .. . . ... ~-~vs~... .. .. .. . ,,.. vv, . en .. , ... !'1 .• ps ... 
Pa 2.3 

11rl$· .. l~&ld .~dartl (~U$1J. p~ ID ·~gbtlf' ~t:. ~>'$) }J.as • ~n 
~~·-g:~ ~'Ql:lli~~li.t:Y'' ~··ry·stat¢es fDr'fieoades .. Ilisa 
broad: amLJluitiie itamiani that is intended to auo:w the regulawty :authority to 
estabtiSit. • .~ t:mu. taka. aooount of ali the· ~1~~ ···~ to):i$.iderath:ms, 8$ 
~ILas ~~in~· the in~ ·Q<f~ ;~ ~;:~l~;t:ttti3~Jed. ~D!ities 
an ... ·. d .. the'· . · ~lie:.. ·· · · · · · 

, .. ,~ ...... . 

J>~ ~~~4· ®.~•gr,C.i®· .t),s~JJg~ lt9W ~·" JmJi~~l)' ~~~4 
~~ ~~·tt· ··~·· ·~4 J1911~~··.·gpliesi to. ·veriZonTs: 
~ty,m~direet_, HsfibgL,· · · 

NOte that:Bright.B&useand VetU:t»tclta~ ~; t&ia.~~ · ltbat' said~ ~ not¢ 
•'L~ ... ·A?··.c:·p n 1i: st 2f<'M.i)·. ..,. ... F~c· ·.·. , ........ ..:t..I'!,..:.'L>e;:i' ·"»nml·tule. '*'til t. access tr-ulW. tn "t , ,1',, ~ . • '\"" t '-U"' ·'-'. ~UIQ~ \.lei :~!>"". .·.... . .. a ... ,, . ·1\.1 

directo(1 llstrnss $muJ be. ",tion~~Y~" ·~ .m § $l.::ll1tcl!l}.l~ying p-ul 
·'~i~ ~-u·~ JlC<D'·~·~· ~~. ~ ~~ ·ae~ th~ lis~ngs of 
·thOse o~ . ~ b. · c . · • · : · · ·. FGviien ··i.fit UidiWOri· in its· direct.oey 

~~~iil~~~~::t= 
No· .. ~llS. ~d ·onter ttn.~~mtto~~fll~·;s~rs;~·1.Ul(j Oider in• 
CCG l)oe~N~. 9(;,,8, .~dN'91ice ~fP@posed·~~ in O:~No. 99-
m~ 14 FCC R~ 15550 (1999} Vllhereiltltatedl{it 4J iSlf'thal~ 

~[1Jhe. section. 2~l(b)(3l requirement <>f oon-diS~<tt)' act.Q5S. tO directory 

~~=~=yd=~~~:=::~::~~~!t::; 
~:t~·l~$~ ~Jtl~ m ~ di~ ·~~(!1l··~· Gl in-a'direotory 
~pi}atiQtt ff.)r ex,tema)_use, (web as a vJbim pages)• Wi belleve that intetpretln.~. 
·the Aefs:. ra}mrem~ at n.on-dl~ry atieefi to ·~ ~ an.a· 
·d.ireetOt'Y P$i·Stllcein thiS m~ will etw up any,~ambiJU~s ·cw~ LBC 

CLt;,.... ... .;.,..ns· ........ fiW't.~~ .... .s..._i«O>c'f'r,io .A,~.-. . 'f'V: .. ~;,.4..., ... .- -l~,+""b- . ..,_ . ....,......~.._~:and· . Qv~....,'V<I~ ·LV .f"a,:v,·~·~~ """·~ 19 ~~~~l.,.T .~~ ~W -- W. '""~~~~)"!"'•"'~'~ . . , 
··~ U:$t ~m~~l1~ int'Prmetl9n.,!,. · 

liJ .. at 1 tSl• (footnote omlittetQ. 
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Bright House Networks Intbrrnation Servic-es (Florida), LLC 
Dqc)(et No. 090~0_1-TP 

~ t~ Staffs FitstS~t (1{: l.nJCtr9c'&AtP#~$ ~d Opcument Request$ 
. p - ~ 

c. Pfease,_pr..ovide examples-in .ease taw or pr~ious CommissiOD mlings!Df·issues 
reaolvei uad:v the~j:Ut, nasoilable .8J1d nondis~ltar;,., $tU~4tnl. 

'fbi§ ~; ~ ~®iY~d the,_ most judicial .. atterttion in ·the; to.nt¢)(t Qf ·$ettlng · 
:''Ju$t And reasonabl¢" tates, In .the .specific c~ntext. ()f$eUmg·r~te.:nu.1d«r :s~tiqns 
2~ 1 ;m(J ~2 Pi fbe --~AAtj~ /\crt, ~~-~ Y~rit'<Jn. €4-n~#'~&' ~. FCC, 
535 U.S. ~7' {~{)().2). Ait $3$ lJ.$, $:00) -the ·CQ.urt nates that lhe ~'just and 
reasooablen standam is intemied.to- give regulators ••arilple dfserirti~·~ U\ :choosing· 
~e~tmlog_)'~,~~Ei~e:~~·- _--~:T--dls~Qil _~~~-in ~~~inS 
tli~ "Just>Qtl<l: reQoJU:Jld.e;· · ~d'Md- . ~ ~$: . :. : . ~l:J$. ·of·Ul~t~onneeti:W\;-
trattie-~~e~ r:tn-· q;-~. . . 

. . • • ' ..... 
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Bright H~use Networks Infortnation S.ervices (Florida:), LLC 
Docket No.. Q~l050l~TP 

R~$Wr:tse·tQ St~$.Fi,l:st-.S.~t· aflnterragatori~.~ · ~4 DPPHnlent :Req\:le$tS, 
. P~e2S ... 

....... v.? ... . .. 

20. F&r .PUI'JJ._!)Rs Of the .f()U&W~ p~ase: ref~· to the diMct :testi~Dt -~.Bligh~ :lldl~St 
witness Gaa.s "Dlirpaltf. 64, Una 19 -12' 1¥bn wltD.eas Ga.a:.rt~fen to Drith'f ~Boos.¢'$ 
end se~ 1su.'k·~db n -to i1. .... iater.A~i. ... --t~ V"-T» .... ~~..... oifel'etf ·b. , .BtiWht. P . .~., ,, .. ·'~"' .. -~ . . ~ . .. ... _.1;1 .~~ ·· y,.u.; . ..., ~~ -- - ... • ..Y ... . ., . 
llo11"'~~·tdlllia~whg «».~•.-,.••~~k· e~sm~ty thro~h]idgJit JI~U~;e}: · 

a. ~¢$·.· V~ll'~\tflP~~ .. !J'~ijfe di~·:liJ-~ e~1.,_..,~ t9. .. l~BiiiD.\t 
:HJ9~ afftltat .. w· · · ·· · 

No. Howeovu, Bdght Hause: ,asseifs~ lhlt an JLBC's ~·t¥ to- )lrb'Vlde 
~tY .listings~ .~ tO :the end.~- of~~ ·t QIP seiY-iees 
that. o~'¢:onnecth4ttto; lhe))Ubfic :s:Witdled 'l~t~~~ ~~\;by~~ o.f~ 
·ctsc .~ ~ mt~cl ;tc) ,~ ·'ltae- N~ '1~ V'iet~n: lUl.~ -~Jisttt.~lf9~' 
ha.~ settl~. tli~ q~r(;m •qfo'9~1.1:& i;lir®tory listing~ fur·1\\right'PI0use~,s Vol'.P 
gl~te ena users~ 

eJ~~ fd,~(ilf ·.U ~~- Bdglm DouR affiliitW. tijt-nallll $ld ~· of · 
buSiness. · · · · · 

:, 
· ·· :. 
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Bright Hause Networks Information Services· (Florida}, LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

R:esponse to S~s .Firat Set o(l_flri@.o~tQ,ries a.nd Docutnent ReqUe$1$ 
}l~ge26 

21. Fer ·purposes ~~ the foUowin~; plett~e •:ref~r to' thc!t direcLt-estimony tJf Brigltt R.euse 
winws Gates ·on .Jlale 6~ lines 13 .. ts. Where witiiess GAtes refers ito. the sc&pe of 
v~nzon't-ob-Iiption ·to P"t~vi4~DL tnncllbu·to ::DrigJn Bous~: 

Wh.. at.· : · .···· o · ·· 1 ... :.~ .:.~es Verim · · lo.ftv · :w v~. 'tu$tomer d~·"' .. . Jist:'"" ..... ., 8. resp liS. Wu•..J· gv . . . ll WI. e . . ~ &;LoJ . . . . • . . ... .t.&;~ry ... -~· 

Bright ll<>~~- ll¢lieves ·.that, in tlte a~ettC:¢ {)(.~ ~~e,g.t tQ ~pply •a,. dif.fc:;rent 
~4ard~ V~n i$: ~pQn!Jl~le .;f.qr ~ ~on•l~ car~ in en.,swillg t~at t4e 
iti~® ~.· u.Jijm.ly ·~· m ~-~mries and. databases conforms. to 
the mfo.ma:tioo sUbmitted <fot: tiW·p~in this case i'by' Bright House. 

b. If-there u 1lD error in the iafonnatioa m the direttory JiB.tial'& WOUld .B'ilgbt 
HnnseG~ VeriZ&n•bempcmstbkffiw ~~g·the infomafio:u? · ·· 

:=:=:s=•mv=~= 
~~~~~b:Uitf·~··eo~.it-· 

c. J)Qe$ lltigbt a(l-. .. e itlte~ to ;i'Jl~·pjl' 'Verizoa customers. ill its dh'~tdlj 
U.~llc! .. 

Bright l'touse ·pmVides .ditectGry 8iStibC:C :for, its Ct1St<fm~$. using· a •third .. ~- · 
vend.Of •. Vh •~tmn ~Ql':fO. itrel~ ~~~~t'Ml'$;ib;i\$d~.' · . 
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Bti~t.:lioliSe N$Vqtb .Infotmf!tion Services {f'1<>rida).LLC 
. Do<;,kot No. 090501-TP 

~ponse too Staft1.sFir.st,Set ofln~gatories and Document Requests 
P.age2.1 . 

zl. .Fi>r. _;p.urtoses· ot· tlle :·toJiowihg~ ·,t•~: refer to-the, ili~t. ~timotlf ·M Brifiht Mou·se 
witum· Gatt$ .on page-13!-tin.t!,..13--~WitDtQ: G•B$~.~ --- .. ftud _.btsh·')lg 
ttt.nJa • .,.-d i..~,~~t~~ trOnk~~~)·-~-·r¥-:t~ ~·-~~~-- H ,H L I. . ' 

-a. P.l~~e pr~i~~ • _.._.t~ 9'( h:QW -~IPY'··~•b--m' t~k' gtPt,~ps w.ID b~ -il~~-
w:ay from Bright B,.~. ·~· V~riz~ -and bmv •many Will he_.: -tw~way 

c. 

m~nn~ou~ · 

. . . 

· i:;;~~::=:::::z .....• 
'Is it standard mdusteyi pt.adf · · :tO.:t a .Cl,;£Cto t · ll, 'fOr-~ ... ablishme.t· of . P"~f~-~·br-P.¥~~.m~~~' ·· _- .. · · · · .. 

·=:::;t&··~~~~~~=·· . ·· , . 
WiDfhe ~tifiibmeit~J•~ ott tidliH.e ·~;~ ·y~~ ifld.Rtfgbt ·-----· 
·u '··'~ uwobii,cli'Sp~:~w:.-to;«\umls~DU~jt! · H • ··-

_OUR . . .. < ·: ;, ~ - , . . - _ . : ';f'- --· ., : . ·- --. ; -- · :• _ _ . _ .. _,.,_ 

!mTA?~~~ 
::=::e~::,=;ri~~,:~t;:~~~.:~~,~~~ . 
,. ·---· otw·tt · · · B~n,d- sum -~d }lrt'' -~Q~ ·dl~ ttf# $P-Cdifi ·!(;Jf 

· -::o~®~~t~ -~;-~P.~~ty4--;:::$irma;t~ Wui ~· 1>~•- fh~ --~~m~: 
.stw.Wf),n., N~~ ~10~- tJ~ lO~~l~-p~yj~ ~~es'tablishing fiber- meets -
~tieatly addres8 . Signal level .and standard-transmfsst0ll mitnitS: See 'Fi~r 

.·M~ A.ppijnaJx· §'.§! 2, 3.. · · · · · 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida),. LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to Stares First. Set of Interrogatories and Document RequestS 
Pa~28 

aa. For p.urpose$ 0,f th~ :f.oll(lwing, pletie rQfet to th..e ~~t.f :t~•lPi.QAY .of. $right House 
witn~s G~t~ 9.P. P.~P l~1.·lm~ ~l,(J: ·r1Q$~ ~rlf!· -if il Is: $fQ.d-.rd mdu&.fry 
praetiee for a eustomerio pay for ~ga.~an. · 

For local. traffic, nei-ther tbe Galling party :nor the called party Is typi¢ally separately 
.charged for a call. For toll traffic, calls ·t(} stMdatd, telephone. numbers are·· n~l~ 
c ......... ..A_ to the. llin · 'Mi'hJ! •\Vt.:'e "'""'•'t: t . ....._n-free "'sY'r ··· : ·1iets ~ char ~a ...... ·fh.e ~®.gw, . . . ... ~.- .. g .t:r-"'"' ... <14# .. ~s . 0 w. .. . . . .. :mlm . ...... . ... .. . . . . g, .. •v .. . 
calle(! 'Paro/· . . . 
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Brigbtllo~e .Neiw()tkslnformation Services (Florida). tLC 
. Docket N't; 09QSOl-TP 

Re$ponse to St:a$'s:.F:irst:Set-·ofllitettogat0ties: and Document Requests 
,Pp29 

%4.. ·.·· .· Fot p·. ~~._~ll'•e$ . uftbe jj·· D6whto-.. : •~ .. -~, ... ,...,.. t · to· AA dir_., ....... dtDO · . ::. of .n..i,n;l,;t· H.ouse 
• • • I ..... . ........ •• • • ••• I lQ - ~ lh . .._... .. q;,O.. - ·~ . . ·-! ~- . .. ~y .... ~·fi.U ' .. ' . -
·W;itn~s,G-~o~ pa.g~.14l,'lbi~'14~~rc;,.,eu-~~l .. t~tJ to ·v~:o~ ijbf~atto~ 
'tf) pJ'Qyl'4,e -colllmerc~Uy rea:$~.t.•te. f.fi'C,rts rfq l3~~le Bript. ]Jo~ . m ,~g a~l~ 
to. es.tab6sh·direet 4:0nnedions with "f:mmn affiliates: 

a• P~ease ideJ1tl~- . by nlline ana bP~ .:f!f.. ~usilJ~ss the V~n . ~fes ·WHh 
Whom B'f'illrt-H.ouse woiitil ,._ t.O.ie.ftatitisb •awea .. t'Onne:etrous"? 

b, Please .clSU'ity.·wilatts·meantbf "aireet . .tOJilittliodl"? 

-c. .Ptew d•rify 'ft'hat b-ineanJ:l>y. ~bbllnelc'~ te.sonaw.e- eft'or$". 

-d·.··. Ita. ·.• .. · lb~ .... ~ .. . h .. t· ~_<t'o ... : ... · .· :m· ·dt.' 1m. · ~o:¥ ·,., ..... ·: di'Hc.-.. • ·· i""i,:..~ .. - i'nfiecf w,u~:..· Vtr.· .. ~. 'A. ···n ' ., '"""'~- .. ·.Q use I I. a ... 1 1 •••• • J•:;• : ·- 1 '''' ! ! .,.J . """"' ( ( .• , 1 ' . ' • ;L&:&.I; ( ·~ · ' 
AftU .... ? J{:!bO~::'WJJ7? · : ·.: .· ... · • .. . .. 

,,e~ , tt•-·~-pr~~-• c'ban..,.~g::·UJt:T-f.~)J~~ pj":~, ·Btil}!.t l:l•~ Btfili•f~ · 
~~t~ Brlpt ltou$e ~~~~ ~ ~d! ~f:.h~~ - . · · . . . . . . 

~ . ,._fe'p~4k -._:~•.11$k~"h~ -~~$ll~~p ·(~C)#Dd'B~i :Housec. 
· ~-a.tes int~nd to int~r~«JliD~:,Wi~h.V:ftizDn and Verizon .. afliliaK 

Bright'House Jms withdrawn !its: entire ~p.osaiYwith ti$peet::t9 this' issue. 

M •• =.: 

... -: .... :.: ' 
, : ·: 

,· 

·'. 

I: .. ; 

. ' 
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Bright .H<;>~e Networks Inf'QllliatlonServices (Florida). LLC 
Doc~et No. 0905.0 J., TP 

Response to StaWs First Set oflnterrogatories and Doeument Requests 
Page.30 

25. For p.urpo"Ses of the foUoWiPI? please r:Ofer to tbfr oire.d WtUnOD)' of Briafat House 
wi~. ·· Gat""G. . · · . · · · . · .t41. lin ·. ···. 9-17 .....i..er . ....;;.i..w·· · s ~-·~ rete .·· · .. tn tandem transit _ ... ~, .. _.- ® p~ . ..~ ... . ... ~· ..... "'"" . 4 "'!~~. Y. ,..,.J1! . _ .n .... . . . ........ ·· ....... . 
~rvi~"" }'lea$' rurt(te:r ¢:qJ_l.18; *•J.~~em tr~n:q\ '~~~ 

T.~~m trf:mSit sqvice involves ~ .sittuJtiqp ill. wW~b one ~r r<:aches another carrier 
by means of the tandem switch of a thfrd -carrier. It:t:here is a direct connection between 
Carrier A arid camer B t&.ere would b'e no ·tllinl ~$'involved: A+' B. ln. a tandem 
transit attaftgelb.ent. c~· A"$ traffic W6utd teach, CUrler 8 by mean$ qf the tacillti¢$ 
QfCartitt: C: A~ C 't ;a. 
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"ijright llo~eNetworks Infurmation Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 09050 l-TP 

Itesponse· to Staff's'First Set of .rnterrogatilrlti··and Document.Request.S 
. PwJt 

1·6~ .For purposes ·Of the tb .. 1ring, pJ&m~ ·referi•t'Q tht ··cllre« ~nw9ny {)(' Qr;igbfB~liS# 
:n~e:ss JolmJon on p· .... ~~: ~~- ".i. lZ _..._ w·~ Jo"' ·· · · · .h..t · ·. ~L.-• ·40 . •yn.,u. .. . . . . . ...... . .. .. . . . ~1" .CIL t .,....~ i;r ..... ~ WJ.cl-.~ . J~ll!,~~. .., !,U~Jl $~~. ~ ~~ tOr 

cpmpetltiv~. rea$ons ~.t .\fl~~~ Q~· its eJJd pen .hroacler ~rree" loeal caRing 
.r,u· :thai. allow them·· to· mak-e·· calls anywhere in Florida ·as a. part of a si'ngle~ .flat ... 
rated. seriiee plan: 

a. Plea expiaih hoWBJ:iglit Hwse defitf~·luloeal ealiing ..-•• 

BrightH6Use~s roc81 ta~~area,inwudes·aU:otJbe'f~ LAtA·· 

b. Is ·Bright ,ifouse· eurr&tiy· ro1rtln" or ·hal rO,ll~ ip, th~ pasl; .. any o.t.l~ IQ.~aJ 
callS to ·etiltoJllbn ·~.i ... t~t'Yl · ~: · · '"~ l eat -•n... a . · .. ·• ? ·~ . · ·hmv>were . ... . ........ VII!QI""'" . ~-. .· Q .... ~g.~., .~;,.., .... ·,,. 
d1C.:$:f: .11$: h-naled hm ,.~~~,_ti..,~' ~Qipllint; 'Should a~ss cbarges 
•• t~·~QJC CAU.~ " .. . 

~er~::s~=~===.1=~::s=·:a~='~ ntfic to·ihlrd .pmiesd.\~t'aln~ij)n. · · · · 

Under the parties' .ex!~.·· let\ tall$ that .. Bfi#ht Ito~ ~~ds t() V¢zon that 
c.rCiss ··Y~n·~r · ~da~'um@bj®tto~scharges; FMieasollS 

==~~==:~==-~~:ar.: apply to tb9Se;esdiS. · · 
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Bright .:t.Iouse Networks lnformation Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090$0 1-TP 

Respo.n$e tQ $taff's Fi,M ~t<>flnterroga,to~ and Document Requests 
P .. • e32. 

27. For purposes of the following,. :please ·refer· to the -direct testimony of. Blight Ho~ 
witMSS JohnsOn on •page "'"• lmv s-.u where witnos .JD~UUDo t~titiea th-t thet~ 'Q· 
>·· •• • ••• o ·:u_ e senSi __ bl. · ·· · · u > b_ :u:u_· tl_._ .. ~~. __ t ~ ........ e. should h·· · , ~,~ a :+'.·· i1tliila_· • • •· · nn"_·_ act_···· ·.•.· no p ssw~ . . . . . e -~- . w ·~ . . • . .Q- ' . .. · .... -·~ + . p ,. ~' ......... • .... e ...... "P$: 
charg~ . to V ~rl2o•t W.b.eA • Brlpf ll«J••~ ~stcuner m~~ '3loc:1il ~~~J ill'dud~ 
wit}JJJ:l ~he ~llst~m~r's Jo~• ~nill"g pJ~p tlt•t p~ •tc) -~ V~rizon Cllt·tomer who 
b~pp~s to be in a different V.erizotl.looal .calling area. Plewie explain tb:e basis to.r 
this assertion~ mcludmg.any reptatofflilds~ty ~Jup,J}O.I!t • 

. M.r. Gates'" discussion. ot Issue~·#3:7 inJw di¢et .and. rebut® t¢S.timt>ny pro:vi®s ·the: ~Y 
.· ·. ~ · ticv. imd ecoft~nn.c :Mh~ ... o~s .t< ..... •t.t"'::.r,;""hclu~"""' -J'() .. J . ......... -~. .. .. ~:-.<~4!;!. . .LY.J J.U,I.~· wv .... -~"'-

The statUtbtt and" tegula~ ~d$ fbt 'UriJ ~~~ ill'V(J,l~ ~ ~~, ~f lnt~rlocking 
s~ry 4e.tltlitiQ~ ~d t~~top,.,pwvi~ ;A.s·4~1>edbetow, they sho~ that When 
~cl ILBC at1d CLBC .~. ~li$hing terms for, intereattiet ~ettsation •in· :W1 
iti~on agreenl¢11~ ea£tt~ m&J. hmst. t1utt caDs. that )t treaQ 11$ a to~ ·c~Ut 
and sends to. me. other eamer ntW4 be w~.to·r®i~lc()~1;1.ftQ~ ~'d J:\ot.~®$~ 
chki¢~~ -whettit rltertnina~.by:•·t.lw~~-

%e ~Y ~th~t'kn~ -~--~ _l"epi&tory· matcfiais_ ate: 47 U.s.c. § t53(lli}. 
·(~l_lB exchange ucess);. 47"U;S~C. § 153(47) (d~ffning_ telepbon~ $Cc~ $$Vie¢}; 
47.U.S.C. § _Ul(fi) ;(aetlmng:~lQI1set\fl~ ~:25.l(Q){$}~~ (Mt'~PIQGS! 
cOmpensation applies tQ sn.~l~nni~~,; ·.§ 2~1~1-~cb.~~rarily exempts· 
~tQ.~~~~~"~ ~~e:general:nll.e~ and 47C.F:R. .§§ 
1filt4) ~ 79U•l agp (b;}, ~. :Qf ~ese ~pmminllS .• ·~ •-irmi play if a. state 
00~ is ·calletft·upon • c:lta1JlmiJQo\ ~ 1hat~ the. ~u Qf ·s~l® 
zs1~ .in .. aecoidanee With Secti~ns ~)(~~J:amt~'-2t~)(l). 

t. -~~ter:n~~=~:~~~:c~-::,~-~i~ 
traditional ~looal~,.phcme BWCe; It tea&. u t~llOwa: 

Wfh~ term ·'·tef~M.~Cb«nJe ~~· m~. (AJ seryiQe ·wi~ ~telephone 

55~-~~al 
system of: sWltGhe$~. ~i:$sion ~Pl®nt Pt ~tb.er f®lli~ (9,r C9ml>im~tion 
th~t) by•w.bie.h· i cs.u~Qti'be..-<9~ 9~ ~4 'tmminale aletecommunieatiu. 
~~~ 

Subseclibn (A}~···~ 1~ rel~o.®~!-t' tmtl ~$-~--ill, th~ 
~W\~~- A¢l ~·' jti.; mi~:- pa$qc btl9M:· ~te' that• in J,9;t4.:.em 
~' ·a 'td~h~ ~ex~~,·~ti-ally referred. to: a single swiwh.. So~ service 
"within~' an exchange was a caltto someone. served bytbe SJitlle SWitch~ clevi)' a 
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Bright House Network$ })lfonnati<m Services (Florida), LLC 
09Ck~t No. 090501-TP. 

·Response-to Staf':s Fitst'Set oflntem:S~m.r.te~~d Dooument R~~~m 
. PMe3~ 

:~li>caJ.~·· ea11. But eve~ in;. t.:9M. Con~ ~' tha'\. l®Al servi~ -
!~'let ·. ·n.otl~· e>r~~ sbi'Vice:~ "" ~dllwa eulJ!··· ~-, - -·~·wtt)?J~ sWitches -w.i:il:rul 
the~~ ·«e:#.harl~ ~~ -~ty ~-J~;~Jis:~~~ m. ~:t~Q! ;;·ihe·semt,e 
iS tbe '$$Il.e• ag.4.as long w.s:tbt ~~~~the :~er •~~ds ".covefe4 by tlte 
~)f.;(;~ $~cec'hatg~.·t 

S\lbsection (R} W{tS ·~t'#· by the ~~ 1)tlce&itmt~O.Jl$l\et of .t996, 
Which is the $ta:N~ fhat.o~-~ k>®J. ~~~one. n:mtke.t.S ~-.Q9mpetitloi\,. wllich 
added ~ti~ 2Jl ancf:M2 ~~~·~~ 'aflmations, e~.~ ~4;\bat 
'cme.xal1y fq~s the ba¢~ qt;,~ p't~~J; · Jt ·~bstantitdly ~~ns ·1he 
0ri~J definition by lnQl~ - withln. til~ ~~~~~1flne exchange #wiee,, rubric) 
~"'l'i. '~eorn""a~.li..i..lt servi'c . .essduid'<u .. ~~;;~- ~..A tO t~'"~~nav ~ •. ·w.hick ~ 
~ .• r .r-·w:\n."il . . . . ~' lllf.7 )T.up"'~ "~ . '!<~SUN "''.I':r> ""7 . ·~ 

.sub5mi~¢~'(t~~~ Qt nmve~:eu~te~ · 

. F1>r·~ ~s tftij k~ ~Uti,; ls,~·~~t$J:~··CJ!ll··~.mc $wit~~, 
· ·many· the:~ ;i -~ tb·· "~1~ ~md .l(Ql service·.JU:ld 

.l1~.4W~re<r~ylil: ~J¢b¥ ~;-~~·~¥.fJ, -~ ~Y.~t>i-:iblfied. 
2. The. next: k~;y ·tcnn. iS '~·~ ~- :~~~ ... ,~ a1 ,~ltll.~e;.. ~ l~~t\\J). 

·~ :i~ tft~ Smtutoty te.rtn. :that.~ ·tmlijj.wat «Jong .dls~~·" ~ce, 
Th~~nmoil~---~1~~ --- · · · · · · · 

:~=w•-=-~~~ 
.. ; : __ ,._: .. .• 
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Bright House Networks lnformation Services (Florida)~ LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to stares, FirSt Set o-flnterrogatonesJmd Document Requests 
l>a&e34 
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Bright J-IQUse Netwo:rks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501..-TP 

Response ro -Sta.ft&:FltstSet aflntettQgatOries and Docment Requests 
Page_$$' 

s~~' Md ·~~~~~ ·~~,~.u 47 JJ:.S.C· § ·2Sl(c}(2)~ .M "·:result, th¢ ·t~ 
~ ~n~tiqn$ .. AA$')~~llted.· ·wi,~ .the ~b@n.,~ Qf ·~o~'' tW'() -~s Q{ t:l'afac; i~ 
subject to· the mandatory neg®ation and~ at1bih'atian ~pwcess wntemplatetl hy47 
o.s.c. §: 251(:¢)(1) (lLECs ·•JJ1U$t negOtiate itt gOOd faith. regarding their Section 
~·s.l(b .. )· and 1c~ dtl!i ....... ~ .. ~ ~t .,~.,'""\(1' .(. · -b.~. 6 ... . ··;"'J'"" ... ...., : · · ec..: · ...... _..t ·. 4 .... . , .. . "'- .'J .. w~1 ~ II'" ~~"'\<iY ,, . SW ~ "'""~ 'f'J~ m~J:C&l'm uOD l:Ul.\.1, 

in~ ~-on ~oth~t ~ tnAY ~~h1 ~bjeettg tr~Qitipnat; 
~g and -other~~~-;; the .sjtwtfip~ ·betw'eeo.· ap l'L}!C and ·.a; C~<;! ~$ 
unique, 

~=~=~~~~~ 
regulations· -.~. au:t the· ~pe ~~ aoijlr-O¢al ,oo~tion, .contaitle.d ilt . 47 
C.F.:R. ~~ St~103:~51 .• 701~ • ·· .· , · . . . 

lmlh.~. Sl/7Q3(~)lt~®t~~~~J~~~~~~ 

l~~il~=~~~=:~~~~::~~~ 
telooommunications-traftic with~ Jle()~tel~cations cattier .. •• 

smee au "'teleca~~~~e.u:1$ $\.lbj~: l4l·;~~ -t()~petl~ti~:t4. th' 
k._,,~~A~ ~~·· · .· ....• :--· :·~ gf~$;: ~.-· ~.Fe~·s,~~~· 
ilml iit~ ~t.:J~l{~~', ' • -~"~eel);,, . 

=:::~=wtt .. ~.:' 
Wl~lil~,_ ~:· :{.t;);~'[t}~atistt.ttrajfie .. ·por purposes of this 
subJ>8l4 ·telecommunication~ tramc .. m.eans: ()) TeleCCJilllntinications _ttatlic 
exc1mnged be~· a t.JC .a a:. ~~iO.M Wi]et .Oth~- · ··®m a· 
·-r,_· • ..: ._ ..... 1··· ... ~-)·.·. ;,..~ .. -." .,_ L.:· .. ·~· . _h.'i""""_~·-•iiioii-i.,...aa.-. ,i-_·o:.. .·.· t1t41· ~-- -itdtrstll.le 01' .. ·_ .. \.W:U~ 'CSJ Q"Ui.l\!<4. " """""'"'7"'.: J~ I~V:-,_~~ ·~- .... liS .. .. . .. . . ... . .. 

,~., ·I"MArma. ~~j ~~~n ~$)-'or ~¢lwl~ ~-~or ~, 
·acee$$.... . 

(lhese. hilei 'i~ement:47 t1.5~c. § 25'l{b)($), \ldU~h:~ that LISP$ ·fi3ve ·~C}-
dutv t ~ ..... t: .. ~:o · ~ .. t ·-iW. "' · · · · tb.on sn•l'Rt\0~~ ... .-~ .. s:,... l;k ... t.-. ... ~ ·and 

.. -·~~ Q ~~Ui»J. J:elotl>,y•~· ... ~usa~ .... ---~·~ -~ -~ ·~-~"'-~ < . 

~~® Q{' WJ~g).;mAA\~/! ml' 41 Q',~i(};( ;j. ~$1(1}~. Which ~- been 
{pte~ ·to· ~--· ·~~ ~~~~ eo~~ wftb, ···reprd. to ~~fumge 
aooessn trJile. is rmt aft'ecteit by .seotlott lSl{lft)(~ ltltll :tb;e reC ~¢iillt so· 
rol68.) . 

P, o~~ ~ fo1: ~J;l~ -~~ fwmness intereanier ·compensa.tion·-is· 
subject to special. mles},t. 4ll ~lecommunieations ·tni'flm" that -an Il..EC. and a 
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CLEC,might:scnd eacll '?thcr<is subj¢ct-to recipr<Ocal oompensatlG~ ~-~sed~to 

::~~~~::~$~~~~=: :'~==t:~::r:::r:J 
abovot -the ~ ;~~ ... J ~" itlcl~ 1)Q,t.b --th& .~ c>f ·~~~ ·f~iU~~ 
Qd ~~~· '~~. -~Q· tQ. ,~ ''~~ servmes-__ for :,such.;.aoo.ess'' is 
li~f ~bfaced.withm the defirution .&f'~exehanF,acctss/'i 

s. The ·C(}aolUSion IS: li.'(iw clear.: when $11 .lLBC and a -ewe diT~y int~ta.ne.Ct ·t.o 
exchaA&~ :mdi¢-r thaJ __ ttld:ftq is ~bJ¢*t. io ~~cip~~ ~mpe~m ~ '4o~~ 
~t:~ ~itt.lli~~ ~4i:tm~ OP~~~ ~~oxoliaago~eem.~ · lD1\-th-at 
c.Q.rt~ifh ~~&~·dOes not:imposc:a ·chat.ge'fot a -cltlt .... -eY.at wtthtn 
a ~~..;.. -ihe -~~- -~ tQ ~cUStOmet ~ not .. m~lll~: 4ef$lllilu • of~ wn:~~~ .A.$ a result, flte· ~~ U:.O'$. ~A in 

=~=~-~~! aooess.- .:;.· 

6. 
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Bright Ho~$CN'etworks Information Services (Florida):, LLC 
Docket No. Q90S01-1~ 

Response to ·staff'"s .EftSt S'et:Ofhi.terro~atoties:aud .Doc.ume:n.t1~~~st$, 
]>J:&e•J7 

F~t pur,p~ qfftl~ ~lJ.Q'Y1~g, pi,..,_, mt~ ·tt~ ~ :4~ ~f;jJrr~f 9f.JJ;gdlt<U911J'' 
wibl'~ Q.~~ ~JI p•g, :;~. 1Jj,~ ~ ~ witnes~ -G~' ~tedifiea that the: 'FCC. 
stated· that :the: qt~esticm . of. what :trall'& mte.itimneet~ LEC$ iit~(tbt --~abgC' ;diiJl 
woulcl eounnu "l0t4li'~ wcndd :~·;l~ft;'U.f· ·fii t~ stJif• t<J cte1~if1t ()B/JJ' eA$t--~ .. me 
ba$1s, m light ot s~tes•: b.Worl~at: pfttflce Gf dJJtni•g>l~.C4d ~..vl" '1'Jrets t~t.'~~lial} 
tECs~ u flle bt~"P ~P"-~ b1· )lrlgbt -q:~. eo.~~·-·· wWb Elodu', 
:~hi~ .• Qri~·· pnreti,ee,, .~.._~. ~~b~tp~ ·· · 

f~. ~¥e. ~mmissiGn$ have t~&UlAtOil authority ()ver ·tEtts". (fir at last Il.ECs"'} t®ltt. 

~==~~~=?~~~ 
rebutW: ~c:tn)i\itx ~~~qa W1w. ~i~t i'Jn~access charge& on a CLEC tJiat . 
- ul-"'~---4::.~ i-;.~ i ·;-the D;.}1C_· · -M- · .~ -~-~ _·""" ~ve._.-. ... ~.s,ami-~""""'f:.t · : ~-- ·_· _: ~ ...... ~"'~P.~~~ .() , ...... ~~,. _ . . :; . ~GW.· . .--... ~~.,~- •·.· 

-o · ., the ·'ct.EC'.s.ability :to -.~'V1db. .. if4. W~l..c:aDmg~ ,~ 'I()~.,~: Jt $ . · 

~:-5rr~~=~=:.~ 

·. ~ :. _; . .. 

,. ·' 
: .. ·. 

... · . • , 1 

.. : .. 
',:· ',_·:.:., I 

. : _;.· : ,._. 
. ···.·: -·· .· 

·- .• .:·=:·•:: : 

. -::,: 

. ,', .· 

.. i 

. ' • .·.: ·: 

; 

·. '· . 

:.- .: i . 

•·· .· . 

' :I • 
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Bright House Network$ Informatio~ Services {Flo.rida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to Staffs First Setofloterrogatorl(m and Doclll'l'Wlt Requests 
Ptn~e.3J~ 

i!.>. For pr,trppses of th~ lfolil)WiJi~ plg;,e nfet to tll¢ .·().ired. '"Jim.OiiY Q( 8ri~bt. H .. U$e. . .u..... G tes ' . .-.g· . }liE ~ius 1 .t' 1' w'"' ..... ~ .... "" tes . . ............ .... k t " 'htn a wu.,._S . a . Pn. ¥".' e . ~y· . ·. • • ... .'9- .. P.C'A ~ '"·~~ "g8 ' .. '~~H~ ~-' . w .... 
·~ .119JJQ c.~t•mer -~ ~ V .. gp; ·~~~mel", Blight• House will on•y :tmY· the 
reciprocal eompenutu.u a.te lo··whicb tb.e parties have agreed. because H. is 'it local 
call to that Clillt~.n: PleaSe ••.Plabl·tke lepibasis for yout ttstl01iDii bltludmg_auy 
regulatpty ami stattri<ttY s'P.'ppoi"t. 

Pl~ s.ee :discusmon ln. tesprms.~ttd 1~.21,.. app~ .. 
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aright Hou$e Networks Information Service:; (Fl9Jida),. Ll.C 
. Pocket NQ, 090501.-TP 

Response to StafF's First :set ofln'terrogaturies ood l)o~umem Req\iesm 
.... P:fi&e;~9· 

30. F·or lJllrposes of tlte :{QthiWiftg, ~plwe nter ·to 'th~ dirtct t~bnony of ~ht fl(1U$e 
Witness GUM ..-d P*~J iSl~ lin~ tl~lt~ wb~e ·'W'Jttt• Gates t~Q lMi ~mt·t~ 
point' clJtl .·~~ ~~· 3~$' $.~) $hQ1114 lJe· .vaU31;1~ ~· cti.~~s at 
4i$~0:1J~ r.tt~~ for, ~l~ ',Me.-~ J4e•~ ·the speeific s~tion- of any app~ble 
federal or state rule &r r•lation, or CommiSSion. order that s~ptNdS tlm 
testimony. 

Please refer to tn.e·.~.· • sion ~item 21:' ···.abo.· ... ·v .· .. :re.·.-· d~'.&. ·the deflriiH.·.·-. .. ·.·· ~.~~ex-c.· ·\...-........ ·.-······ . ... . .. .~ . e~ 8llt -•""';e> . . . . .. ..... -.# "'.~, ... ~'6"' 
®Ce$$.1

, As. ~Uiine4th~. a ·~be WQ;~$ ~~~b~~ge~ss" qn.Jy ifjt ~~the 
list;: of lpcat f~litie$ ~· ~~~ ~oJlti~~ or terrnillat~ ·:Wll calls. · 

Wh~· t.h~ ·Jl'cc··. ~~h~·· i~ ml~ rePrc.V~g •~:ums avaitabte.ror resold services, it 
roa4e· speQj~~ ·@{~~ to th¢ definition. Th~~ m47· C~F.R. ~. 51.605\a)' artd (b) (the 
portion of the rules ~g~1he_seope ofdi$CO\mtQbli~atious.), ·tht ::FCP:,~:. · -

·n§ S:l~60s ~~IIlli~ _obtijitimiS of ~1Uttheo:t low· ~n~¢ carri~~ ··•·~· A!l 

·==:w~ona~~tt:~=t~~o.::iJ:ir1:to~, 
that are not te.l~qm ~eatio~· ~. for resale at wholesale .mtes ... •. (lj): .ft>t· 
p~~s. ~f Q,is S\lbp~ exchange· access :services. ·as defhled ill .·sectiob, l oftbe ~. 

:=·:===·~r.~:t:::::::::~~~~:=~~· 
ln.®et ~· ·~ setVi~s -~ ··~ lH~ ~~rs on a retm{ basts to S1lbsdl'i~·that~ 
n~t:t¢1~~P9.~~ ~~arcsrib,jeetto the dlia®unt .. Pt>UU-«HJ)Oint ·®a$~; 

p1 ·nt. · offw;cd ~~an a taail 'IWls~· ·~· b~ that. n@ w~h ~~ !he: 
~J,:n 1aemifie4.bJ .~ .<tY) ·.of·.tl)e ·_~~ a·$ fP.t "•S:e.~• ~:~:*~- -~:~ 
::ti:\ti::n:1;:;.:.::~~b=~:tt~~=~~= ·· 
eust~$ 9bv-ioll$ly ~o n~t Pl~t tha1 definitiOn.. Therefore there ;iS. rto ~1tceptl® tot 
p()int;.to .. point. data-sendees.anCILEC: provides tb .retail c:ustotfi~, ·· 
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Bright House Network$ Information Services (F1Qri4a), LLC 
Docket No. 090501~TP 

Response to StafFs-FirstSet.ofinterrogatorieS;and Document Reqpests 
.P~S¢:40 . 

1. ~l~ p~ij\~ ~f _..4 :._tl d.~~~en~ identified ·in .resp.ouses to 
lntern)gatom.14a anti. lAb. 
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Bright H()U$e Netw¢rks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to~s First Set,oflntettogat0ties and Document Requests 
Pag~4l 

~. eieas.o ~tid"· . ·~ and _.1 ·d»tuln.m- idmtifit;d in r~Joll$e$ t() 
I-.ttr~ton• t61> AA'd l~cl., 

see respan8es to lnterrogatory 16b. tmd t6d. Bright .floltse w1il .. be .. happY' to 
provide •bani copies _of an~ of ·the: .d<>eblrtetits. eited theteill ~n teques~ but 
a~ ttuu· m\.\$.4 if·not ~1. ·may·~ tn:~J:~di,ly ·~sibl~aucl ~vieW:flble on~ 
lin~. 
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Bri.ghtl:louse NetworkS lnrol'll)ati~n Servi~-es (Florida), LLC 
I)ocketNo. 090501-T.P 

R~S,iXl~eto Staff's FirSt Set of~&iil~ries and Ddcutnent Reqqests 
:p'!B~ 42. .. 

~. P.l~-.~ pmride: any :and .aU 4-ot~.n~ J4~ified in .respops~ •o Int~,rog;a.tory· 
1:7a. 
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4. Qn, p3ge, l~D+ liit-. ~~ ud 'J)Jl'p W~ .b:t l; . 9llrigh, Bouse witn~ Gat~~ 
~irect· testmioD.y.,.. r~fe~nm, .. -.... ••«~ ~~ -tl;l~ . Local CompetitiOn iQtdet ,, 
685,J)90)and .. 1331.U.7~ ·PI•~P:r9vi'~ the text of the'tour ~ ..... plai ~jM 

See attached eJ~::cerpt:With the request~: paragtaphs. 

'{'fl.2.2388l~l) 
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Brigpt Ho1;1~e N~tworks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket N9. 090501,-TP 

Response to Staff'·s .. Fi1St'Set af'itrtettoga,toties: and Document RequestS 
P3Qe44 . 

5. QJt: ~ J~O. J!~ 1'$-JL _.rig~t IJ~gie w!ttte•, ·Gaifq' ·4ire~t:; ~~~ti!DQJ:tY 
Q~·~· ~~ v~. jJ "r:red:Jtqm W;ipQ,Sitlgo ~ny- qf ... ~ ~ .. ~.~ ~~~ro·~i,~t~' 
with obsolete switches~ 'Please: provide the do-cuments which s.up.port 'thiS 
userttM'l~ 
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Bright House Netwm'ks Information Services {Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response t6 ·Sta.ffs·F1nrt$etoftt\tetrogat9rles:and Documefit Requests 
I'~lf$. 

6. . . Page 20~JjQ.~ ;11 Qf V(!r~ll' WliJ)"' Vasbigton•s tfStilb.ol'ly ;r~ftl'J to an 
~Ad:dllioaal S'~~.~fta:c:~~~t.1~ Please :ptow~ this ·~~tn~e.ut; 

The additionat services :mtaebnienl is. an .a~bmenf to the Veri?.On 
interconnection agteemem tem))late" ®d ~· provided .u an attachttient to th¢ 
petition. Th(! ¢n._ tret;ition ~d attaol;unents:posteato d\e.P$C ~h!!lt~ .an;q 9® 
be •acees$~d at ~he ~nowinglinki 

http:ltww.w.psc;state.fttts/U~~9.'t~tX>l4<\l!tl.l:0744>9.pdf. 

Th~ addiu<>nal. $ervft.~ ~lf.l~nt·$~ atpa~ S4l,.of.tbe .pdt'fil~. 

· .. 
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Bright House NetworkS lnf.oritlation Services (Florida), LLC 
Pc;>cket No. 090501~ TP 

Respense: to Staff's Fil'$t ~t Qf lritem)gatories.:and Document Requests 
P*!,S~ 46 

'~ On 'palge ~ -lin~ 1-9. · Glr~ p~e -7_,, lin·e ~,, Bright. HoU$e wjm.s J:O~J1SOD 
&J&etti :tliat tJ.iM·ftifiPUIJY ... ju_ ~• t-elepbblle. }ili;$1.-eJJ tb~· ~ only one 
monopoly pb:Q~\l ~tqPlU1Y! and ·the ph"Qn.., c¢.~f.W· ·4..~t,rmined· which ealls 
~ .. ~ :fr.et lQ~al ·eaJJs and "bleb - ·w~t~ t(IU ~n th.~. bam of geogJ"-.pby. 
Pl~' identify· any do~umeotatittn th~t JUpp.ns-this usedion. · 

See ~po.D$e tp. lti.~qqgS.to.zy 27,_ wherein the' tef¢te.r:l.~ tule~· arul statutes ·are 
wg~ly. t.es~~ in th'- ~xt of the reS,p(J~. lll ~ition; ·snght House ·w:Hl be 
bap.P.}'t~'p:tovide.a-.hard ~¢e~? upon ,-eq_~ ;qf~' Qt:Gler on Rimiattd and Re~J;t 
and Order· and FUrther .N4ti@ Qf·~~~· R:ulemaf9n&~ Jn. thl: M.tJtler f!/ 1/Jgh,. 
Cosi UniVersal S•rvwe S'UJ!):p{!tf; 'Fet!eml..stute Jatnf' B.Q.anl Q.fi·'T4niv£~ql Service; 
Lifolbit and .tin't t)p;· Vniversal .servufe. Co~rlP14- ;~tlwt!;Acgy~~ Nwii/:it'f.ing 
ResQflr¢e: Opftm~n:.~: lmpkmentati(Jn Q[ tbf, .Xto:cpl.' <lf!np~_f!Jion ProviSI!J.ff.t 'm 
iM 'te1~1rtmwrwation8 ,Am ttf 1?~6: · J)~J"Pin~ a: __ .rlnfi.ed ltttt:t.C~r~r 
C¢.i!TP,~a.!Jon. Regime~· ./.ia.~iv ~t~~~ion /tli' J$./flfitJM tt"Qffjt:;· fP;... 

B'!mhled &fiV~s?· i4 .FCP R,od :~15. (2008~ Jl<>We-Y~. J:itilb~ -~use sqggesiB 
that lh.tdt&t:t iPJtY~·m~n; ~Ur=~s&b1e=alf~b'¢.'Yi,~•n"'tme~. · 
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Bright House Networks Information Sen>ices (Florida). LLC 
Docket Nq, ~9.0:501-TP 

Re:spo'll$e ~ ·g~~ff'-s ·FJ;rs.t ~,ofl~ogatotit~ and. P~~wn~nt Requos~ 
__ . , _. __ .. ... .:Page~7 

S·~ '~nse ··ro InteJl\lg~tqry lQ•. wherein in. the tex.t of the ~R;u1e referenced is 
testated.-

i:.. 
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.~t¥o~Networkslnformatmn ~·s ~ w .. 
Req~st fOil Prodootion-ofr>ooummt N~;,. 4 
f'r()bi the. PUblic; $etvie.e ·~i'i\®s.SiQn; -$:~ 

au oon 
Dt~c:ke.t.No•·OMSO'l 
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' _........ ' :..;..o.;;;..,.;....L ....... ;;.~a,j:' ~.,; -~.....;:&~.. ... "'"'·-- ' ,.J +- ..f:.;...;..o.v,..,'+D ........ ~.... ·· · .......... 11 ·,4...,. aa~--~ ... ~--~~,~~ -~-v~Q911:i8Buw..-~~ ~.pvu.~ ~-,~

··· ._ .. ....,._ .......... ..-... ....ze:rs·m~...-l....._,to cmd· 
as·-~~,. .. ·····-··--'!'~ ~P - users. 
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.R£$PON$a8 TQ COMMISSION' StAFF'S ~'t-SST OF· 
:INTERROGATORJES 'f(;) ;BRtGlft HOtJSE NETWOR.KS OOORMA'f,l()N $ERVICBS 
.tT!i" ·""'- :n:tn A_· \.- . Ly:,c· \ .. · IAJ~~- . '-' . 
_OOCRETNO ... 090$9-l:·ifp 

1 do hereby au~t t.M,t1hef~going answers.:to:the fo.llowmg'lh.t¢tt9J!*tq.ries:are 1lerchy trued 
con"®.t: to.tli¢·b'~tofmy: kl;lo.WlCdae; 

.·. 

-~-~ ~ fba.t~;~.~~ ~'-<>.l~·~i\·~;t-oi~re;m~. :®,~ftieer.twr::authriritaf 
:mtl\o~tat-e ~~lml1~~~~~·~~4'~~~~~eared_M~N~-~~
wlm<··-~y·~~-fQ m . an&i'WhDa~m~~~-~~';Pfmldta-<> :~ 

·me~s·tQ~~~~-~as;--9 .. ~~;~i-~~-(~~~~~~~ ~~(~·~) 
. }flvf4~··m.~poMe.to Cdn1tni$si()lHl~~'-~:~~ ~9.f -~~et~Ja~t~~ . ·.. . . . 

-. • .:•1'--~ lil.fomJ.atii!m it.-.~ . Q~A·'-· .tLC"'. ·Doclcc!~' - ·:a····;-· ·rro ... __.that · ·· -
$.'!~i!'~.Y!IP ·_ ' ~-Y\1~: . : .YH~,h_ .. :_ >.l~ ' n0.;Q>f.P$..Ql.o . .Jifi"~ :~ _ . the.~MCs . 

. ~ ~.~d ~tori"O$ ~ _ttue 'llld"i~;Ui1Jl~~~l~~~alhlowta4~-
IN' ~$ ~RBOF~ l-~·-~tt>:teW¥q;~-mld seal in the St~te:and G()lUl~ 

~ol'th M.ov~:M<QfthiS:2:6Ut.,;tofA~. ~1~"' 
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.RE.SPQNS"ES TQ CO~ssro~ STA!'r'S F!RSTSET. OF 
lNTB.U.~TORlES TO· :SRIOlff" :l{Otf~ NEIWORK$ !NFC;IR;M,..\llON SERVICES . 

mr Q~IDA\ LLC W+ .. ~''t- l t,: . . 
OOCJQff NO. 0005.0.1-l'P· . 

~ -~~~l.'btte$t_'tl:\atth~"fo~ping(lDSWe'l'S·totbefQllowfu.g:fntetro.~tQii~are~hetebytrueMd-
~c;t tQ tM-~"(jftn-y :tnQwl~. . 

• 15 
•· 16(il.). (c) 
• . 22(ti) 
• . 13-
• 25 

~H · ~ 
·. · · 4J')1lt~vrr -· 

Sl'.A.W '0'f1ti~OlUDA 

C~ OF PASCO 

) 
) 

J 

;t.~:~tifrilct·9ntbisi&ll -of~.~~--p w-~ ~o.f&et:fluty:;an~ . 

in:·~ $tatc :Ud '¢~ .~~·lQ, 'tltktt~~ ~·~ TimQtby: l 
. . . 

<l~.- ·i$·~,··~~-~~-~9~~~~;--he.-l~~ . 

~-eWfil-~-to~-~ fl~ ·.l(t~{~~~)~/lj~ ~ lind3 ~~

.~- f~ Co~i• ·~· ~: -~ ·o~·~ #> - -~- Hti* .l't~ 
~tu:ioa -~ ~da)~ .. U.(t -~ ·Ilad!ct· ~9~sot .. w. -~ !bat tbt> ~- to -~-

.-~Jt!Mid~are,~~~to~l~esNdbi$~kr»w.tt4J~ 

·1Jol·~-~f,I1ta·:~..,set~$1WJ.~: ... 1tt~--$we•Bna·~·· 

~1011h a~u:of..u· 2iih~ c>f~i# M\llt c:;a ' ,..,._, ...... ..,.... .. ,. 
... - ~ " ' ' : t--

~<;r,acy r~nc: , _ 
S.:~-~ 
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Bright House Networks Infun;naticm. ServiceS, (Florida), LLC 
. Ooc~et NQ. 090501-TP 

Response to St.afrSc First Set oflnterro.gatories and .Document Requests 
P~e30 

25. For Jlur))O'Ses of the folkt\V~ please refer to the dir~ testit®ay Qf Bdght UQJI$e 
mtn•~· 0•*- .QA.»•# 141, l~ 9Ml7wll~• witn~s o~ ... ~ ~n. to ..... a-. ttansit 
S,ervit..,l'~ tbr:ttJ,er ~Jmn J,~4~ ~~$it -~•~(ll 
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Bright .House Networks lnfQnnation S~rvices (Fl~tida), LLC 
DocketNo. 09:05'01:-TP 

· R:espanse to .Sfat'f."s 'F:il:st Setilf Interrogamncs:·and"Oocument.Regu'eStS 
Pytll 

Fo_. ·r P~_:~_-_· ·es ,ot ,tlui l"<t.D.n.w_ ... i~_g, !fle.,e ~~d_Pr_· ·tll ·_the 4~ t~'Qny· ~{.· llt:ig_J;;r u_ (ll)~e_.·. 
~me_'" Jf4mqn Qtt Pft'e-. lJ~ UD~ 3--l~, 'Wb~ w~~' ;f~·~ ~~~ .t~Ja.• for 
:CA"'J)~lifl'v" re~JJ~.~ ~-' ;Jto~.~ oQ'&rJ ~~ -~n~ users "hre:ader: '~free.~ ·toaat caRing 
~~-that allow them· to· ma'ke::caUs anywhere in Florida as a.p·m :at a s~le~ flat-

. ratea. ~semce piAn: · 

a. PINB. explain hcnv:Bri,ght b:()u,.e clemtes.its·loeal eaDilillt-.. 

Dnght.Hou~·s ~ c1dtm~atea: ihelud.e&<all· of'tnt .t~UTA;: · 

b. 11 Dript .ll~use c:UJ1tentiy· routb.g, ·iJr hall nrP,t.a in, th~· _p.St§· ,,ny ·Ckt i• 1-.,,ca.l 
eilb ttt m•~•tl. ~~lid# of .. VdoJ.J'"·loW. ~-~ -*"~~ Jf, .1!1 'qw wen 
tlw:~ -~ b.~lld.l~ ~ ;& ~O$p~liP'ti~P" ·~~ltpoirit? <Shoulil aceas c:IHlrg_es 

·--lq~~~' " . 
·· ·.··=£~====·~·~=~~= 
=l~~~::~.=$:.:t~~~~"~..:: 

· ~ed ' ' Mr ~~ -~ · -~~utta~restint· '·· · ··eo~·- ·&M· 

··· ~~~ite~~D,J;tiaftic .fil~~~~®t 
: ·:.= · =. 

·,_ 
: ·= 

. . i• 
... ·· .. 

. , ·.;'• I 

.= · =: : 
.rz •• 

· .. .: . 

... ' · . . 

.. 

' 
.. ... 
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Bright House Networks ln:formation Services {Florida), LLC. 
Doeket No. ()90.501-'rfl 

.t(esp®$e t<>$taffs Fil# S~tafmterroP.tQri.~~4\Doeument Reqpc~ 
. P!!S''32 

. ,, MM ... .. , .· - · 
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Bright House NetWorks. tvfQnnation Services (Florida), LLC 
f)Qc~~t .No. 090501-TP 

'Response-to Star$ Fitst;$et oflnWtOga~f:ies and DooturtentReqUt1$t$, 
f!le:n 

. . 

;:r~==-~,--
.n:. .. _"""_:a_ ·_--_ . L-Av i--. is .~...;1··-~~-·- - -_ . .,, ~ ..... 1:1' --~~~ ~~ - .~'"•_- • _...;.;. · .- ,:"... M_ • ,#i:.&.~, :~ 't'~rkA'S'\ · 
. . .t.u.m; -u~._~ ~Y~; --~u.t:- = - ,.~ w~"~~~ '~-q -~- -.~•~,1 llJ.O~: -~~ ·-·~ --. · . ,._~,·~~- · ~ >~~-~~!tf: .. . :1~ 

T.bU · · the ~ term.. :that · · · · ~ ;ttet:l.Jtionat --~~ '4r.IWi'~' service. 
1)1~ .~~--;-~-~~-~- .· ... . · .. · . ··'····· · . _.··.,_ .•. : :· ··· _· ,,, , 

:-, +: :· .. 

· R~~-~:.::r~.=:t 
. :1-i.'it.l.~ ....... ~~" ·~- ·t..~ _ :jL! . .. ........... '--- ; IO),;O~A';;j,;, ;~-;,:- . • ·. . . . __ ~,.;~~,.V~!OI·l~n.~.~o."~ge: -;t:'r~ . - ·.·,··. 

' ·' . : ... • ' . ! ' ,;:· : --

~, ··-. <t~M; . ~- -~-· ·· .. · ~ • -~~~·- ; ry ~
.. - ·~:se~-..;,~ .·a•~· ~ttdl :~~~-~e· isihe .~ 
: ~--""' fQ~ • :service 1fO-• t<l1l ~oo thM~Jftttll·~~·a,~t.e .cbilt&~· tiot 

. ·Si~~~~~=-~~ 
· :C()tnmwn@t.i~A.et 

n~ ~t key. (e)IU. ~· ~~~~~c ~®,8 :a~· at 47 tiJil. t1.~(,4~} . . tiu\t 
tf.d!:mtiot1.'S~~-~-: 1-t.il;l;..t!\.! . . ~~ . ·. ~3~.J-J 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
D.ooket No. fi9{)50l.,.TP 

.R~e to Statts· FirSt Sel oflnterrogatories,arur·Uocut:nent Requests 
.,age.34 

:::!;!;e::=~~.~~:=:~~:·:::.t:~=::.;!:~~. 
tt!lephone·JoU urVius/~· · 
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4. 

Brigllt House Networks Info.rmatiop Services .(Florida), LLC 
Docket No . . 090$0l..:.TP 

R~nse w .staft's: Fim :Set·O.flmerrGgarorle&and. Doc.liinent Requests 
___ _ _ -__ _ _ _ _ P!&e~ ~5' 

~-~srt/1Q3(•)1•n·~-~~~.~~'l~~~tt · 
~ St. i!ff''<.! _ B.~:· -.. . .;._w L\61-..,.e-•*'~ -. ;Ob1L-tfnn of LE~~ · •l'i ' '0: .. -.h ~''t::Q .-1o .. n 1f : . .,, ~ -·~•p.-.~ .-..:v-r. .. ~~- .. -~ '";>!!' , · •• . .. : ~~ .·: ~~J· ~- ~ •. : ~ ,' •.il\f.~ 
~i$ll ~-~Bi ~rMnts• foT tran~ .·1!tNi teritriflatimt ·of 
~lecmnm.unicattoos· traffic with -~any reqtteSUng•teleco~tions c~cr.•• 

. ~~~:;;=~~~-~ .I!W ,.,§ .,, •• o,.OO-~~)(t)~~~ , ·:••·• ; .· 

· =.:::~=~£~$ 
_ M~~~-.-•(b}.~f~~~¥JJJS-~~:g~-~~~s 

·sub~ - leleoommunicatwns iraftie .means~ !1) T~mmdQJcauDD'S: · .fi'81ilie--

§:5~~=~ 
-(The~ • 'tmptemottt,4? u.s~c. §. "i(b)($~ Wh.i$.;~ tkt.ta~· Ji.a~ ~e· 
.duty-to i$tlblWx ~-~~~ W'~®i~:·tQx-.- .,.\~fttt¥td 

=~~~~~#..~~~ 
. ~.,. ttaftle. is riot atfeeted. h;v &dion lS.t:(pc)(;SJ Ufitil "tti: .OOC ~eally so. 
mie:s~} '. _· . . . . 

lJl• ~-~ fo-t n®~c.$.8. ~~-t~i~-•mpens~'on -iso · 
csubFt to special . r;ules).~.- 411. ~eleoOOtmumeati~iS ~ that .an .. lliEC. -Mtl--,a 
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::1 . . . 

Brigh.t HouSe NetWorks Information $~rvices (FLOrida), Ltc 
Docket N~. 090501 ~TP 

Response to s~·s-.Fits.\ S~t 9fh.i~®ptQrie$·-and UQC\lnl~nt R,eque$ts: 
· Paey-36 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida). LLC 
Docket No. 0905Ql·TP 

Response: to Stairs EitSt S:et -of Intetro(Jat0~8'•f)Jld J2ocwnent:R.eq~sts 
P e31 

28. For purt>l>$1!$. ·~ tJt~• fo.Ugw~ J~J.m• t4d~r if ·•~ :(IJr~ ~JilVJW ot 1J.ri.gJtf ~~e 
wl~~ G~~ mJ,· .ps.ag~ 94,. liJa"' ~ where wimen Gatesc ;tesfifies tha1 the, FCC: 
state.d that the: ""esti~n. of. what ·traftit in~ ..... ted, LEQ ndpt acliiillp that 
would §Uutti ~loW~ woUld tillftl'up to .the sq• to. dti1¢rmine .oa •· cge,.by .. ~ 
bast$. in• .t ofc.~fe)·t tdstoriftt prattiee qf de:ti)llpg],~ $tr¥ke·~-~ IQr wtrelille 
LECs. •X.· (he "'·~~ p1$potrefl by· :Srigbt· ~ll~ ·eo.•~~tqt with E'lorida'~ 
"hi$(9r~• P~-~~,~-·r~· ~•mQ. · 
~~· ~~· ~mmissions have regu}atorJ authority over ·I;OO$' :lor at I~ ILE~)looru 

===~=:1!i?E~ tebuttll ~op.y·m ~M~~~ltl ~~~~1" bnpo~~~~ ~barges· on a CLEC:tliat 
.·~~~m~.~ ~ .. ~ ILBC•adsasa~~Xte:-1~ ~enti~tiYei~ 
~u~, the CL.EC~s-.~ to :•provide its laf&e ... ~~11ift'g;~ ~~·to •. 'U!J~" lt is 
:there~.~~~um~:wttlt.hf~~ .. •JQ~~~~'9fwh~ 
~~~~J=lS)!t~~::~ mutt ·~ .f~l~ ~d ~urages tbe 
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Bright Hnu~e Networlcs Ipfonnation Service~ (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

R•n5e to 8tafr s First set·oflnterrogarorles: and Documerit Req~ests 
.Page.1~ 

29, For: P,ltl}lo)J.il ofthe. fQllo.wtng; :p.ka.e :te.fcr ·tQ til(; .4itttt .J~.lm.oay o.t Uritbt if~...,e.· 
·~ ·J4- !?l'l, P•P .lQ~ fi.t • . : ·1-.U. Wb:tite: wi~• t.Y•~ •M~df th~f"Wh~n ~ 
~ridd .119~~ c:W~.m-..- • ~- V'~9~ ·mt.~~, Bright• House will only ;pay the 
re.eipro~l compensAtion n~ to-whicb the _parties have: aji'ee.d,. becllue u: & a lo&l 
eaJtto that wsUllii~r.;. P~ :.uptam tile legal ·:bma.tor ,.,.., ass~.tiiln: ta-etildir.tg; a~ 
n~gulltol'f ad' ~JcUY $u~:UJon. · · 

-··· . . 

Please ~e disc;:ussiOn in r@pQn~w tt.em.l.7:, •hf>:ve. 

···· .. "> .. ·: __ · 

. ... -.-

. ·; - · _ ; ·· 

. : · .. 
.. ; 

:: .. ; : .. 
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Bright House Networlc:; Infonnation $ervi.ces (Florida). LLC 
Dqek:et No .. 090501" TP 

Response to StafFs·.First.Set of Interrogamries and:Documeni Requests 
... P'J¢l9 

30~ F:or purp11ses of the ·following, p~ase l'efu to 'the dinet :te$tlmtmY'Uf Bfiaht HoO$e 
Witnel$ ~* at p$.15l.lin~ 11-.t~ wb.~e wu~- (;:~· *~ •• l'9int-to.. 
pobU 4at.l. ,~rvf~ (~p~J 3~ ~*) ,-bQ.1111 lK· ~Y~ik)le to· CL:ECs at 
4~~~~~-ll~ Q~, tor .~,~ ~Piegs;~ @e~ the specific.· sectiou~ .ofJmy applkable 
federal 'or state rule or · regulation, or CtimmiMicm. order tha:t sup).)'bl'l$ tb.i$ 
te!timO:Jif. 

Please ref~ to the discussinn ttnUet• item ."J:t. ib<> e ~di .. 'thl de.fillitib ·· '()fort· · ·. ·ru;m · • ··· 
c@Ceft. » • · ; • lamed th . ·. ·• · · · ·· · ' - · · ·•:. ·· v ~e : · · · · ' · • · · ~~ ctit '· ~, ·_, ·.··. !~1~ tf: . . As~ < ete, a $$'Vice W®'t®b$ -~----~ , Jp if~ , .. ai .. 
·Xi$~ ofl®al:f@iliti~ or servi~~s to wiginatc or tem.tin~te·t.:dl callS. 

\Vh® th~ 'Q{j ~$~U~Mdl~ T\ll~ ~-~ tli~unts &valtahle for re80ld services, it 
.~~-~~ -~~~e w ~definition· 1'1lus~ m 41·CJflt. § Sl~~S{a) and (b) (the 
.. P9rtienoftbQ tules~.:the_S®pe otdl~tol>t~Qtts);th~);7(%~: · · 

~'~: -~!~~s. ·tr•niJ.o'~ 01 m;u~.,,~, .~~~':tti':~~- ii'*) --~ 
mcumbeht .c Sbhll ofte . w aa,y . eq ~g .. ···.·• ... ·· ,JtOO... . . . , . ~ . ~--· ··· .... y 
'~tlltlni¢ati.®S.··~~ 'tli4t.tbein~~l·.~·~-~--·~·ret.ajl·~-$:lo1UOSCJ:~ 
·that ~ noH~l~c>nl m~~ation~ ·cam~s for resale at . wholes&l~t ~ .... ·. •·•• .... ('b)' Pot 
~s. oJ this :sq~part, exehQnge access. setvicet. as deflned in $¢Ction. 3 ofth$ Aet-~ 
soon not be. oonsidettil to be tereoomm~as -~®$- _that ~umbent ·~ ;rov.$1: 
~ a~f()r.~~atwJIQl~nteSm't~e,~·t~J~~~~ersr 

lnJ~tlt~ ·.W'Qt4t· 'AU ~ce~·-•tb,at ~ U..£9 -~~on a retail baSis tOW.~ tha~ • 
nm··~~~~1i~~~-~-··aremibjectto the dl$®\Ult:· . .Pijjnt.;~jl).t .-~ta .~. 
a.r:~ plainly Otfeme ~'On a .retail :I>Utl' .. UJ· ~: tb4t ;XJ~ 'Mh ~~.. . ~· 

~ .. --·a · ·•:'f:~;;.:A ~ ""-~""~ lk\ ·t·· ..t. .......... .., '~ .:K.t• •~"""""",.;..-""'A;. ... ~ ....... -"' .. .._"'ces '' *~we ex~p~.u. l!:aen.a,w;~ ,_., _.v .. - .. \YJ .o u.~ .l:\1.4~ .~- JV. ._ ~~·~""'.!-l'P ~ ~-·L . . ·• · ~-· . . __ . · 

have~(~ ltdll21), fP be ~n ~~¢~ ~~ ~ee~:··~!ing tmffi~ must 
eanstitu.te · "tel¢1'h®e ioll ~~.~ P<>i~+tQ8pciUlt clatai tfm1Smiss~ ft>r $uslrtC8 
c~~$ 9bvi9~Y cto. nQl m~t. that definition. Therefore :there· :iS, -~ ~tim for 
J')fflnf.:.~Ulata$1:"Vicescan.lLBC provide$ fQ.,t~ «USfQilt~ 
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Bright House Networks Information Serv\ces (Florida), LLC 
Docket No . . 090$0J,. TP 

R.~nse to StafF"s. First Set oflnterrogatriries"'and Dooument Requests 
Page-40 

l· PJ•se provi~e .aJtf .·~.4 ,1:1: ·@~eg. immtifled.. m responses to 
Interrogatories 14a and: 1:4k · · 
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"SrightHo~e Net~Infuo:nation Services (Florida), LLC 
Dooket No. 09050I..,TP 

ReSponSi: toStafr'sFirstS:eto<;,.flnterro~rie!aoo DoCument Re.quests 
· :Page'4l 

2 El4 -tt: :·a·. !G*'Wi ,·rut all . .t'""'cam :g; i:ie.w...u:-....;~ ·n .res' · r.'jfes: .• _ -.• . "ue p .o.n e ,.,._.,. a. . . . . 'JH • _. -am . . u . ,...,.,.!'... J . . . .p.o._ . ..o 
Inf~-tori"· l6b :ailtl :1~. 

see resp()ttses to· Interrogatory l6b Md 'l6d •.. Bngbl H:i>use will. be :happy to 
r""'";<;J.;; ,L. .. """ ...-;.:T,~• eg_· -·~ 't'Ut'(l' ·f :tcl.e: d0¢mne""'ts_ . ~ ..... 'l;<~_e_ ·_ ih-nnn ___ ._· .·n: ·. -""_·· •n: ;.~,.~i<_ 'but p ..,.,. ... ~ ;I·J.CU\1. .... u:.,.l! . "' · . :J 0 'UJ . . . . J' . ~~~ Lp.!;~.. . ~1:'""'' .. ,, ... \,~·""' . 

$.~·.that m~$J~ :if'ti()t·.~l~ rnay~:.~J'C'·~Iy ~tJl~<~Utti rev,ie:wab.le o;tf,. 
li1l~; . . ' . 

{TL223811l~lJ 
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8cigbt_ House Networks Infonnatic:m Servic-es (Florida); LLC 
DocketNo. 090501-TP 

R~nseti> StafFs Fi~t Set llflin~o.gatorkts amt Document R~q.ues.~ 
P¥~44 . 

3. Pl~' pr-DY-idtdtliy and all dot~nt$ jd•tified cia response; to ln1qr9g,tocy 

J7a. 

See ~ponse ·1.(;) lnterro.gato.ry 17a., VJ.heretn th;e:ref~reqced text is QiteQ in full. 

. ·. · 

- .. 

·;. 
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Bright House Networks Il;lformation Services (Florida) •. tLC 
Docket N9. 090501-TP 

Re~()W!e to $UJff's Finrt Set .. o.finteno.g*rie$,ind Op·¢Qtnent R~~ests 
P~ge4.~ 

4.. · Qn pJge, uo,. :Jfu:e 51 and page llt~ .lble z, ·9'1 ~:~ ..-o11se witness Gates' 
dired testifu.ony~ iefuenees' .ait¢ D.J.a(e· tp ·t)!e: ~-cal Comp.etiti:on Order ;:1 
68S~.6to,and i33 .. J37~. tl~~p"vid~ t~ text::ofth'e;.tourpita.g_ntpbS: cited. 

See attached ~~~rptwith the requestedp~gta.t)b$. 
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Bright Hou~ Netwerks Information .Services (Florida), LLC 
Deck.et No. 090501-TP 

Response to S~s.Fir.~-t'Set-Of~c>g~es and Document R.eg:uestS 
. ~e~ 

s. o-n· ~ J~~ ~ JS.J.-8, 'tight IWtJi~ . witli~- -Gla~' CJ~· t~'*lPJt.:my 
g~ tba\t V~iz~~" ~ :~· ~p~g; !BY ·~ ·· ·*b~. ~~ '~:so~i,ateil 
with O:bsolete switches. Please ;previ'd'C the. ,dm:umenu whi~h sup,por.f •thiS 
userlion. 
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. · . . -: 

6. . . Pap j0~Jin~ .tl ·~rVerQ:Qn·•.J.m~ vasmmon's ustimoilf .:ref~}",$ t;o ;.ail 
~~ddiion~ S·~4ttJ~m~t" Plean pmti'Q thb~~lnent• 

The additional s~tes ~n.t i'$ .IUJ' :atta~~ to the Verriwn. 
interoonneetiritt a~nt ·wmptat~ ~9 Wa$ provided ,8S an attachtnent to ·th.¢ 
~tition. fh~ ·entir~ }1etttt~.n ~ !tttaAAillents .·,n~'to. .die:.PiC ~b's~ :ami .c·~ 
-:t,t ~d lit th~ ~9w!rm lbila 

h~~#www.pSG.st4teli;ttWfmityiOOn~!l:.l~l+~IWU1r74..ot.pdt 

~.· ' .. ,,., .. .. ·"'.IA!,t~l'""""'"'1 se· , .... ,;. ~a#:~'--:' n· ·t;'t4 .. ~.:.~.•1VIO:e :s . .A ·.'\·-"".#4 "' ,-,\f .. ~'le· •' 
. ;,;~ .UQQJI.l'I'JQ;U, . . • ·•·~~~~~~~ · .... :').~· ~fl' w.:r-u . . .,.~ ""' ~"" f:''!-!'. H· ...... 
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Bright House Networks Information, Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 000501-TP 

R~nse:to Statftis ~Fitst S~t o.f'lP.~mtg~qries. and DocurnentR*ttle$1l 
Pag~.46 

OD ·pap ._.28,. ltn~> 1~ ~r~ ~ge •~!1 .. -line ~' BdgJlt B~U$e W:i'~' JoJmsttn 
•ssens: tb:i( tt-.•ditiP-Mli.Y· ···i:n: · .the telepht)n' ln•tne.u *b-~· .. . only -~-~ 
.... fm nn~ irli.b· 'n'"'t. :co- au .. ··. an_tl .-;~o..., ·-·b.·· ·· · "RJhY~'ilin-v __ o d' •·rmined• · ·b· • b :".,;I•" 
- Oyv-'.1 r .. ·~ . -~P if.,. 'UUf· p . U.~e ~- J"~~ ., ... ~~ W IC qu~ 

werJ -~ I,Qeal e:&Jis and wht~h eail!t 'w•te; ton. ~n tile. 'baau or geogrgpjty. 
,..~~ .,entilf any d.ocwnftl!tatio.n lb•t -s~ppnrta- thiS AI.Settion. -· · , 

See t~po~ to ~a,zy 21. wherein th~ t~f~n~ ·mle!>' ·and statuteS are 
hu:~ety::~~ i:~ tb~ text-of th~ re~llse~ lll· •lWi~~' Bright House; -w.Jii be 
~~r to ·N~vide a·-~ Cf)ple'S?: upon t~u~~ .offb# ~aer an ~f\nd and R.e;p.~· 
:•"d Order .anct ·~ :lf . ..,.:of-M•: "fp-.-.~ Rul~~'im_• .. '~ t"'· ··• '1",..1-M~ · .. ~ "CJJi h--~ .. . . _.t.'ll, -~ .v. . • U;.!~' ~t'llf', ~ ' .,_,.., W14·1~: Q, q,_, ,_ 
Ce~ ,fl~rsal~enzice SiiP.Jtitttr rer.l~al..state JotnfB{)f.l!d Q.ft lJ-Jtiv:er~ql, Service; 
-Lifeltm @11 L:ink tlp: UJttyer~ql -.Service\C,ol¥1rl/Auritm M,tiJ¢9itJ11Jl~' . Numfien~g, 

.li.~sQW:'Ct Op#.m~ linJ?lementatiiJn oft/# J;~: Cf'"We:t!Jlf:!n Pfi>~'wni· :m 

.th#. r'~J~ai:Umt Ad <if }:91)4: Pwii()J1U,g a·. -t/ni:fljd 1'itt.~¥:1lrrJer 
PJ:•m¢ion Regime;' .ltaet¢artJIJ1 ,C~nsarron· tiff J$l:!IJ.~i#td Trli.flj~:.'' IP~ · 
/lnabled SinJi!:el - ~4 ·FCC led :~415 (2008-).. ~bW~ -~~r-sotlSC . · · ge&ts 

··tiliit ilto~&am.a~~~m~~~n~·a~l,1e :atl<lt-~-o.;n~~ .. · .SUSJ · · 

. :: . · 
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Bright House Networks Information SerVices (F16rida). LLC 
l)q,c}(~t Nq, :1)9"QSQ1-IP 

R~WOJ}$.¢ to .Staff~ 'F~ ·set.oflntewgatpri.~~·,~llQ.:_Pf>~mn.~t Requ,~ 
- :~l!ge47 

S~ ~onse ·to.In~pt~ty 'lO.t wherein in the text of the ·~Rule referenced is 
r-estat«i. 

,. ·~· .. · . ·;: 

. · ": .·_::-· ... :. 

,: . ; . . : .. 

•. . = •. · 
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DR M11 
n~i:k~tN~~ n~t 
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~·· 

-~-... 

.... _.' . - ~' . 

. -
an.<f'D_nri ... ,.. ·· ··~.· ·- "or~.···.······ ·n..... a.vailahle team&. · ... M.0m0. ·· , ~-- ... .;.; ........ "" · · •.· .• · of·.wu .. _'~ ·: · .. · ·. ··.· _· .. W!. ill . -""'~"'~ ·-~ . . ········· · _......,,.,~.· .. · . .. ,...,......_ ............ 
substanfiaD ease.t'hcbutdefiso-:f'~;·.· · .. i ... ..: iDS·andtb.CFCZC:in-twieWin -~--.:a . . .Y. .. .. . . . . CQQUP ~Q . . .... • &-&"!-~ ~ 
~:,of ,gcmcr8llyavailable:temts~tl$tt~~p~.2$Z ~~'11, 

.-(;. .st.._t~Ie-a.'Ii'~~~-~~w•s~•:~S1.aad·Jsz 
;;1 

~~~~-~-;..~~ ... ~~~~-- - ·.· ··.·.· ¥~··· .... ·.-~~. 

ile~iSii~ 
in«<iito;~--Jo:~g~-.. ~0~;:11~. . 

::a-s=-c:L=l;e== 
··~·~tlUJ~-t&-~--~..,,~-.~---to··~··tbe 

reqnimlnentit. . . . 

JJll OIUJ 
Docket No. O~~J 
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·;,:::84' y·~ ...... thts-"' .. ..__;.,._ ... f~aod~ ..... "t:. ...... .ift,~-.. ~ 
" ·w ~ v~ - ~~-IPPfO!l~~:-·-0 _ . · __ . _ .· ... . - - 'WP~~~vu; 

er ·· •~•based ~ttetWorkdoistpd~-~~1n 
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• · · -~:tti~~~·~-awilibll·Willit':fMV,_. _~-~ 
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. -~· ~ ··;·- ·*··--··- · ··;:-~ ,-~··-:.•."":"- .. ~.··-~ ··· ' · ·. ··,·:.;,:~~ ... .. t . -~' -:· . .. , .. ·, -~-- .. ~:··- -~ · . '.,. .. •. . . 

.. , 
i' '')• 
" .,_. 

·::=e:s1i~=:~:!et~=~~*==;;:~ 
6-90. Sum1tUti'Jc>f·~Jti~(JlQ~Y~ ~ (q~•«•®WJ#$:0ttf~l\1Sitllm :.: __ :=~==---~~r::~=:r~~~-

. StUd: sb8Jlbe,lhe.~~oftbenetwotkelemcmt' · · ·dod. AJI·weiM'R · ·011~ 

?:=.~m1!:£~~ 
avaiJablC.. 

£~~~~~~·~~ 'Wf}.J.L .... ~ ~· .. . ~~. • tfq.~OJlPIJQU~yw .. . 
· W . -.socialoil :\Vitlnl.ll~a:bd:.iitrt1bthec~-~ · · · CI!P . ~ . . . ·~..-~-. ...... · · ~· .. ' 

r•~1 ~· a;~1k•&:mtti#IGfti/~•·· ~~~''"J.~10:lil t~~$$.). 

i 
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.aes-P.ONS}3S TQ COMMfSSi(m. STAFF'S PlRST$ErQrf 

.tNTERROGATCUUnS TQ .B~GH1' HOUSE NETWQ}U($ .lNF'O~'rtQN SERVICES 
(FL,OltlDAJ, Ltq~ .. ·. .·· . 
pOCKBTNO~ 090S0l-Tf 

J do: hereby atte.s.t ·tbatth~fQrego:lng· answers .to .the foliowlng.:lrit~a(;)pt9de.sc l\re l1ercby true attd 
.~¢twtli~ b~t.ofmy knawiWa~. 

•. 4(b) 
, ··~.<-ll. @~) 
• -~O{b)" 
• 2l(c) 
,. 22(•100 
• :u (ail ~~~w} 

sT:XtE ot: ~'RmA 
. ~'fp:f:;~QB 

. ~~ ~, fbat,(1tl~ zma • . ; f }~p.dt;':mt·()·~:;m~~~cen1\ily·'8Uthari'Ulf . 

·~~~·illdQ·4~~·~~e~~~~·~·~.J~~ • 

===-3£i:~~~== 
N~~ lilforinati® S~f.Vl~(R9li<la},. tLc;: inDoek.cfNDJl~i~lPi~ ~the:responses 

. ' ilL-~d • '. •" ''' ' '* ... ...:...... .. --~ ' ' ... -t. ~· c#t..,... . . .. arkn '1~ . . : tQ~· ·· .· · · ~~"w~(!Ue~,,~·'fO; I.DO;~~;·~""~-JiSO.D · 'QW~$0; 

. IN~~ ~F~ t1ha\16~~~'1ttf'.~'and sea!Jl'lllie Sta~~and(totm;~ 
. set:f<OOI ~~:Q···o:ftmsia6tli ~-Of Apdl. ZJ)lf)• 

'Notatj •Fubli6· 
su.t~."Ot fi.~~tM . · · 

. ' ' 
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:r.cio hbh attt.st~tlle·fo . ·~~to tte ••:Intctr ~ri .· . . · t~eteby~uct ~~~he§t~mi~~~- . .. . .· .. . . .Q csare . . . 

• l$ 
e.: t6{~b(Cf 
• . Zl(d); 
• 2l . 
• 2s 

~·· ~ 
~AVJT . 

. 1.~\ir··~rtit}-· 1NJt:l'n1bis~~ of~~9l{:) ~·'Ofli'clt;~.i~ad./ 
··· m ·~-$.~~·~~4 .~ •:·~~at% :-·-Ti•«»tbr t 
~~-~:i!~y--~~-~~~9H~l~~~~:~il~~f¢ 
~~.-~.tilt~ -~~ ·1-S~ Ht~~,{~}.-d)t,Q~~--·~-~~i$ . - . 

r~ ~ ~I- ·Sd·J ~· -~ it; ~~~o.j· ·rr> · &M,ht :~ Ji~· . 
ll'l~Tloo SMi~ (}'jQri~h ~ ~q •J)oQtte$· ~Q~1~~1?~ ~: w d.~.~ mo. 

: :, .. 
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BEFORE TJIEFLORIDA PUBLIC :SERVICE COMMISSIO.N 

In te": Petition for arbitration of-certain' 
'tt:tins and ¢bnditions of an i.nterconnectioh 
a~e"'+ with V' . . Oil Fl·· 0 'd ' LL. -c>b ~---~·· -.u. . . enz .. _ .n a . . . ... · "¥ 
»right l.I.ouse N~twodc$ In~n. 
'Servioes {Florid~); LLC 

Dock-et No. 090501-TP 
tm~: M3Y 13~ 20l0 

BRIGHT HOUSE'S RESPONSES1'0 THECOMMISSJONSTAPF'SSECOND SET. OF 
~o,A.~ · . ~&- 11\tQS_ ·.·" ·. _, .. lrl .n,"'~~:AJfO~-v~ · • 3.1..,. . ~~ 

Bri_ght };lolJ$e Netwqr~ :~~i<m Seryj~~ CF19ti~~) •. Ll,C, r~Bright House'~} 'hereby 

submits its responses., to the. secomt set: of'inmnopries: (Nos. 31-35) ofthe: CoitiiiliSSfon. SuUi: 

;.,. tb. ·· ... t......,..e-e&"'+;oed· · -.. rl\O"!".....u-o_ - . ~ ~v ti'"J n P~~ -~c:r 

-~~ ip. -~ :i~g•ti~~ Stat'£ hU sought a description., of Btigltt H®se,Aii 1•1·· · 

positions aildlor1.¢ontentions in thbJ ~iri$~ the' ~o~ ll&l\te ~en pte~a·.by-®~l.' 

. ' 'riil·· 
.--D;,_··~ 

I; : 

-~· . 
. . -"'~~ /JP-~· · · ... · 
.,·~~ -~ .. :;; .· .. 

.. J.,l~K~~ .esq~ 
~-:~tt ·.·· .. ·· 
10' ~::C<SU~ge Avenue. Strite 120~ 
PXX.-Box 1 t77 (3.~) . 
T1dkib~; 'FIO"rl • . 3~3,0l , 
C3'5f» m -soo2 

. beth.!ea~ake~'oom 

Chtiswpber w .. ~V$ 
~ell~ ~pier · 
O.vis Wti,g}:itTh&ainc,-LLP 
1919 PeUs:yl;vatda.A\'eli~,NW 
sUite:2oo · 
Wsstd11~ .o:£. ~ 

Attorneys for Bright H()we 
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Bright House Networks Infonnation Services (Florida) •. LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to ;$Utf:t s Second Set .o,f bltettosakfrie!l 
Page ~ 'Of' ll 

a. Is it 8ngbt· llou:•~·, ·ulid.ett~it'b~l' :tJu.f. ·tmaes. 1 ·•li4 :a h•~ be~n, 
f,e$~lv¢dt ... . 

·~~ lf l,pge l hJlf -.~t b.~11~ ~o~e4, wJJM- ir B·right House's position oil 
lfd~:~\1,~"! · 

Not- ap,pliaablc~; 

~~: If bS1Ie -l hu not ~ .r.esoblea, ·wtuar iJ .B.rigl:it .ltolis.e•• pUition. on 
:tfiiS ill1ie1 · 

Nol~'Cahle~ 
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Btight House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket NQ~ 09050i -TP 

R~nse tO Staff's. Second Set <>J.l.tite•Qgatoti~ 
Pa,$) ofll · 

32j .F .. r pu:rJ~~e.$ or tlte foUowi- p~a~ rete.r t() the ~~bu1:fal Testimony .of 
V~t~ll ·witnessPeterl~ ;D'Amico on-page 10, lines 7·l0; 

·•· Plc:ase identify .wha-t material -changes BJight .House is reguesting 
regarding:_iflc current 'interconue.mon mangem~n:l bttw•~ll. &filbt 
Hme •M v•mon. 

Bngttl H~ ·adl!te$$C$ :t®s.e.Jssues in ~~o®e t~ Vet~n Inj~~~~ory 
NQ, 34. ther¢ we~! · 

:Sri,ght lf.Q~ is ~cle.ring ·a ·nwnbe.r o.fpossible changes :t<> its hetwbrk 
m~()n arJ1Ulgements with Verl:t.ort. These · indJide (~) 
~~~~-~em and~ offi@ ®llat.a~liS; S() .~t tlmd~ 
.parw IXC -~ tS -~ w ih~ ac.¢ess tan~m 0\lll.~JO:r): (Wlti~~ w~u19 
rQS.uit ~:'$.U,81*J.etW~th.e '~U.i.p:tn~ilf ~t -~~ a~§ ·~ coUocatio~t and . 
d·· · .. $itin.g the ~~t at th. · end -office collocam0ns) :artd! (b.) · 
d::,RtiSS!Qn.j~ !~ ~P~Ilfians: eri~ir ana :mstead ~ii$btliJ: • li~ · 
lll~:arrangement.withtVtri2<m. 

Whether and to what exteiit Blight Honse will. pursue. th~~ pians:in de~il 
depends on a~ of·q)ttsi~on$~:il)eJ.\ltUng:{~) whettt~ :t!\~ will be• 

~~-sr~s:~=~ 
'~ .. such. n·:m~t ·.exititely); end (¢)' how. :mu4h ·v.~n wa.uld 
C:hai~ ~fight ~~ :«hi' f&~: Wbai .. ~9~~, ~~· ~~-- po~llie 
sceMtio. :UOtil Tdativ~ly ~ly ~e p_fll,'ti~ natt: nntTeaehe(i: cllisurt .. on 
Jte~- e~~5~:~;.over ·ij~ n.t=tt}. ~~,~~·n~.~ -~~~;~' 
Item (~l 'JS' ·•ve~ being;consldefed as p_art :of·ts$le_ Nos~ 24:. .:~Z;. l~.,. ad. 

~;;~ :~a~:n::·a1:=tiv;:~J~\U=~: 
m. ""a"~"' ·· full~ i'Vm'l.··~ ..... . • .:n.-: ·. nt · :etwt>tk reeonfi. • ._ ... ~ ...... ··.on altematiY~. A .. s; . ·-·.s . . r -~ ..... ¥~-~ ~~~ - n... .... . . . . ·-- .. 
a-••t.. · we ··.'tan. · to. .. . "'-~.• ., .. ,- ·. such-:con.sidetatiOllS' to~:no. th~ ~o1 ~~: _ "'~-" . tL .. , ~~·~ . . . .... ,.. .. -.o ~"'~ . \t~# 
of1htH)pen.issues"in thiS pt0~g; · · · · 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 09050 J .. TP 

Respo0$e tQ S®l's Secon(l Set <>flnwtrogatt:lrles 
l:lag~ 4 of 13 

33. For purposes of :the fotlowiog, please refer to the Rebuttal Testimony .6f 
Vemon Witnesr Peter l •. Jl1 Alltico on page 12, lines 143: 

a. Has the FCC or any state commission(s) us.td TELRtc·asa st1lnd~rd 
to· 4ietate. u ltiECtl J)bysicaJ netw~rk •r~hit«tute or· equip._e_.t 
(me1u4mg b:•rd'ft'llre •ndlorsortware). flJas:., explail)• 

{lU2S704~1 } 

A$ .fm- as Qrl,ght li{(lu~ is awwe, ~g~~ b;:tye nqt u~~ TRLR.IC as a 
~~.to d~eta~ 1m JLEQ•s phyaicai netwotkarohiteeture-.or equipment, 
and Bright House is not proposing that the. dommis!lion do so. TWo 
related i8sues;;1w:wever., ate at play here. 

The first ist what~vet V~t,·s' ac•11al physioal netwQtk .eqmp:m:~n~ $'ld 
1ttdltite¢,tu~ might~ What cblltg~~ C@.. Veri~j~e Q" ·,Bright House 
~ ~ ~ ifi~e« Witb. that '~twwk1· ~That·<tuesti~n:_,~s,ans~~l>)r 
Jb,~. ·x~spiUC ~{f. The FCC -s rules~ Jtnce the very· fil'St i"Wema.king 
·under the 199D Act. (itr August 1996) ba-ve .r,eqmNd 'tlmt i'U,X~~~~tt 
.... atid me.~ ot ()otaininiJ mteJtOlln,$)tiQti,' m ·to .. ~ ;pri~ ·using ~ 
TELRIC stlilldat'd: 47 CJU(. § SLSOl(t).) (applyirlgTELRIC standar<lto 
~'lll~l'~~ .. . ~md tn~thod$ o.f ·obtaining intemennection)~ 47 C.F~it 
§ s:t .. 51)3 ·(It~~ {~n'bingTELRIC ~·· As" Mr .. GateS'~· m 
his iesti. ·.mon ..... the.FCC .. s'm.e. s. em~.:·· . ·.~ ··n ·· .. · ... the~. ·· .. · t l)tc.··. "!! .. ±. m.··. ·. • ~- ·.that. · .. ·· .. . y, . . ' ;4,f'i.I;U,1"' g . . ,l,l;:;.~; -~~ .. .-.~ ' . • ' 

.. · .. · """· '\"''L.~.·• •··.l·d··. ; •!L."" .... ·.;;,..;u...-aA J....,.,.A.;;f t'>ri f,1w;,. oc..... . .n~ ":'L."!' -~... .-1!6-AI-.~ .. · 
cos~ .wuw .~ ln't;;uw~ .~ v~. ~g """'"" ..,,. . w ..... ·~ *':/Jf':"'"'"'" 

telet(}~~ ·tt~lilllQ- ~II#~ ·trV41~ :rgtf!··fhf! /mwJsti1111$J 
!l~k trtflfflgur~ givett. ~' exi~ng .location of'' $e. [lt.EC:':s] Wfte .. · 
e~~·tt· 41 QLP.R. § St.SOS(&}{lJ(~s added).. 'S(), fol'· jttf -i~rt 
'~.· ... ·. . . ,J!.-,.;.-'L.;;.:,...;;t:l!ii . .;;.;. .. ..:t..ie.· ·~·~ ... ~ ......... '""'·..::.·. , .. <oY+l:o.;,.n-·.··-·· ·"' -~.--' ··•. a ryt a~ "'"'10h ""~"~ u1 .L~,., .lltiGIJW'-' uw.t.""".lu~uon - ... ~,.&4~~~ loli~ .-. v,.., v 9~"' . .. 

a$ :Bright House wgltt ~ the ·-~ is ,,) ~t is ~. IJl~ 
•~tmt <»>nmtmi~ons ~·gy ~f ~-u.il-able that mipt be 
·~. to PTQ;Yi4¢ t11a~ ~of and (bJ what would the low§t cost 
ltEC netwl»'k coofiguration be, •to·. make use. .of ·that· '~est ¢tli~tet}t •.. 
eim'en~y «vailante» tetbhblogy? ln ~c~ l:f:r.t)')$ t1Us ~·1fu,tt ·~ .f 
'tl:o.;,oJ..,... .wrtt · · ..,,;..,...., · re. 'a· ~,_ .... ._ • :,.,.~~:·- f.-- ofint~ · v~~~j~n can o .... ~:~.., pro,:~"~ a .•. .I. 'l;J"'t;;J;f UW,.fll.~!ii~ ·"~ . . .. _ .......... ···.· ·.· ·· .... ·n, 
4M ~$ ~ hll'm• ~ .lq,w~st' ~~·· ~k: configumtio)4 .. it Qli ·still Oll\Y' 
ch.atgl! l.ldgJ# ~~' what it would cost if it actually ili4 ~ '~ 
efficient) low oost netWork. M Mr. ~s·,exptained itt his de'pt1$itton. this 
do.esnotfo~ . ·. rA~tit.1,. ... V •· nlo acttJaltv:Jw .. Io .·an effi~ient.low cost; or ..... ~- -enzo .. · . . . ,J ~· ... 9' .. . . ~·· - ....... .. .. . ... 
~JWQtk. It <i,()~. }m~:V.-, ~ 8$tmill fiQ.a1lciil 'inQ~fivc for Vcrimn 
tQ a~ ~(t,~ v~~. w,UJ p;Qt ~:permitted ·to ~export7' t&.e :~ <U: Its 
own ineffieiency to Btigltt House 'iil the fotin of chatg~ t~ Bn~ ll~'U$JI 
foi att ineffimem lletwotkeo~tibn. · ··· · 

The .seeona issue~ p~ Uid¢-wha.t v~.n :tn\gbi ~ge·:flmg&t ijnr.p· 
- is the fact .·that t,bis· ~i$WQ ·ha$ the •au.th~ .to direct . V'erizon to 
f.®ke ph}rmefij ~~~ in ·its ne1wol'L .• 'This autn()rlty 9etives]fum 
beth .. tat ·.. . d fed··· Mal iaw .· At th.e.··. federal level. s~. 01l .. •25tt~). ·.M\. ~.· ··•·.es.··.-. s e an . . .. ~ . . . .. .. . . . . . .. 1.: \""!. .. ""1.._. . . ~ 

that interOOnncctitm be provided ·o.tt umns $1d c®ditrons th~t are ~just'~ 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to. Staff's-:$@nd S¢t ()flhterrogato.ties 
Pag~5 ofJ3 · 

t\hd .·'reasonAble. ~t lf, eorisidering the facts and cireum:stanoes~ :it is ''Just~~ 
''and. reasortable" to ·.difeet Vwon to .improve itS .network, S~ctioo 
251(~)(2,) .P~tmits th¢ CoJJ1XDisslon to do so. At the ~~(e 1¢-vel., Jllqrida law 
~cificaUy gjve~ die Qqmmi~jop at®Qrity to direet ~CIU'riexs {o make 
~sezyimprov~mep~ ~ th~ n~twork facilities •. See· Fl •. stat. § 304j5, 
Moreover ~ recGgniiing state4evel authority ._ the. Commumcatio;ns. Act 
specifically pe.tmitS .stateS tO impose obligations on canie~ in ord¢t tP 
improve .• ·~s ud ibtetconnection mal'lg¢Illetlt$, Se¢. ·~·f·~. 41 t.r:$;C; § 
.25l(d.)(3), 47U~$;C, § 2$2(e}(l) •. an4 47l,J.S,C. § ~~l(h).air~ ~e), See also 
}iright HoUSQ .~spoQse> to Statr Interrogatory No. 3 for full. qpotation of 
these. statutes. 
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Bright House Networks lnfnrmatiQ.n Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to SUdf's Sec:Pnd Set ofh1tertogatorle$ 
P~6ofl3 .. 

34. F<Jr pg.-po~ of' t~e (olt~w,ng, pJqs~r rel~l" to t)le .tijrec;t tti,fu,tony. of Bright 
&use Witness Timothy Gates on PJP 15, Jilles 14 •l1 and pap 16;,1ines 1 .. 
8 wher~ wJtness Gites. discusses poaing of customer's numbers. 

a. Sin« a 11si.m:ple ~'' is a normal autemated pro~, ·ptease expl•m 
b .. rieft.· tb r ":es& ...._, orti .··. a lnri. ·.·• e l · ·.·.· ·· tustom·'""'"' •· ith s · r ·I·· U3· .. e p o~ •v p ng ... s. ··-IV··· uge . . . . . . . ... ·'""" w... ... eve a 
litl~. . . 

IP..tb,¢Qty, th~e $l)®J4, 'be} notbi~ ''$P®i~ ~t pJJJ(ting a large. number of 
lines at the ~lUD.e time. When a ·customer ·is leaving Verizort fOt Bright 
House~ .. Bright H0nse. Win have subtnitted. a.loeal sem~ teq:uest (LSR.) 
.. dicatitf When the ......... i\iiM.O""'s v...-:~~ . j . ... . •. ·· .• sb. -.-1({ be turned .. ff ~-.1 m g . ~'~ .. ~J..a;ln senlce ... o~ _ .· .. . ... . 9 .. Ql~ 
tbit v~ $hotll(i 90nli~~ 'i,t$ ()WI),. ll~twm-~ ®in& ~;,L., ll;\e l Q'-4igit 
trigget) ·f9· ·Wl~ :c~ pmpedf ·wtiP~- -~ transition. is ~ plf~Ce~ .... once 
Btjgbt fto~ ~· p~ic.J]y transferred ·the customer n> Bfiiht floU$(1'.$ 
network, Brigllt Hollfi woUld :tlien siWtal to the :Nmtmet :P~Uy, 
Admiliist.tative: (}enter (N~AC}to ~v~te'tb~ pm. ti W<>ula ~te the 
NPAC·~ba$e t.htd:all .. ~ ¢Qn$.'Qit'ihto~ng ~.b: t,Q ·~· tnatcalls 
to the ported· nlJXtlber·tQute t<t tJ,lt): new carrier's network rather than the old 
carrier'snetwo.~ · 

ht pmq#~,, h~~' ··tbinKs·•llmY .not always. wo~k·smootbly, ·A ~U$tonter 

=~=-=~~~~=~~~=! to pbyswal]y diS.®M®IDlg ·~ of $" ·serVices. Ot some unkrmwn-

:~~~u.~J=t·=~=~~~~Q~:::;rd.r 
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DocketNo. 090501-TP 

R'e$pQfise tO Statr s S~nd Set qflntenogatorie$ 
Ptla¢ Tof l3 . 

34. ~or pn~oses of the foHowing~ please ~fer to tbe di:reet ~tim~ny of Brigh.t 
Honse Witn.ess Toothy Gltes on page .ts,.Unes 14 ... 22 and page.l6, lines 1 .. 
s·wb~re Witt)~ G•tes distU$.$e8' (f()l:"ting <•l~U$tblt1¢.rrs qUJitbers. 

.... To JIUlke, sure tb~ pot~ pl'0~$1, :Whether ns.bll.ple" ·()r 11 C(»ItJpl~x'\ is 
eomplete~,i~ tb.ere i'co-qr(Ji'Qaljo~" betw'e~ ·~r•? ·Plea~e expl.ai~ 

lb. th~ ~o~ Cour$e Qf .a ~Pl~ ~ tlle~i~ nat '~coordination)' as that 
term is nomuUly understood ·in ·1b.e- industry. AsSUil'iing the customer is: 
moving from \ltrizon to Blight Hoti~, Bn~t: Flo~ wilt ha:\te stibmitted 
an LSR indicating when th~ CU$totJ:'let~S v~~i~i.$ to be .tlJ.ro~ off. 
In. the .norm#! e<.>\.U'$e ~ ·gq~w. wen aud..BriJh,tBbtl$e will sigpal tg NPAG 
~·tbe.f?~iee·tt~~i~ ~~~•~d:·the number shall be ported. 

~ ¢1!~$$e(i) al:)ove, ~~ :ports ·"'"' those in\'Olvirig unUsual .facilities 
arrangementS or. a ~g~t nutribe.t· or··tmes·-. shOut~ .m tb:eo;q., .&Q $Jnoothly 
.i. ...... ~·no.rt ...... ...:.a.J".,.,·:t·. "'~.....,_ ... , u,...,_.....,-::~;:..~-o·· ·•· ... " -~.;.u s.. .... ~~ ... •·t,.n,. ~-. .. ..:tv- 'L . m .. ''"' .. Ill. a. 
- WGl .~LIAv.~ l"-!~WAl ~~~;-I;I.W~ II, V!J,M~ ~~~·! ¥1Yt,# .. ~ 1J{l:~.~ 

-p~:~mone ®t'i¢t b.ll11.#40 .wlt.l·t(it' *\i 1.ea$t -a.,vrM.Ja1'lf: .• fbr a c:@J;I ·~J:U) 
a. prnon ftonJ the oth~ ~~t to· ~ t~t things are. going as they 
slum!~ b.e, to take corrective ildion if problems arise~ .a11d if need be, to 
t'ecverse ·Whatever. ~ps 'Dave been Wken to tta:DSt«· :the- .~~ and 
esch 'dul' e .~. ....... · . ._ ... ~ h· "'."" · .. .., ·.·• .~ .·· ...... ~. · ..... ''"'·.·. ·. """'. ··.-.. ·.l!bl. e. ;h.··n· .. ·o .' . .9.· ·n pro.··.·.· aq.h.·· reflects. f. .. C .·· . UIC .l;l#l,I~U.~ ~~ U#J"i .ll.W \WJ1 ~"""'9 ""t'· . , , ... , .. 

:.:t. • · ···....,.'k· · ·. <~f. ·. · · · · l·· ··· · -:&'!-~t.. ~-'~ ·1;,."' ,.,.,.. . error or a··""'~ We me U.U4~e.t' .. , ~.~ ~~~M'~""' ~~ ~ ~L- , • ..· ., ~x. . . . . ·. 
·wanl ev~ port to ~Q $.t®~Y~ w.itlt:,p,o ~~om~problcms at all~ :But .. if 
·tlte.· .PQitip.g' of a single msidentia].line :goeS wmns .. m .. SQine .,-•. tlmt 
c~~, and the. people~· Cil1 that c.ustornctt. iWbuld be the QWY ·ones 
~ .... On.the.•o1het batid,,.iftbe p()Uing of.th~ .lm~• $~ .li ~spj~, a. 
$ll®l,. or fX.I~V~t ~t .~ ,not w· :t>e .~.~~ CQn:~y, 
:~~ .of mple who rQu,tinely ~ to. or 'ftom ··~ entity could .. be 
~. ·COordination ensures that those types: ·of problems do not. 
develop. 

In this•.~· .· ·•· .. ·B .. ·rt-.··J;; t u. ·· """"" ·: ·'" '·"'··.· · ·.··::+.,_.,. ~L.·:t .i~ .. · .. ··'IV\ . ................ ·. ·"'"".·.a·.·w~. ··• ·ng·. · ... ~,..M~"''"'...:-.· '&"1ift-~ nr .nv~ now~~ .. ·IJ prot""'~~ ... ~~ . ~-!-~,# 
Vltifksb:Oth,W~$, ~,®It~,~ Wi.llpn>Vicl<fl.t~iJ:l~Q~~ ~'Qtber 
·j,n ~--ett~Jl~·:m-~cl:t~ ~ ·winning the customer and 
which i~losing. · 
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Re~onse to Sta:trs Second Set of lnterroga,t9l'i~ 
P:aF8 ofl3 

3$'. .·For p'Qrpo~es o{ th• fe>'llowb:lg, pleas~ refer to the .ut¢efteJtimony of ll:rigbt 
H()qSe Witne$$ M~a John~on, 9tl page. 1~ U:n.• U-22, page t5, line$ 2::za 
and page 16, lines h13, wltere ·~itne$s.JobW9D .acl~r~es·Verizon!s ,proposed 
languagltil1 Section :50.1-of the General Terms and C.onditi'ou: 

a. Pleas~ iddlfi{y all legal authoritY wHim -supp:ons Bright llouse!s 
· .sitiou .•. po ..... 

-~-ate sev~nll prQbl~s with'Veri:zbn'"s ~~(lSe9ti.tm SOJ, t9 s~ 
:tl.l~ ·probl~ it -is }lec~sary 10 ~learJy Joeu' 011 how the proposed 
P1'9visjop W9\Ud opemte. , 

''1'::'. . . ~·- .. • sn 1 . . . . 'U t..-- .•. la·•.>• . • rrL . . . • 
rir:St~ ~cuon •···· v ••. ts not a · c~ge m: • w." pmws1on. ~.~~~·patties -~ 
:that ·there slmutd be an eftitient. ~\Jte. to -tnodi.tY contr.~.wn 
ob~QbS tbat'b¢0me outot~tb whb:le~ ~~®tj by·~~·-ot' 

~:::J:::·~:;~~~~srsp~~r-=~!!t: .. : . . 

In the event of any Change in Applicable l.&w, fuij Parties shalt 
pro~pt!Y ~~-~-~- ~tli_.$1d-~mt\ m'~tin·:~ 
!\gt~m m ~ .o ~. SUCh ~-y~t:~nQ . 

~~C:.~~~~m=tCl~lc::~:t. 
effective. dare of such Chang~ in Apetihle: Law? the Patti$ ate 
-~\ll.e ~a· agree ,fn writiwg~up'ml mu~'-~~~1¢ ~lQ 
this ~cut eitb# fa.tt:Y 'M'~f pUX'$,® ~y ~~le~ ~v-ailable 
.•.. · . •t un~ itiiB A · em · .· at lw . ·· • · ui~, at ·· .. otlletwi . · ,tl} l_ . ·.·. . . .. .. . . . . . ... -~ . . -~ - .¥'!:, • Cl!q 'i.l''~ .. . _se, 
i~l~g, :but nq.t llmitea to~ -instituting ·.·. m ap~mrte 
prooeedi-qg before the COmmifiiOt\ the; FCC, Qt.. a ®urt Qf 

:m==~=i=~~f==~~$pWW ~sQluij® 
~ provkles·ao orderly process for hndling::a11r Situati® in Whlch.,anew
.1~. mung. imposes a .11ew oi)itgation·Gn a~ or:d~l$ lUi t}~Sling 
obligtttit>n. C~g$ inlaw-areiUIIy aditt~'by $don 4 •. 6~ 

SecTS:® 50.l is cmtirely dl:fferent v~~ ln•Y .invqke J~ wi:m()v,t there 
l:mmg ~ cbttnse, ro,, the·te~ QJ: f~cauu Ian~~~ N~~ in: Section so.~ 
oblig~ 'Veri'zon to discoss ariything with Bri&BfFiouse; N(ll}Ung· in Seetion SO; 1 
obliges vem:on to negotiate. With;~t H0~ mg~.faith._ Nolbing;m s~~n 
so,1 gives·•art 'ht:Ho ··. ·. · ·tlr ·· xigN to b '· 1 :dJB· ~$· WQVt Verl:Zon~s invocati® of 
ihe-:pwvimw :~.th~:c~QI\ ()r·ihe':o~ 1\srdtari~.'tb~o~ :~ti~-5()~ 1 
~powe~ Veri~on to unilaterally d~ciare that: it is, :not .requited to perform any 
{)ne: at;. ot all ·oft its eonttactuaf duties • . lkight 'Bbll$e,s Obit ~Y i$' tO *k 
emergency, mj:unww teti~ ftOrtt 'ttie.'Co~uPfi or the. ®\ltt$; :~e o.ofuiqg 
in 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LL'C 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response tC> Staffs .Second Set oUnterrogatoties 
Pag¢9Qfl3 

Sectipn SO,J i:g. apy way ()plig~ V'erlzpn. to continue providing any service or 
function while litigation is pending • 

. · .. As.a result; Section 50.1~ in effect, isa diSpute~ andlitigati.oo-g~nernting 
machine. It gives VetizOn the· unilateral. tigh~ ~t any tim~:. to throw th~ parti~s~ 
e.tWte. QOnttactYat r~atio~bipint() disa®y. · 

This is $: dit®l Violation of 47 u.s .. c. § 251(<;:)(2), wl)iw X¢q:u.ites tbe 
~ $\d. cowfitjQJU~ ~ci&ted with in!eJ:eonnectioo to be ~~.., and 
~1-~ab.let Brigh~ ·Rouse is entitled to reaso.mible certainty in itS contrattUal 
relations with Veriz&n. As noted above~. the parties ·aaf@c that there n~ JO he 
·efficient contnt¢t'Wd prooeuures:tbt ·adj\lsfulg comraptua,l. tenns'iftt:ie taw clta_ng~. 
and have·~ to w~ ~qJ'e$. 'I'b.e~ ls nQ ·ner::d .to give V~n·the:.rightto 
tlllil~Jy 'Q,epJare th;rt, ~~· it$ priva,t~ vie.w of its: legal oblig•t16ns :.~$a 
cb.Mg¢d~ft ~ ~~~ ~ walk·$WaY from them • 

. ~ ~ of partieular concem to Bright Hc\lSe iS" Vetimnss et}Jli~ 
stance ~g·whethet Blight HouseJ.s ·mtitl.~ to intet®oneeti<>:n Witlt·'V~d~~ 
a:t ail, ot wnethet (from VetizOn~s v1ewpn1nt) its entire partieil'n\tit>.ll in the 
negotiation and a..rbittation. )P.'Q~s flM. ~n ~Qrne . sod of' v.olunU!ty 
~o.mmo'4Atirttt• to· Bri...Jo.tHm .· ·.. If . · : V ·• · n has· asserted it ·Is. '\'es~ itS .. · . , , ' , .. · · ··~· ... . .... ~ .~ .. ~ .. . t . . . . 

rigbtrt:' wi:tb ~~tt() .~right House's entitlement to in~ion.: tluU •mew 
tbat .~ ~nder Sootton .. ~:1 ·-- ·vetimn is •'res«Ving its ·nQbts"' tQ.· ~ wa,tk• 

. · .. · 4;.-;.=.-··.. 1,. . . · ;; ....... · ~.~ · . .. ·'K.·.·-.e .. ~·. of·i· ... ~ ci"L)J·-a. atio.'ria *."'·· · ·Brl~.· • Ho.use .. w ... d··er····· ... tne ... · · away uwu eacu anw. .... .... ., ~~ . .. ~- . . •v e .. '"'S' ''-'if , .. IS~~~ _, ........... . ... _ • . .. . . 

~t. Oi\f~tdtd· S~on SfLl ·creat#$ ·a situation in whitili .... V:eaztm's ettbrt ... ... · ' $~. ·······. ' ' ' . . .. ·· .· .. 
tQ ~id. ~· ·1~ nlltwiths,ta:qdJAg ,... :Qnght House~$, statUS: ·M a 10001 .~hang¢: 
· .• · .. ··.···.•.·:., · . ..;,··to·.·.·· ....... -~nnecfi .•. ...., ... V~"'~. -~""'"'.w "'"e. law i·s '"" ~O'fVIIll iss•)~~· (1Url~. tn~,w'Q~ .. lUWI'~ on w.1;411 ·"'"u.u I.UJUI,~ w ..... ,. . _ lfM" . ....... . . .... __ _ 

bc:tween the parties. ~that -must he resolved by the ·C~$ion ·:u.n.d~ · $~~ 
252(c). · 
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Docket No. 090501-TP 

R~sponse to··Staff's .se~Qnd·set oflntettogatnti~s 
p~~ll Qfl3 

(j) The right to. advance notice of changes in VetiY.ori~s netWork) ·as 
reqUired by 47 U.S;C. §.251(c)(5). 

(k) The right to collocation on Verizon's premises for the putpose of 
mt¢l'®Jin¢ction and access to netwotk ele.men~ as pl'OVi4~ · fQi .. by 47 
U.$.:Q; '§ .25l(e}(6). · 

(l) Th:¢: right to pure~ @d' ~- ~ tariffed Verizpn,, $emee in 
~ce with tb~'Pf(}vW~~ofVerizon•s tariffs. 

(:m) ll.ls.t ~nabl~, . an4 . ncmdiscriminatory admin'tsttative, ·ancll18ry~
orderin& and ministerial terms ·and conditions associated ·with• ¢bWttin.g 
any Of'tbe a&ave.services and.~ons, ·· 

(Jl) Any other services alld ftmctioll$. ~ ·\lemon -~ ~ to, 
i~ctive of it$1~~- Pbli~tions i~ the -1\'~~cti ~- p~yid~ for in 47 
·l.l·S~. ~-2S2~a)(l). . . 

(q) ./Mly .oth~ .$ervices -~· Wllctjons that the 'CommiSsion riUl¥' direct 
Vexjzqnto provide· for Bright Honse,, in acfuord@ee with 41 tl.S.C. § 
25l{d)(3), § .U2(e)(31 § l6t.(b)~, and §: 26i(e:)~ and ~IW.J>-Jeist4J~·'Ja•~. · 
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Docket No. 09.0501-TP 

ReS:ponse to .Sta.f'ts Sewnd ·set ()f:lnterrogatories 
Pi\Qe 12 9f t r 

~~- For p-grposes ~r tiJ,e ·~u~m~g, pi·~~ refeJ" to t!Je ~t ~~rDOAY of Brigh~· 
House Witness Mans .Jnhnson on. page 14, lines 12422, page ts, .lines· ~22 
and page·16, lines ~13, Where WitnesS JtihilSon addn!Jt$ Ver~'j pr-oposed 
blngn•g~ fu, Settlon 50.1 oftbe G~n~ralT~nns •~d Co.ulitioiU,: .. -

c:. pi·~ · identi~.·· .U :u~rrent ~eriic s rovlcled b \t -: on to B ·· ·bt ~s~ . _ .·~~:~· . c . . . . . .. . . .. _ e_ p . .. ... y ... ~ .·· . . .. r1g .. 

(1T.225:7M{l} 

Souse ttutt V-e:dZ4>ll ~ llj)f l-~liy• Qblig•t~ to:J®,'Yid,. 

$rigb:~Jfp:~·d®$ nQl believe ~t th~e ~e.· -~Y ~ 'serviees. However, 
as d~qri~d . in the testimony, the process ·of· contraCt • aeg(lffiation un<;fet 
Sections 25lils~. as well .as tile breadth .•. t>f· th<: ~·just ·and. to$Mahle''· 
standard means tJW·-'• - · n.'lic""'~;, ta : '" ct·-- · · ·n-o-t· ]; ..... u--fi+~ra'ny·· dictate eaeb . , . . . . . . ap.,. ow.e w QeS. . ., ~ .. ~ .. . . . _ .. 
detaU o.ftk~ ~®$ v~.,~P$f. pl'Q\'l··· ·~ ~P.~ prp~l~ 'with 
PrQJ>C)~ $~l«lt1 -~o.t . is t1lJt '~Zon, ct>u.J4 ·~~·(~~· umtateral.~r ana 
witQ .P,~ pr,t'lyt~i9~ JQ_. ~~.Q~on .ornegotiatimi). ·th~ white ;it lS ()bl~edi fO: 
proY'ide "·'immeonneetiOB;~· fo~ exarl1pie, it ·i's: no1 :~itlcaUy ..eq~ ·to 
.''."' -. "'d · th···. ~ ·:· ..... ~ ··- fOtm .of i<o'i+"'te6ifne·ntimt th«t •J..e ·~es nave prt>VJ e . .· Jl•:~lSe. . J;l~ .· _ . _ .,. • . ... - . . . u~ ...,..... ..... .. . .. 
)m}ll~e~. 
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:Sri~htHouse Networks fufonnation Se;vices (Fioritla) •. LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to Staffs··Second Set of Interrogatories: 
. , .. Page 13 6f 13: 

-35. .For purpos~s of the {oUo,...ng" pte~•~ tl'fer t.o. dae dir~ te$timo.ny o:f Bright 
Hou$e Wttn~ Mt&~a- .Jottns91i o~ "'~ l4., -u~ 12~22_, ,page ts,, lilJe.s l-22: 
and page 16, lines 143, wb~ ~il~ l~®sqn ~ddresses Verizon!s proposed 
language iil Section StU. of the General.Temls and Conditions: 

.d. Pleas-e identifY tu Corinn&_siOu's 11uthority to prohibit Vemo:n's: 
inclus· - of- ' -·p· ·· ea. s~, .. .r'n · , :tk..: te-A - -_ IOD _ _ pro. _ OS. . _ _ .,.,o.., 07V JJl .u~ • 

T® CQ.mmissfun Js not tnet(i}¥· 4autho~cr~- lo proln"bit the in¢lU$i~n . o.t 
Section 50; it is ritJiig:~d to ens.t¢e Uutt S~ctiQn $0 is not· inclvded ig t)l~ 
pa$es~ COiltf~~ rb~_ C9.:m:rmJ$iQ~ i~ ~vely obliged. ·by Section 
2S2(c) to ensure that the new Gontract fully :iDipo.ses: on the ·pafttes the 
obl~oni- -and-duties lltia. OUt m ~tioa :2$J of tb¢ Act. (Sutl_iDi~i#a. 
~~e .:iti ~~n,~ ·to Jt¢tn. N9:. ~$0>)). ·~ mt'Q~e .t«J.W-r:AA V~rlt.tm te: 
~ann its dutilk! n 1...__~ ·that tU"C·· .J· .. .,.. .. ~blP ·<and' p..a~! . . . . . ; - ~ Q ""!'~ .. ·.. . ' -~~- ' . . ~ 

d• ..w--~,....+z. A -~ .l.........lbed. ftl.. s-...it'l ~-o·· } "io .,;. :,:l;H ,;a-,.,, . ~·d Pml .. J:S..,~~~~ ..... cy~ ~ ~~-.l ' • ' :~(lY~) """"on .·;J . ;. lo a: W~_ywl-V cw ' 

litigetion~genemting madline ·that -permit$. Veriibn to. un:,tlatefally thrdw
the patties"; -~mraelWil .tiu.tifitaSidp tn'W· :&~. That ts: notjQSt or 
reasonable, s¢· S~Qll. $(t1 ~ipfOpedy·b~ includ~ ln-tbe COJ1t.ntct, 

095 

I 

I 



EXHIBIT NO. ~ 

OCKET NO.: 090501-TP 

ITNESS: N/A 

ARTY: Verizon Florida 

ESCRIPTION: Composite of Responses to Verizon Florida' 
nterrogatories and Request for Production of Documents from · Brigh 
ouse Networks . 

. Item Nos. 1-21 of Bright House's Responses to Verizon's First Set of 
nterrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents Item 
os. 1-8. Pages 1-46 . 

. Item No.9 of Bright House's Response to Verizon's Second Request 
or Production of Documents. Pages 47-239 

. Item Nos. 22-41 of Bright House's Responses to Verizon's Second 
and Third Set of Interrogatories and Third and Fourth Requests for 

roduction of Documents Nos. 10-12. Including Bright House's 
evised Responses to Interrogatories 32, 32(a), 38(a) and 38(c). 
ages 240-276. 

ROFFERING PARTY: Staff 

E COMMISSION 

DOCKETNO. 090501-TP EXHIBIT_4_ 
CoMPANY FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
WITNESS STIPULATED EXHIBIT- STIP- 4 

DATE 5/25/10 

I.D. # Stip-4 



PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORM AT ION REDACTED 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Bright House Networks Information 
Services (Florida), LLC 

Petition for Arbitration of Terms and Conditions 
of An IntercoiUlection Agreement with Verizon 
Florida LLC 

Docket No. 090501 

BRIGHT HOUSE'S RESPONSES TO VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S FIRST SET OF 
INfERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-21) AND 

DOCUMENT PRODUCTION REQUESTS (NOS. 1-8) 

PUBLIC VERSION 

Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC, ("Bright House") hereby 

submits its responses, consistent with the previously filed objections, to the first set of 

interrogatories (Nos. 1-21) and first requests for production of documents (Nos. 1-8) of Verizon 

Florida LLC ("Verizon") in the above-captioned proceeding, subject to the proprietary 

agreement between the parties. Bright House treats certain information contained herein as 

proprietary confidential information and does not intend to waive confidentiality by providing 

these response. Bright House is submitting a request for a protective order and confidential 

classification contemporaneously with these responses. 

Confidential information has been designated with in the confidential 

version, and redacted out of the public version. Attached to Bright House's responses is the 

affidavit of the person providing said responses. Note that where Verizon has sought a 

description of Bright House's "contentions" in this proceeding, the responses have been prepared 

by counsel. 
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Responses to Interrogatories 

PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

1. P1ease state the number of Bright House Cable Florida voice service customers at 
year end for 2007, 2008 and 2009. 

Bright House provides wholesale telecommunications services to Bright House 
Networks, LLC ("Bright House Cable Florida" or "BHN'}. BHN utilizes these 
teleconm:n.mications services to provide its retail voice service by means of Internet Protocol 
conunl.mications. This brand name of this voice service is 4'Home Phone!' Bright House 
~wholesale telecommunications services in support of approximately - (2007). 
-- (2008), and- (2009} Home Phone end users at year end for 2007, 2008 and 
2009, respectively. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Netwotl<s Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

2. Please state tbe number of Bright House Cable Florida voice service customers at 
year end for 2007, 2008 and 2009 that Bright Bouse served by means of Internet Protocol 
("IP'') technology. 

All of them. See response to Interrogatory 1 regarding the wholesale/retail relationship 
between Bright House and BHN. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-cONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida). LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's Firat Set of Interrogatories 

3. Please state the number of Bright Bouse Cable Florida voice service customers in 
Verizon 's service territory at year end for 2007, 2008 and 2009. 

See response to Interrogatory 1 regarding the wholesale/retail relationship between Bright 
House and BHN. 

Bright House does not currently have sufficient data to segregate the number of Home 
Phone end users by ILEC territory. Bright House does have sufficient infonnation to provide 
these numbers by BHN service divisions. Bright House's Tampa Bay Area service division is 
generally comparable to Verizon's service territory. The approximate end user counts are 
provided by year for that division below: 

Service 2007 2008 2009 
Division Approximate No. of Approximate No. of Approximate No. of 

End Users End Users End Users 

Tampa Bay - - -Area 

As of December 2007, some portion of BHN's voice customers were served by Verizon 
Business, rather than Bri~e. Bright House estimates that Verizon Business supported 
service for approximately - BHN voice services customers as of December 2007. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networl<s lnfonnatlon Services (Florida), LLC 

DockefNo. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

4. ' Please state the number of Bright House Cable Florida voice service customers in 
Verizon's service territory at year end for 2007, 2008 and 2009 that Bright House Cable 
service using IP technology. 

All of them. See response to Interrogatory 1 regarding the wholesale/retail relationship 
between Bright House and BHN, and response to Interrogatory 3 for customer counts. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORM AT ION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501·TP 
Response to Verlzon's First Set of Interrogatories 

5. Please state the Company's cost for each month from January 2007 to January 
2010, of (a) converting its Florida intrastate traffic from IP to time division multiplexing 
("TDM") protocol for delivery to local exchange companies in Florida; and (b) converting 
to IP the Florida intrastate traffic the Company received in TDM protocol from local 
exchange carriers. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-cONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services {Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

6. Please state the Company's cost for eac:h month from January 2007 to January 
2010, of (a) converting its Florida intrastate traffic delivered to Verizon from IP to TDM; 
and (b) converting to IP the Florida intrastate traffic: the Company received in TDM 
protocol from V erizon. 

See response to interrogatory 5. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

7. lftbe Company bas used third·party vendors to convert intrastate traffic from IP to 
TDM and/or from TDM to IP sinee January 1, 2007, please state the terms and conditions 
of each such service arrangement (induding, but not limited to, the charges fol" each 
service) and identify each service contract. 

Bright House has not used stand-alone or unbundled third party services or network 
elements solely for the purpose of converting intrastate traffic from IP to IDM or from TOM to 
IP (''conversion"). Bright House has purchased bundled or packaged services that included the 
conversion of traffic. but the specific costs associated with the conversion were not uniquely 
identified or charged. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Brlght House Networks Information SetVices (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

8. If the Company itself converts intrastate traffic from IP to TDM (and/or from TDM 
to IP), please explain bow the Company calculated the conversion costs stated in response 
to Interrogatory Nos. 5 and 6. 

See response to interrogatory 5. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verfzoo's First Set of Interrogatories 

9. Please state whether the Company's request for interconnection in IP format in this 
arbitration, if adopted, would apply to all of the Company's intrastate traffic, including 
intrastate interexchange traffic. 

It might. 

More fully, this question appears to be based on a misunderstanding of how Bright 
House's proposed contract language would operate. Bright House proposes that it have the 
contractual right to obtain intercormection with Verizon in IP fonnat. This contractual right 
would cover all traffic embraced by the parties' interconnection agreement. As Bright House 
understands the contractual terms to which the parties have agreed, as well as the underlying law, 
this traffic includes "telephone exchange service,. traffic and ''exchange access,. traffic (both 
directly within the purview of 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(2)). as well as any other "telecommunications" 
that the parties might agree to exchange, within the purview of 47 U.S.C. § 2Sl(a). 47 C.F.R. § 
51.100, and related FCC rulings. These legal authorities do not draw a distinction between 
interstate versus intrastate traffic. and both interexchange and intraexchange traffic is included 
within them. 

That said, putting aside the question of the scope of IP-based interconnection Bright 
House might actually request (which would be based on any applicable business and technical 
considerations at the time of the request), the contractual right to IP-based interconnection 
should, as noted, apply to all traffic types covered by the agreement. 

10 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services {Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501·TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

10. Please state whether the Company's request for interconnection in IP format in this 
arbitration, if adopted, would apply to the Company's interstate traffic. 

See response to interrogatory 9. 

11 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networ1cs Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

11. Please state what changes to its network, jf any, the Company would need to make 
to accommodate interconnection with Verizon in IP format. 

None. 

12 
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PUBLIC VERStON-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks lllformation Services (Florida). LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

12. Please state the estimate of the costs, if any, of configuring the Company's Florida 
network to accommodate interconnection with Verizon in IP format. 

None. It wouJd take a certain amount of time on the part of existing network personnel to 
reconfigure the connections between Verizon and Bright House to IP format. These activities 
would fall within the nonnal duties of these personnel. 

13 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networf<s Information Services (Florida}, LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verilon's First Set of Interrogatories 

13. Please state the amount of expense the Company expects to save by exchanging 
Florida traffic with V erizon in IP format and explain how that amount was calculated. . . 

14 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks lnfonnatlon Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

14. Do any local exchange carriers in Florida provide interconnection in IP format to 
the Company? If so, please identify each such carrier, the type of traffic exchanged (e.g., 
local; intrastate, interexcbange or intentate) and the locations where traffic is exchanged in 
IP format. 

----------~- - -····· . . 
Bright House is interconnected with and exchanging traffic in IP format in 

Florida with at the addresses listed below. We 
believe that as and/or is certificated as a LEC in Florida. In 
addition, acts as a wholesale carrier to numerous local exchange carriers in 
Florida. Bright exchanges loc81, intrastate, and interstate tmffic with these 
entities, including indirectly exchanging traffic with wholesale customers. 

House traffic in IP format at all interconnection established with -

LEC Addresses of Interconnection Points 

-
From Bright House exchanged all traffic with 

MCIWorldcom Network in IP ronnat. Bright House understands this is the entity 
currently doing business as Verizon Business. 

15 

DWT J4170968vl 0102S48.000021 

015 



PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

15. Do any local exchange carriers in states other than Florida provide interconnection 
in lP format to the Company or any of its affiliates? If so, please identify each suc:b carrier, 
the type of traffic exchanged (e.g., local, intrastate interexc:hange or interstate) and the 
locations where the traffic is exchanged in IP format. 

cwTerltlY intercoimected with and exchanging traffic in IP fonnat with 
in states other than Florida. Moreover, -

acts as a wholesale numerous local exchange carriers. Bright House 
exchanges local, intrastate, and interstate traffic with these' entities, including 
indirectly exchanging traffic with wholesale customers. House 
vA\•UG.UJS~·~ traffic in IP format at all intercoimection points established with 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501~TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

16. Please describe the Company's network configuration in FJoridat including the type 
and location of each voice network device, including without limitation each application 
service, media server, voicemail server, ENUM, DNS, SIP Redirect server, softswitch, 
media gateway, firewall, session border controller, router, switch and circuit switch. 

The description below illustrates the operation of the Company's networ~ and the 
different elements in it, by describing the call flow of three different types of calls: calls between 
two BHN VoiP subscribers; a call from a BHN VoiP subscriber to a third-party LEC's 
subscriber; and a call ~m a third-party LBC's subscriber to a BHN VoiP subscriber. 

17 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

18 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFJDENTJAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

17. With respeet to the Company's contention that it is entitled to IP interconnection 
with Verizon: 

a. · State the basis-for-tbe-€ompany's··contention-r---------------------

Bright House is entitled to interconnection with Verizon for the exchange of ''telephone 
exchange service" traffic and "exchange access" traffic -that is, essentially all traffic that would, 
in non-technical discussion, be called either ~'local" or "toll" traffic - at any technically feasible 
point on Verizon's network, and on terms that are ujust, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory." 47 
U.S.C. § 251(c)(2)(D). As the entire communications industry has continued to shift from old
style time-division-multiplexed {TDM), circuit-switched fonnat to packet-switched IP format, it 
is simply no longer "just•• or "reasonable" to requ~ interconnecting entities such as Brigh~ 
House 'to use TDM if they do not want to or need to for their own purposes. To the contrary, · 
even if Verizon. for its own corporate reasons, chooses to retain its legacy voice network in 
TDM fonnat, the shift in overall industry practices from TDM to IP means that it is just and 
reasonable to require V erizon to use IP format when interconnecting with carriers such as Bright 
House whose networks' nativefonnat is IP. 

In addition, Bright House is entitled to interconnection with Verizon "that is at least equal 
in quality to that provided by [V erizon] to itself or to any subsidiary, affiliate, or any other party 
to which [Verizon] provides interconnection." 47 U.S.C. § 2Sl(c)(2}(C). We have sought 
discovery from Verizon with respect to whether it or its affiliates provide IP-fonnat 
interconnection to any other carriers or customers. While requiring V erizon to provide IP-format 
interconnection to Bright House is appropriate (as discussed above, and below) irrespective of 
whether Verizon (or, we would contend, its affiliates) is actually providing IP interconnection to 
anyone else, ifVerizon in fact is doing so, that concl:usively establishes that it is reasonable to do 
so for Bright House. 

Moreover, even if providing IP-format interconnection is not literally required by 47 
U.S.C. § 251(c), the Commission is fully empowered to require it under other provisions of both 
federal and state law. These provisions include: · 

• 47 U.S.C. § 25l(d)(3), which empo~ers the Commission to impose interconnection 
obligations on carriers as long as such obligations are consistent with the requirements of 
Section 251 and do not "substantially prevent, implementation of those requirements 
and the purposes of 47 U.S.C. §§ 251-261. 

• 47 U.S.C. § 26I(b), which states that ''nothing in [Sections 251-261 of the federaJlawJ 
shall be construed to prohibit any State commission" from establishing regulations to 
fulfill the objectives of Sections 251-261, as long as those requirements are not 
inconsistent with those sections. 

• 47 U.S.C. § 26l(c), which expressly empowers the Commission to impose requirements 
on carriers (such as Verizon) ''that are necessary to further competition in the provision 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Fiorida),LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

of telephone exchange service or exchange access;" as long as such requirements are not 
inconsistent with Sections 251-261 or the FCC's regulations to implement those 
sections . 

.. 1 .... El.....S~!ut.es § 364.15, which empowers the Commission to_ 4U"ect "improvements, .. 
"changes" and/or ·.:•adctitionsn to a carrier's telecoiiunuriications facilities. 

b. State all facts supporting the Company's contention; 

The key fact is simply that the entire communications industry is tmnsitionin~ from a 
circuit-switched, TDM method of transmitting information to a packet-switched, IP method of 
transmitting infonnation. While we await Verizon's testimony and other filings to learn more, as 
we understand it, V erizon does not dispute that this is occurring. Instead, V erizon contends that 
this transition is not relevant to, or affected by, the process of establishing interconnection 
agreements under 47 U.S.C. §§251-252. For the reasons stated in response to Interrogatory No. 
17(a) above, however, this is simply wrong. 

c. Identify all ~itnesses supporting the Company's contention; and 

As of the date of this response, Bright House expects to present the testimony of two 
witnesses -Mr. Tim Gates, and Ms. Marva Johnson. Both of these. witnesses will likely address 
certain aspects of this question, although the precise scope of their respective testimonies has not 
yet been determined. 

. Depending on the evidence that Verizon presents on this question, Bright House reserves 
the right to present additional witnesses in rebuttal. 

d. Identify all documents supporting the Company's contention. 

As of the date of this response, Bright House has not determined whether there are any 
documents in its possession that specifically address its position in this arbitration. We will 
·supplement this response as the case proceeds as any such documents are identified. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CON FIDENTIALINFORM A TION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
. Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

18. With respect to the Company's proposal in General Term § 42 that Verizon "shall 
be solely r-esponsible for the cost and activities associated with accommodating, in its own 
network." specified changes in the Company's network: 

a. . .-.State the basis for the Company's contention; · 

The issue here is not Bright House's basis for contending that Verizon should absorb the 
costs of accommodating changes in Bright House's network- since that is not really Bright 
House's contention. Bright House's contention is that neither party should have a privileged 
position with respect to the ability to change its own network in a way that imposes costs on the 
other party. The real issue is Verizon ~s contention that it can do whatever it wants in its network, 
no matter what costs that imposes on Bright House, but that no similar provision would apply to 
changes Bright House might make to its network. 

Thus,. Verizon may misunderstand our proposal in some respects. Verizon proposed 
contract language to the effect that it (Verizon) could make any changes it wanted to in its 
network, and that no matter what those changes were, or why Verizon made them, if and to the 
extent that those changes imposed costs on Bright House, Bright House was solely responsible 
for absorbing those costs. 

Bright House is more than willing to agree to contract language that simply preserves the 
right of each carrier to make whatever modifications to its own network that it wants to, without 
declaring any general rule regarding the appropriate allocation of cost responsibility, which 
might, logically, vary from case to case. This would have the advantage of being symmetrical as 
between the carriers, which makes sense in that Verizon and Bright House each have physically 
separate networks, including their own switching and transmission facilities, their own 
arrangements for connections to ultimate end users~ etc. 

Verizon was unwilling to agree to that proposal. The most logical alternative, therefore, 
is to have the provision remain mutuaVsymmetrical, but instead of saying nothing about cost 
responsibility (or expressly relegating that question to case-by-case determination), saying that 
each party is responsible for doing what it needs to do, in its own network, to accommodate 
changes in the other party's network. 

b. State all facts supporting the Company's contention; 

This issue is driven more by considerations of fairness and sensible contract drafting, as 
opposed to disputes over particular facts. 

c. Identify all witnesses supporting the Company's contention; and 

As of the date of this response, Bright House expects to present the testimony of two 
witnesses - Mr. Tim Gates, and Ms. Marva Johnson. Both of these witnesses will likely address 
certain aspects of this question, although the precise scope of their respective testimonies has not 
yet been determined. 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networf<.s Information Services (Ff9rida), llC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

Depending on the evidence that Verizon presents on this question, Bright House reserves 
the right to present additional witnesses in rebuttal. 

d. · Identify all documents supporting the Company's contention. 

As of the date of this response, Bright House has not detennined whether there are any 
documents in its possession that specifically address its position in this arbitration. We will 
supplement this response as the case proceeds as any such documents are identified. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

19. Does the Company content that it is offering two-way telecommunications service to 
the public for hire in Florida? If so, please state the basis for that contention. 

Not only does the Company "contend'' this, it is true. As Verizon is well aware, this is 
settled Jaw. See. Bright House Networks, LLC et al. v. Verizon California, Inc., et al., 
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 23 FCC Red 10704 (2008) at 'J'i 37-41, affirmed, Verizon 
California, Inc. v. FCC, 555 F.3d 270, 275-76 (D.C. Cir. 2009); Petition by Comcast Phone of 
Florida, LLC d/b/a Comcast Digital Phone for arbitration of an interconnection agreement with 
Quincy Telephone Company d/b/a TDS Telecom, pursuant to Section 252 of the Federal 
Communications Act ofl934, as amended, and Sections 120.57(1), 120.80(13), 364.012, 364.15, 
364.16, 364.161, and 364.162, F.S., and Rule 28-106.201, F.A.C., DOCKET NO. 080731-TP, 
ORDER NO. PSC-09-0839-FOF-TP (F .P .S.C. December 21, 2009). 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

20. Has the Company provided telecommunications service to any entity in Florida 
other than Bright House Cable? If so, please identify each of those custom en. 

No. Note, however, that what is relevant to the Company's status as a carrier is its 
offering of such service, not to whom it actually provides service. See Response to Interrogatory 
No. 19, and cases cited there. As the D.C. Circuit noted: 

Like the [FCC], we are not troubled by the fact that Bright House and Comcast
affiliated carriers are currently serving only their affiliates. As the FCC explained, 
"[i]f a voice services provider similarly situated to Comcast and Bright House 
were looking for a provider of these services, the Comcast and Bright House 
Comj>etitive Carriers would be obvious choices." [23 FCC Red] at 10719 1 40. 
Verizon does not present any evidence to suggest that the disputed affiliates 
would turn away such a customer. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-cONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verlzon's First Set of Interrogatories 

21. Has the Company offered any tel~ommunications service by means of any public 
written or oral communication, such as a tariff, an advertisement, a brochure, a hand-out, 
a press release, an industry trade-show presentation, or a website posting in Florida? If so, 
please identify any such communications. 

Yes. See Response to Interrogatory Nos. 19-20. Bright House's status as a certificated 
carrier in Florida is a matter of public knowledge and public record. A simple search of the 
Commission's web site at: http://www.psc.state.fl.us/utilities/mcd!index.aspx indicates that 
Bright House is a certificated carrier. As we explained to V erizon (and the FCC) in the litigation 
referred to in response to Interrogatory No. 1 9, given the nature of our service offering -
wholesale connectivity - nothing more is necessary or required. As the FCC observed with 
respect to this issue: 

[B]y obtaining publicly available state certificates and interconnection 
agreements, the Comcast and Bright House Competitive Carriers have given 
notice that telecommunications services are available to the particular class of 
potential customers that might be interested in the services at issue here.lm 981 If a 
voice services provider similarly situated to Comcast and Bright House were 
looking for a provider of these services, the Comcast and Bright House 
Competitive Carriers would be obvious choices. 

The footnote states, in part: 

The segment of the "public'' to which the Comcast and Bright House Competitive 
Carriers seek to provide telecommunications consists of sophisticated entities -
other carriers - knowledgeable about state regulatory processes and the 
ramifications of state certificates and interconnection agreements. See, e.g., Supp. 
Davis Aff. ·at 1 5; Supp. Johnson Aff. at 1 9. 

In short, the company's publicly available certificate from the Commission, as well as its 
publicly available interconnection · agreement with V erizon, are fully adequate to advise the 
specialized group of potential customers for our services that we indeed offer them on a common 
carrier basis. 
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PUBLIC VERSION~ONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

Responses to Production ofDocument Requests 

1. Please provide aD documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response to 
Verizon's Interrogatory No.7. 

There are no responsive documents. 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

2. Please provide all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response to 
Verizon's Interrogatory No. 11. 

There are no responsive documents. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verfzon's First Set of Interrogatories 

3. Please provide all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response to 
Verizon's Interrogatory No. 12. 

There are no responsive documents. 

28 

DWT 14170968vl 0102548..()()()()21 

028 



PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

4. Please provide all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response to 
Verizon's Interrogatory No.13. 

There are no responsive documents. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

5. Please provide all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response to 
Verizon's Interrogatory No. 17. 

See response to interrogatory 17. 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP . 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

6. Please provide all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response to 
Verizon,s Interrogatory No. 18. 

See response to interrogatory 18. 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks lnfonnation Services (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verlzon's First Set of Interrogatories 

7. Please provide all documents evidencing, reflecting or relating to the costs or 
benefits of interconnection in IP format with Verizon or other local exchange carriers. 

See exhibit 1 regarding the benefits of interconnection in IP fonnat. There are no 
responsive documents regarding the costs of such interconnection. 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida}, LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

8. Please provide aU documents evidencing, reOecting or relating to the cost savings 
the Company expects to realize from interconnection in IP format with Verizon or other 
local exchange carriers. 

There are no responsive documents. 
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RESPONSES TO VERIZON'S FIRST SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES TO BRlOHT HOUSE NETWORKS INFORMATION SERVICES 
(FLORIDA), LLC 
DOCKET NO. 090501-TP 

· g answers to hrterrogatories Nos. 1 -21 are hereby true and 

AFFIDAVIT 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

I hereby certify that on this 4th day of March, 2010 before me, an Q.fficer duly authorized 

in the State and County aforesaid to take acknowledgxnents, personally appeared 

Marya Brown Jobns9n , who is personally known to me, and who acknowledged before me that 

he provided or reviewed the answers to Interrogatories Nos. 1 -21 provided in response to 

Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories to Bright House in Docket No.090501-TP, and that the 

responses to the aforesaid interrogatories are true and correct to the best of his personal 

knowledge. 

lN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have heretmto set my hand and seal in the State and Cotmty 

~4" dayofMarcb, 2010. 

Notary Public 

State of @an c)q_ My Commission ExPires:-~----......,.. 

(Tt218704;1) 
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PUBUC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networts lmormatlon SeNicea (Florida), LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Reaponse to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

Respectfully submitted this 5111 day of March, 2010, 

Christopher w .. Savage 
Danielle Frappier 
Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 200 
Washington. D.C. 20006 
Tel: 202-973-4200 
Fax:202-973-4499 
chrissavage@dwt.com 
danielle.frappier@dwt.com 

Attorneys for: 

Beth Keating 
Akerman Senterfitt 
106 East College Ave., Suite 1200 
Tallahassee, Fl32301 
Tel: 850-521-8002 
Fax: 850-222-0103 
beth.keating@akerman.com 

Bright House Networks Infonnation Services (Florida). LLC 
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PUBLIC VERSION-CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION REDACTED 
Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida}, LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Response to Verizon's First Set of Interrogatories 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served via 
Electronic Mail to the persons listed below this 5th day of March, 201 0: 

Dulaney L. o•Roark, III, VP/General Counsel 
Verizon Florida, LLC 

David Christian 
Verizon Florida, Inc. 

P.O. Box 110, MC FLTC 0007 
Tampa. FL 33601 
de.oroark@verizon.com 

Jamie Morrow, Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission, 
Office of the General Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
jmorrow@psc.state.fl. us 

DWT 1417096Bvl 0102548-000021 

By: 

106 East College Ave. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7748 
Oavid.christian@verizon.com 

Kevin Bloom, Division of Regulatory 
Compliance 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Kbloom@psc.state.fl. us 

Christopher W. Savage 
Danielle Frappier 
Davis Wright Tremaine, .LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Beth Keating 
Akerman Senterfitt 
106 East College Avenue, Suite 1200 
P.O. Box 1877 (32302) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
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EXHIB/Tl 

Docket No. 09050 1-GU 

Bright House Networks Information 
Services (Florida), LLC 

Response to Verizon's 

First Request for Production of Documents 

(POD7) 
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rJ·c McGraw Hll/ c.o,-,pc:orcs ' · · · ' · · · -< 

Press Release 
J.D. Power and Associates Reports: 
Overall Customer Satisfaction with Residential Telephone Service IDcreases Considerably 

Bright House Networks. Cox Communications and WjdcOoenWest Each Rank Highest in Residential Telephone 
Customer Satisfaction in Their R,espectiye Re&iQN 

WESTLAKE VILLAGE, Calif.: 16 September 2009- Customer satisfaction with residential telephone 
service has increased notably in 2009, according to the J.D. Power anq Associates 2009 Residential Telephone 
Customer Satisfaction StuctyS"' released today. . 

Overall satisfaction averages 6S3 on a l,O()O..point seale, an increase of 18 index points from 2008. Service 
providers continue to make incremental improvements to their service offerings in an ongoing effort to attract 
new customers and retain current customers. For instance, the time spent on hold to resolve a customer's most 
recent problem or issue averaged 8.8 minutes, down from 9.5 minutes in 2008. Despite improvements in service, 
the number of customers who left their provider increased to J 0 pen:ent from 9 percent in 2008. 

"Competition in the industry is at an all·time high, as providers are offering a variety of technologies to vie for 
increasingly savvy customers," said Frank Perazzini, director of telecommunications at J .D. Power and Associates. 
"This has resulted in stronger product performance than in the recent past, which is supported by more efficient 
servi~making customers the big winners!' · 

The study finds that improvements in residential telephone service have driven an increase in recommendation 
rates among customers. Nearly 70 percent of customers say they "probably will" or "definitely will" recommend 
their service provider, an increase from 64 percent in 2008. 

The 2009 study marks the third consecutive year that traditional cable television providers have achieved the 
highest rankings in all regions included in the study. 

The study measures customer satisfaction witb both local and long distance telephone seryi~ in four regions 
throughout the United States. Five &ctors arc examined in determining overall satisfaction. In order of importance, 
they arc customer service; performance and reliability; cost of service; billing; and offerings and promotions. 

Provider results by region arc: 

East Region: Cox Communications ranks highest in the region, performing particularly well in customer service 
and performance and reliability. 

South Region: Bright House Networks ran1cs highest in the region and performs well across all five factors. 

North Ceotrpl Region: WidcOpenWest (WOW!) ranks highest in the region, performing well across all five 
factors. 

(Page I of2) 
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West Region: Cox Communications ranks highest in the region and performs well in perfonnance and reliability; 
customer service; cost of service; and billing. 

The 2009 Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction Study is based on responses from more than 21,480 
customers nationwide who receive their local and long distance telephone service from one provider. The study 
was fielded in January, April and July 2009. 

About J.D. Power and Associates 
Headquartered in Westlalce Village, Calif., J.D. Power and Associates is a global marketing information services 
company operating in key business sectors including market research, forecasting, performance improvement, 
Web intelligence and customer satisfaction. Tbe company's quality and satisfaction measurements are based on 
responses from miltions of consumers annually. For more information oo car reyiews and ratings. car insurance, 
health insurance, cell phone ratings, and more, please visit JDPower.com. J.D. Power and Associates is a business 
unit of The McGraw~Hill Companies. 

About The McGraw.HIII Companies 
Founded in 1888, The McGraw·Hill Companies (NYSE: MHP) is a leading global information services provider 
meeting worldwide needs in the financial services, education and business information markets through leading 
brands such as Standard & Poor's, McOraw·HiJI Education, Busin~sWeelc and J.D. Power and Associates. The 
Corporation has more than 280 offices in 40 countries. Sales in 2008 were $6.4 billion. Additional infonnatlon is 
available at htto;/!www.mcgraw·hill.com. 

J.D. Power and Associates Media Relations Contacts: 
John Tews; Troy, Mich.; (248) 312-4119; media.relations@jdpa.com 

Syvetril Perryman; Westlake Village, Cali£; (805) 418·8103; media.relations@jdpa.com 

No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this release without the express prior 
written consent of J.D. Power and Associates. www.jdpower.com/coworate 

### 
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J.D. Power and Associates 
2009 Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction StudysM 
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J.D. Power and Associates 
2009 Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction StudysM 
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J.D. Power and Associates 
2009 Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction StudysM 
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2009 Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction StudysM 
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bright r.@· . ·-~ 
house, . 

KflWOUS \,__._ -~ 
Joe Durkin 
Senior Director of Corporate Communications 
727-329-2926 
Joe.Durlcln@mybrlqhthouse.com 

PRESS RELEASE 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

For Home Phone, Bright House Networks 
Continues to Rank Highest In Customer 

SansfacnonintheSouth 
St Petersburg, Fla. (September 17, 2009) - For the fourth consecutive year, 

Bright House Networks ranks highest in customer satisfaction among U.S. telephone 

service providers in the South according to the J.D. Power and Associates 2009 

Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction StudySM released on Sept. 16.1 Bright 

House Networks provides Home Phone sel."Vice to nearly 8oo,ooo customers. 

According to the study, Bright House Networks customer satisfaction scores in the 

South Region were highest for all five factors that comprise Customer Satisfaction: 

Customer Seryice; Performance and Reliability; Cost of Service. Billing. and Offerings 

and Promotions. 

Bright House Networks was notified that it would be named for tbe fourth time in a row, 

the highest ranking U.S. telephone service provider in the South Region. In 2006, 2007 

and 2008, Bright House Networks ranked highest among customers surveyed for 

Residential Phone Service. 

"We are so pleased to be recognized for providing excellent customer satisfaction with 

our Home Phone service for four years in a row," said Mike Robertson, President, 

Tampa Division- Bright House Networks. "Bright House Networks is committed to 

bringing the best in all of our services through Interactive TV, Home Phone and High 

Speed Internet. I am very proud of our hundreds of employees who uphold our 

customer promise of great service on a daily basis." 

1 In 2006 and 2007, BHN ranked highest in the Southeast region and this year and in 2008/n the South region. 
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J.D. Power and Associates reported that the 2009 study marks the second consecutive 

year that cable television providers have achieved the highest-ranking poSitions across 

rui regions examined in the study. 

Since 2003, Bright House Networks has operated with the promise to put customers in 

control and to help make their lives easier. Bright House Networks has continued to live 

up to that ·promise by introducing innovative customer care initiatives, easier to 

understand billing practices and simple to use products that are available when 

customers want them including features like Start Over and Caller ID on PC. 

The 2009 Residential Telephone Customer Satisfaction Study is based on responses 

. collected in January, April, and July 2009 from more than 13,600 customers nationwide 

who receive their local and long distance telephone service from one provider. 

##I 

About Bright House Networks 
Bright House Networks is the~ largest mUltiple cable system operator (MSO) in the US 
with 2.4 million customers in several large cities including Tampa Bay and Orlando, 
F1orida; Bakersfield, California; Indianapolis, Indiana; Detroit, Michigan; and 
Birmingham, Alabama; along with several other smaller regions in Alabama and the 
Florida Panhandle. The Florida markets are adjacent and form one of the country's 
largest cable clusters. Bright House Networks corporate offices are located in Syracuse, 
New York and Orlando, Florida. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Bright House Networks lnfonnation 
Services (Florida), LLC 

Petition for Arbitration ofTenns and Conditions 
of An Interconnection Agreement with Verizon 
Florida. LLC 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

BRIGHT HOUSE'S RESPONSES TO VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S SECOND 
DOCUMENT PRODUcriON REQUESTS (NO.9) 

Bright House Networks Infonnation Services (Florida). LLC, ("Bright House") hereby 

submits its responses to the second requests for production of documents (No. 9) of Verizon 

Florida LLC ("Verizon") in the above-captioned proceeding, as follows this cover page. Service 

has been made in accordance with the attached Certificate of Service. 

(TU2396l;t) 

·'·" ' ., ·-::. 

By: 

. . .. . ..... - . - ~ t 

Christopher W. Savage 
Oanielle Frappier 
Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorneys jar Bright House 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
DocketNo.090501-TP 

Response to Verizon's Second Requests for Production 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
Request No. 9 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served via 
Hand Delivery or Overnight Mail/Next Day• service to the persons listed below this 27th 
day of April, 2010: 

Dulaney L. O'Roark, III, VP/General Counsel* 
Verizon Florida, LLC 

David Cluistian 
Verizon Florida, Inc. 

P.O. Box 110, MC FLTC 0007 
Tampa, FL 33601 
de.oroark@verizon.com 

Timisha Brooks, Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission. 
Office of the General Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahasseet FL 32399-0850 
tbrooks@psc.state.fl. us 

I 06 East College Ave. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7748 
David.christian@verizon.com 

Kevin Bloom, Division ofRegulatory 
Compliance 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Kbloom@psc.state.fl.us 

By: h ~; 
Christopher W. Savage 
Danielle Frappier 
Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Beth Keating 
Akerman Senterfitt 
106 East College A venuet Suite 1200 
P.O. Box 1877 (32302) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

3 

048 



Bright House Networ1<s Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to Verizon's Second Requests for Production 
Request No.9 

9. Please provide copies of all pre-filed testimony and other filings submitted by Mr. 
Gates in Case No. JRT-2008-AR-0001 before the Telecommunications Regulatory 
Board of Puerto Rico, and which is referenced at page 142 of Mr. Gates' Direct 
Testimony. 

See attached exhibit consisting of the Direct and Reply Testimony of Mr. Gates before 
the Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico in Case No. JRT-2008-AR-
0001 . 
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For Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) 
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with Puerto Rico Telepbone Company 
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OF 

TIMOTHY J GATES 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Timothy J Gates. My business address is QSl Consulting, 819 

Huntington Drive. Highlands Ranch, Colorado 80126. 

WHAT IS QSI CONSULTING, INC. AND WHAT IS YOUR POSITION 

WITH THE FIRM? 

QSI Consulting, lnc. ("QSI") is a consulting finn specializing in traditional and 

non~traditional utility industries, econometric analysis and computer-aided 

modeling. QSI provides consulting services for regulated utilities, competitive 

providers, government agencies (including public utility commissions, attorneys 

general and consumer councils) and industry organizations. I currently serve as 

Senior Vice President. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 

WORK EXPERIENCE. 

1 received a Bachelor of Science degree from Oregon State University and a 

Master of Management degree with an emphasis in Finance and Quantitative 

Methods from Willamette University's Atkinson Graduate School of 

Management. Since l received my Masters, I have taken additional graduate-level 

courses in statistics and econometrics. I have also attended numerous courses and 

seminars specific to the telecommunications industry, including both the NARUC 

Annual and NARUC Advanced Regulatory Studies Programs. 
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Direct T cstimony of Timothy J Oates 
JRT-2001-AR-000 1 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Prior to joining QSI, I was a Senior Executive Staff Member at MCI WorldCom 
' 

Inc. f'MWCOM"). I was employed by MCJ and/or MWCOM for 15 years in 

various public policy positions. While at MWCOM I managed various functions, 

including tariffing, economic and financial analysis, competitive analysis, witness 

training and MWCOM's use of external consultants. Prior to joining MWCOM, 1 

was employed as a Telephone Rate Analyst in the Engineering Division at the 

· Texas Public Utility Commission and earlier as an Economic Analyst at the 

Oregon Public Utility Commission. I also worked at the Bonneville Power 

Administration (United States Department of Energy) as a Financial Analyst 

perfonning total electric use forecasts while I attended graduate school. Prior to 

doing my graduate work, I worked for ten years as a reforestation forester in the 

Pacific Northwest for multinational corporate and government organizations. 

Exhibit TJG-1, attached hereto to this testimony, is a summary of my work 

experience and education. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN PROCEDINGS 

BEFORE TilE TELECOMMUNICATIONS REGULATORY BOARD OF 

PUERTO RICO ("BOARD")? 

Yes. I filed testimony in Case Nos. JRT-2005-Q-0121, IRT-2005-Q-0128, JRT-

2003-Q-0297, JRT-2004-Q-0068 (Telefonica Larga Distancia de Puerto Rico. Inc., 

Worldnet Telecommunications, Inc., Sprint Communications Company, LP, and AT&T of 

Puerto Rico, Inc., v. Puerto Rico Telephoi'Ul Company, Inc.). on behalf of Centennial 

Puerto Rico License Corporation. In that case, however, the Puerto Rico Telephone 

Company ("PRTCj withdrew its proposals before any Jive testimony, so I have never 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy 1 Gates 
JRT-200&-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

appeared in person before the Board. In addition, I have testified more than 200 

times in 44 states, and filed comments with the Federal Communications 

Commission ("FCC") on various public policy issues ranging from costing, 

pricing, local entry and universal service to strategic planning, merger and 

network issues. See Exhibit TJG-1 . 

Q. DO YOU HAVE EXPERIENCE WITH THE ISSUES IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

A. Yes. I have participated in dozens of arbitrations since the passage of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996.1 The issues in this proceeding arc the same or 

similar to the issues in the arbitrations in which I have participated. 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU FILING THIS DIRECf TESTIMONY? 

A. I am filing this testimony on behalf of Centennial Puerto Rico License Corp. 

("Centennial"). 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide support to Centennial's positions on 

the following issues: Issue l (Tenn of the Agreement), Issue 3 (Late Payment 

Penalties), Issue 5 (Scope of Traffic to be Exchanged), Issue 6 (Default Bill and 

Keep Compensation}, Issue 9 (Definition of Local Traffic), Issue 10 (Clariftcation 

of Treatment ofVoiP Traffic). Issue 11 (Treatment of Toll-Free Traffic), Issue 12 

1 Telecommunications Act ofl996, Pub. LA. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996) ("Telecom Act" or "Act"). 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

(Prevention of PRTC Regulatory Arbitrage). Issue 15 (Transiting Rate) and Issue 

16 (Clarification of Application of Reverse Toll Billing). 

3 Q. BEFORE TURNING TO THE ISSUE-BY -ISSUE ANALYSIS, DO YOU 

4 

5 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

HAVE ANY GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE PROPOSALS OF 

THE COMPANIES? 

Yes. A common theme that runs throughout many of the disputed issues is how a 

call should be classified for intercarrier compensation purposes as between 

Centennial and PRTC. As the Board knows. this is not the first time that these 

types of issues have arisen in Puerto Rico; rather. there is an established history in 

Puerto Rico on the foundational issues for proper intercarrier compensation 

between the companies. Two of those foundational issues are - (1) whether the 

geographic end points of a call should be used for compensation purposes versus 

some other metric such as how the call is rated for retail purposes; and (2) how 

the Governing Local Calling Area should be defined for intercarrier compensation 

purposes. The Board has already decided both of these issues. 

WHAT HAS mE BOARD DECIDED ON THE ISSUE OF WHETHER 

THE GEOGRAPmC END POINTS OF A CALL SHOULD BE USED TO 

DETERMINE INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION? 

The Board has consistently decided that the geographic end points of a call should 

dictate how to rate a call for intercarrier compensation purposes. I discuss below 

what this has meant for PRTC and Centennial. 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-20011-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT HAS THE BOARD DECIDED ON THE ISSUE OF HOW THE 

GOVERNING LOCAL CALLING AREA SHOULD BE DEFINED FOR 

INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION? 

The Board has previously ruled (twice, with respect to Centennial and PRTC) that 

local calling areas should be defined according to the local calling areas of the 

carrier with the fewest number of local calling zones, which in this case is 

CenteMiaJ"s single island-wide local calling area instead of PRTC"s lO local 

calling areas. 

PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE BOARD'S DECISION TO DEFINE 

LOCAL CALLING AREAS ACCORDING TO THE CARRIER WITH 

THE FEWEST NUMBER OF LOCAL CALLING AREAS. 

In the 2002 Centennial/PRTC arbitration decision, the arbitrator ruled that local 

calling areas should be defmcd according to the local calling areas of the carrier 

with the fewest number of zones.2 At ~ time, Centennial had 14 local calling 

areas and PRTC had 68 local calling areas. When the companies arbitrated the 

successor to the 2002 agreement in 2005. the decision to define local calling areas 

according to the carrier with the fewest number of zones was reaffirmed. At that 

time, Centennial had reduced its local calling areas to one island-wide local 

calling areal and PRTC had 10 local calling areas4 (which is the case today). The 

1 Case No. JRT-2005-AR-0001, Petition ofCentenniDI Puerto Rico UC¥nse Corp. for Arbitration Pursuant 
to Section 151(b) of the Telecotrllmlnicatioru Act of /996 to Establish an ltttuconnection Agrunwnl with 
Pwrto Rico TeleplroM Company, Arbitrator's Report and Order, p. 3, May 23, 2005 ("2005 Arbitration 
Decision"), citing Centennial Pwrto Rico License Corp. Petilionfor Arbitration, Arbitrator's Report and 
Order, Case No. JRT-2002-AR-0002, June 28, 2002 ("2002 Arbitration Decision"). 
1 2005 Arbitration Decision, p. 3. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

and Reverse Toll Billing, respectively. Centennial's proposals on these issues, on 

the other hand, hannonize the ICA language with the Board's previous rulings. 

WHY, IN YOUR VIEW, IS PRTC AITEMPTING TO REHASH ISSUES 

THAT HAVE TWICE BEEN REJECTED AND GO BACK TO A LOCAL 

CALLING STRUCI'URE THAT HAS NOT EXISTED FOR SIX YEARS? 

PRTC's proposals to use its local calling areas for the purposes of classifYing 

calls would likely result in PRTC being allowed to collect access charges for the 

greatest number of calls. However, its position is not consistent with the Board's 

previous decisions. The Board decided that the geographic endpoints oflhe call is 

what is relevant to classify calls for intercarrier compensation and ruled that the 

Governing Local Calling Areas is the territory with the fewest number of local 

calling areas. The Board rejected the notion that PRTC is attempting to rehash 

here: that access charges should apply to any traffic that traverses PRTC's local 

calling area boundaries. In other words, PRTC wants to use the geographic end 

points to rate intercarrier compensation, but only if its local caning a.rus are used 

to define a local call. The Board should reject PRTC's attempt to reargue these 

issues, and instead, remain consistent with its prior decisions. 

IS THERE ANOTHER FACTOR THAT THE BOARD SHOULD KEEP IN 

MIND WHEN ANALYZING THE ISSUES IN THIS CASE, 

PARTICULARLY AS THEY RELATE TO CLASSIFICATION OF 

TRAFFIC AS LOCAL? 

Yes. Centennial has made the investment to establish fiber meet point 

interconnections with Centennial at or near every PRTC end office. I am not 
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Direct Testimony oflimotby J Gate$ 
JRT -2008-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

aware of any other CLEC anywhere in the country that has built out to every 

ILEC end office. This is a substantial commitment to competition in the Puerto 

Rico market for which Centennial should be applauded. Because of the 

robustness and ubiquitous nature of the Centennial network interconnections, 

PRTC is able to hand offtraffic to Centennial at each ofPRTC's end offices. 

HOW DOES THE EXTENT OF CENTENNIAL'S INVESTMENT AND 

NETWORK IMPACT THE ISSUES IN THIS ARBITRATION? 

The network investment and architecture plays into this arbitration in at least two 

ways. First, essentially all traffic exchanged between PRTC and Centennial can 

be handed off at the PRTC end office instead of PRTC carrying that call to hand 

off at the tandem. With the existence of two ubiquitous networks (i.e., PRTC's 

and Centennial's) and a single island-wide local calling area, there is no reason 

for access charges as between Centennial and PRTC. Centennial will be 

exchanging traffic with PRTC at the PRTC end office and every call between 

Centennial and PRTC is local for intercarrier compensation purposes. Second, 

Centennial should not be arbitrarily limited in the types of traffic that it can 

exchange with PRTC at the meet point interconnections it has established (see, 

e.g., Issue #5). Rather, Centennial should be allowed to exchange all types of 

traffic at these meet points so that its investments can be used efficiently and 

Centennial is not forced to incur dupl~ative and unnecessary costs in establishing 

separate facilities or compensating PRTC to transport calls to distant locations. 
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Ill. ISSUE BY ISSUE ANALYSES 

Issue #1: Term of Agreement 
Statement oflssue #1: Should the Agreement have a term of 2 years or 3 years? 
ICA Reference: GT&C Attachment§ 2.1 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUE #1 -TERM OF AGREEMENT. 

A. Issue # 1 is a straightforward issue. Centennial proposes that the term of the 

7b . successor agreement e two years and PRTC proposes a three-year term. The 

disputed language between the companies on Issue #I is found in Section ~.1 of 

the General Terms and Conditions (GT&C) Attachment as shown in Exhibit TJG-

2 (Disputed ICA language). 

Q. WHY IS A TWO-YEAR TERM FOR THE AGREEMENT PREFERABLE 

TO A THREE· YEAR TERM? 

A. The appropriate term of an interconnection agreement is a matter of business 

judgment. And because competitive conditions on many of the core competitive 

terms could be quite different in a short period oftime, it is CentenniaJ•s business 

judgment that a two-year term is more appropriate than a three-year tenn. 

Q. PLEASE ELABORATE ON WHY CORE ISSUES BETWEEN 

CENTENNIAL AND PRTC COULD BE CHANGING IN A SHORT 

PERIOD OF TIME. 

A. Mr. Roughton and Mr. Khoury address this issue as well. From my perspective, 

however, one such example is the evolving nature of technologies in the 

7 For purposes of this testimony, "successor agreement" refers to the: agreement Centennial and PRTC are 
arbitrating in this case to replace the 2005 agreement between the companies. 

Page 9 

BH 0018 
Docket No. 090501 

060 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-000 J 

On BehalfofCentennial 

telecommunications marketplace, such as Voice over Internet Protocol ("VoiP"). 

As PRTC correctly notes at page 29 of its Response, fundamental issues regarding 

VoiP, such as the proper intercarrier compensation and appropriate classification 

for VoiP, are pending before the FCC. Other significant matters are also 

currently pending before the FCC, which could dramatically change the dealings 

between Centennial and PRTC. Most notable is the intercarrier compensation 

FNPRM, 1 which could dramatically change tenns by which carriers compensate 

each other for exchanging traffic. Further, national elections are just a few 

months away, which could have a dramatic impact on the makeup and policies of 

the FCC (particularly as they relate to the matters currently pending before the 

FCC mentioned above). Finally, I have been informed by Centennial that both 

PRTC and Centennial have recently experienced significant management 

changes. It is reasonable to think that new managers may want to modify some 

aspects of business strategy, and it is reasonable to be cautious about entering into 

longer contracts during this time of change. 

COULD THE CHANGE OF LAW PROVISION OF THE ICA BE USED 

TO ADAPT TilE ICA TO CHANGES OF LAW TIIAT OCCUR DURING 

THE TERM OF THE AGREEMENT?' 

I am not a lawyer. However, my Jay~person's under$tanding of that clause 

suggests that (a) it could be used for that purpose, but (b) this is not support for 

using a longer three-year term over a two-year term. If we assume for example 

I D«veloping Q Uni}Vd lntercarrier Compensation &girM, Further Notice of Propoted Rulemakihg, 20 
FCC Red 4685, 4722 (2005). 
9 See, e.g., PRTC Response, p. 5. 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

that the FCC issues an order in the Intercarrier Compensation NPRM, it is likely 

that changes to the manner in which carriers compensate each other for certain 

types of traffic would result. This would likely require a substantial review of the 

companies' agreement to determine what changes, if any, would be necessary to 

compensation for various types of traffic. This may result in a number of 

disagreements between the companies on how to interpret the FCC's ruling and 

how to incorporate the ruling into the companies' agreement. The resources and 

time expended by the companies to implement the FCC's decision through the 

Change of Law provision would be equal to or greater than the resources and time 

expended in the ongoing negotiation/arbitration. This shows that PRTC's claims 

of greater efficiencies related to dealing with changes to core issues between the 

parties through a Change of Law provision versus negotiating a new ICA 10 are 

exaggerated. 

CANYOUPROVffiEANEXAMPLETOPROVEYOURPO~? 

Yes. When the FCC modified the unbundling regime in its Triennial Review 

Order (fR0)11 and Triennial Review Remand Order (TRR0)12
, many litigated 

proceedings were initiated by state commissions and boards for the purposes of 

modifying the ILEC/CLEC interconnection agreements to incorporate the new 

unbundling regime. And though the Change of Law provisions of the 

ILEC/CLEC agreements were used to incorporate the FCC's changes in many 

instances, the disagreements and litigation that transpired were more extensive 

10 PRTC Response, pp. S-6. 
11 FCC 03·36; Released: August 21, 2003. 
11 FCC 04-290; Released: Febroary 4, 2005. 
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Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

than disagreements and litigation that nonnally occur when companies renegotiate 

an expiring contract. In the TROffRRO examples, the FCC changed the core 

tenns between ILECs and CLECs (i.e., the availability and in some cases the 

pricing of unbundled network elements) to such an extent that it resulted in a 

wholesale revamping of the agreements even when they were done within the 

context of the Change of Law provisions of the Agreements. Any person or 

company who was intimately involved in the post-TROrrRRO arbitration cases 

can attest to the fact that the proceedings to implement the FCC's decisions via 

Change of Law provisions of existing ICAs were equally (or more) time and 

resource-consuming than negotiating/arbitrating a normal successor agreement. 

PRTC INDICATES THAT ADOPTING CENTENNIAL~s PROPOSED 

TWO-YEAR TERM WOULD RESULT IN THE COMPANIES HAVING 

TO BEGIN NEGOTIATIONS ON A NEW ICA 15 MONTHS AFTER THE 

ISSUES IN TillS CASE ARE DECIDED (OR JUST 6 MONTHS IF 

RECONSIDERATION IS SOUGHT AND GRANTED). 13 WOULD YOU 

LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Yes. PRTC fails to mention that a portion of the agreed-to language in Section 

2.2 of the GT&C Attachment states: "By agreement set forth in writing as 

provided in Section 42 hereot: the parties may extend the term of this 

Agreement!' This means that to the extent that nothing has changed that warrants 

modifications to the companies' Agreement during its term, then the companies 

may simply extend the Agreement without negotiations taking place. If changes 

IJ PRTC Response, pp. 4-S. 
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Direct Testimony ofTimothy J Gates 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

do take place, however, that warrant mOdifications, it would be appropriate for the 

companies to negotiate those changes regardless of the timing associated with 

resolving the issues in this case, 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION FOR ISSUE #I? 

A. I recommend that the Board adopt Centennial's proposed Section 2.1 of the 

GT &C Attachment. 

Issue #3: Late Payment Penalties in Connection with Disputes where the DispuJed 
Amounts are Placed Into Escrow 

Statement of Issue #3: Should the contract provide that the interest earned on 
disputed amounts in escrow constitutes sufficient "penalty" to the losing party? 
ICA Reference: GT&C Attachment§ 17.6 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUE #3- LATE PAYMENT PENALTIES FOR 

DISPUTED AMOUNTS PLAC~D IN ESCROW. 

A. Issue #3 relates to whether late payment penalties for properly disputed amounts 

thal are placed in escrow should apply if the dispute is ruled in favor of the 

Invoicing party. When a dispute arises over a bill, the companies have agreed that 

(with a very narrow possible exception) 1000/e ofthe disputed amount will be put 

in an interest-bearing escrow account. This escrow requirement means that the 

companies must give up control over the disputed funds while the dispute is being 

resolved. The issue to be addressed under Issue #3 is whether it is appropriate for 

the Invoicing party to also assess late payment penalty charges14 on the Invoiced 

party should the dispute be resolved in favor of the Invoicing party. Late payment 

14 Late payment penalties. as described in Section 17.4 of the GT&C Attachment. are calculated by 
applying a rate of interest to the amount not received by the Invoicing party compounded daily from the 
Payment Due Date to the date on which the amount is paid to tbe Invoiced party. The rate of interest is the 
lesser of (1) 1 S% per year or (ii) highest interest rate that may be charged by governing law. 
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charges should not apply to good-faith15 disputed amounts that arc put into 

escrow. On the other hand, if the dispute is resolved in favor of the Invoicing 

party, the Invoicing party should be entitled to the unreceived disputed amounts 

as well as an interest that accrues while the disputed funds are in escrow. 

Q. WHAT IS PRTC'S POSITION ON THE ESCROW PROCESS? 

A. PRTC contends that both the escrow requirement (including accrued interest) as 

well as late payment charges should apply ifthC< dispute is resolved in favor of the 

Invoicing party. The language in dispute between the companies on Issue #3 is 

found in Section 17.6 of the GT&C Attachment (as shown in Exhibit TJG-2). 

Q. HAVE THE COMPANIES BEEN ABLE TO NARROW THEIR 

DISAGREEMENT. RELATED TO THE APPROPRIATE HANDLING OF 

BILLING DISPUTES? 

A. Y cs. The companies have made substantial progress with respect to the 

previously contentious issue of how to handle escrows .for amounts in dispute. 

Among other things the parties agree on the tenns of the applicable escrow 

account and on a procedure under which disputed amounts would be placed in 

escrow. Centennial understands and agrees that if an invoiced party does not 

dispute a bill in a timely fashion, but also does not pay it or escrow the disputed 

" Despite PRTC's proposal, which is based on the premise that the Invoiced party will raise frivolous 
disputes in the absence of late payment charges, bocb companies arc required to act in good faith under the 
Agreement. Section 21 of the GT&.C Attachment states: .. The Parties shall ac:t in good faith in their 
performance ofthls Agreement. Except as otherwise expressly stated in this Agrec:mcnt (including, but not 

limited to, where consent, approval, agreement or a similar action is stated to be within a Party's sole 
discretion). where consent. approval, mutual agreement or a similar action is required by any provision of 
this Agreement, such action shall not be unreasonably withheld, c:onditioncd or delayed." 
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amounts, the Invoiced party should pay a late payment penalty. Centennial also 

understands and agrees that if an lnvoiced party disputes a bill but fails to put the 

disputed funds in a neutral, third-party escrow account, the Invoiced party should 

pay late payment penalties if the biU is ultimately found to be valid. 

WHAT THEN IS THE REMAINING DISPUTE OVER THE ESCROW 

ISSUE? 

The dispute under Issue #3 only relates to situations where an Invoiced party 

timely disputes a bill and takes the disputed amounts out of its own bank account 

and places them in a third-party escrow. 

WHAT PURPOSE DOES THE ESCROW REQUIREMENT SERVE? 

There are at least two purposes served by the escrow requirement. First. it 

ensures that the Invoicing party will be paid the disputed amounts if the dispute is 

ruled in the Invoicing party's favor. Second, the escrow requirement serves to 

ensure that the Invoiced party does not dispute bills simply to delay or avoid 

paying the bill and to remove any incentive an Invoiced party may have to raise 

frivolous billing disputes. As set forth in Section 17.5.1 ofthe proposed ICA, an 

Invoieed party must pay the disputed amount into an escrow account by the 

Payment Due Date, which means that from the Invoiced party's perspective (and 

more precisely, the Invoiced party's bank account's perspective), the Invoiced 

party must give up use of these funds while the dispute is resolved. And from the 

Invoicing party's perspective, it is provided assurances that it will get paid if it is 

correct. Therefore, from a strictly financial perspective, the Invoiced party is 
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Q. 

A. 

financially indifferent from the Payment due date as to whether the money is 

disputed or not - it must still give up the money (the difference being is the 

money goes into escrow for disputed amounts and to the Invoicing party for 

undisputed amounts). There is no way for the Invoiced party to delay or avoid 

paying the bill {i.e., game the system)16 by raising a dispute because the Invoiced 

party must still give up access to the monies on the Payment Due Date. Further, 

because the Invoiced party loses access to the money (and its earning power) 

during resolution of the dispute, and must expend resources and money 

attempting . to resolve Ute dispute once raised, 17 the Invoiced party has no 

incentive to raise frivolous disputes. 

WHY IS IT INAPPROPRIATE FOR LATE PAYMENT CHARGES TO 

APPLY IF THE DISPUTE IS RESOLVED IN FAVOR OF THE 

INVOICING PARTY? 

Mr. Khoury addresses this issue as well. Essentially, late payment charges are 

assessed when a party is delinquent in paying a bill. With the agreed upon 

language above, the disputed amounts will be paid into escrow in a timely 

manner. This type of penalty advantages the Invoicing party because before the 

Invoiced party disputes bills (no matter how legitimate the dispute may be} the 

Invoiced party must weigh its chances of success in resolution of the dispute for 

•• Indeed, Section 1 1.5. I requires the Invoiced party disputing a bill to, by the Payment Due Date, not only 
pay the disputed amount into esa-ow but to also provide the Invoicing party with a certification that the 
disputed amount has been paid Into escrow (17..5.1.3.2), the specific lmOUI'It of the dlspute(l7.S.I.3.1) and 
a detailed description of the 8fOUnds for dispute (17.5.1.3.3). Given that the Invoiced party must give a 
detailed description of the pounds for dispute to the Invoicing party by the Payment Due Date, it would be 
very difficult for a Invoiced party to raise a frivolous dispute in the first instance. 
17 Section 17 .s .2 rcquiza the a disputed amount to be negotiated in good faith at the managerial level for a 
minimum of 45 days from the Payment Due Date before seeking resolution from, for example, the Board. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

fear of penalties for losing. There is no sound policy reason for imposing a late 

payment penalty simply because, after a good-faith dispute, it turns out that the 

biJI was valid. 

IF PRTC'S POSITION ON THE LATE PAYMENT CHARGE WAS 

ADOPTED, WOULD IT CREATE PERVERSE INCENTIVES FOR PRTC? 

Yes. Because late payment charges serve as disincentives to the lnvoiced party to 

raise legitimate billing disputes, it could result in frivolous billing on the part of 

the Invoicing party. In other words, if the Invoiced party is Jess likely to raise 

billing disputes, the Invoicing party is more likely to issue inaccurate or erroneous 

bills. 

IS THERE ANOTHER REASON WHY A LATE PAYMENT PENALTY 

SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED UNDER mE CIRCUMSTANCES OF 

ISSUE #3? 

Yes. Late payment charges under the limited circumstances of Issue #3 are 

fundamentally unfair and one-sided. Under PRTC's proposal, the Invoiced party 

faces late payment penalty charges if it loses the dispute, but the Invoicing party 

faces no similar penalties if the Invoiced party wins the dispute. In other words. 

the Invoicing party faces no penalty for issuing inaccurate or erroneous bills. So, 

if PRTC sends an incorrect bill and Centennial disputes it, Centennial must put its 

funds in escrow (and forego access to those funds pending the dispute) and wilt 

only get those funds back with interest when proven correct - with no additional 

compensation for losing access to those funds during the dispute. While PRTC 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

argues that it needs additional compensation for the escrowed, disputed amounts 

to which it did not have access during the dispute should the bill be determined 

correct, 13 the same argument holds true for Centennial when its dispute is upheld 

- but PRTC's proposal would provide no such compensation for the Invoiced 

party. 

DOES CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL AVOID TilE ONE-SIDED NATURE 

OF PRTC'S PROPOSAL? 

Yes. In contrast to PRTC's one-sided proposal in favor of the Invoicing party, 

Centennial's proposal treats the companies fairly by providing to the winner of 

the dispute (whether that is the Invoicing party or Invoiced party) the disputed 

funds in escrow plus the interest that accrued while in escrow. 

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION FOR ISSUE #3? 

. . 

The Board should adopt Centennial's proposed Section of 17.6 of the GT&C 

Attachment. 

11 PRTC Response, p. 10. 

Page 18 

BH 0037 
Docket No. 090501 

069 



I 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

-:4.~QSI 
~'t· consulting, inc. 

Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Issue #5: Scope of Traffic to be Exchanged Between the Parties 

Statement oflssue #5: Should the contract permit the parties to efficiently use the 
numerous high-capacity meet points linking their networks for any cypes of traffic, 
or should the use of those meet points be arbitrarily restricted to certain traffic 
types? 
ICA Reference: Interconnection Attachment§ 1.1, 11.1 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUE #5 - SCOPE OF TRAFFIC TO BE 

EXCHANGED BETWEEN TilE PARTIES. 

A. Centennial maintains that, based on existing law and engineering/economic 

efficiency, the agreement should expressly pennit any and all lawful traffic to be 

c:xchanged bc:twc:c:u the: parties using their extensive meet point interconnection 

arrangements. PRTC argues that the use of the meet points should be restricted to 

certain narrowly identified traffic types~ I should note that in addition to this 

testimony, Mr. Khoury and Mr. Angulo address Issue No.5 as well. 

Q. WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY "LAWFUL" TYPES OF TRAFFIC? 

A. I am not a lawyer, but I am told by Centennial that by .. lawful traffic" it is simply 

referring to traffic where no applicable law bans the carriage or exchange of the 

traffic.19 My lay person's interpretation is that Centennial simply wants to 

exchange all types of traffic originated or received by its customers over existing 

meet points as opposed to adding additional and unnecessary meet points for 

different traffic types. 

19 See Centennial's Response to PRTC's First Data Requests No. 27(a). 
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PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY CENTENNIAL SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO 

UTILIZE THE EXISTING MEET POINTS TO EXCHANGE ANY AND 

ALL LAWFUL TRAFFIC. 

First of all, as Mr. Angulo explains (and I agree), there is no technical reason to 

not allow the exchange of all traffic over the existing meet points. Centennial's 

proposal is technically feasible and the most efficient solution from an 

engineering perspective. Allowing the efficient use of interconnection facilities is 

also pro-competitive. 

HOW IS USING THE EXISTING MEET POINTS MORE EFFICIENT 

TIIAN USING MULTIPLE MEET POINTS AS PRTC SUGGESTS? 

The more traffic that can be exchanged with a given meet point, the less money it 

costs both carriers to handle the traffic. On the other hand, for any given volume 

of traffic between two locations, the more trunk groups into which the traffic is 

subdivided. the more expensive it becomes at the margin to carry it. 

Given this, and the obvious expense of establishing the meet points in the 

first place, Centennial understandably, wants to include all lawful types oftraffic 

exchanged at a single meet point and to minimize the number of trunk groups at 

each meet point. 
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PRTC SEEMS CONCERNED THAT DIFFERENT TYPES OF TRAFFIC 

WILL BE EXCHANGED OvER THE SAME MEET POINT. IS THAT A 

VALID CONCERN? 

No. It may well be that different types of traffic will be exchanged over the same 

meet point, but that happens today. As I understand it, there is only one set of 

physical meet points between Centennial and PRTC, yet each of those meet points 

has been used to exchange landline traffic (whether classified as local or not) as 

well as wireless traffic. If PRTC is concerned with different billing rates for the 

different traffic types, then the facility can be organized into different trunk 

groups for the different traffic types, in accordance with agreed-to procedures in 

the interconnection agreement. But establishing separate trunk groups is also 

expensive. 

IF ESTABLISHING SEPARATE TRUNK GROUPS IS EXPENSIVE, HOW 

DOES CENTENNIAL PROPOSE TO MAINTAIN AN EFFICIENT AND 

YET LOW COST INTERCONNECTION USING THE EXISTING MEET 

POINTS TIIAT ASSURES PRTC OF ACCURATE PAYMENT FOR 

DIFFERENT TYPES OF TRAFFIC? 

Although I was not involved, I have been infonned that in the mos.t recent 

arbitration between PRTC and Centennial, the parties spent a great deal of time 

negotiating the existing provisions in the agreement dealing with establishing 

separate trunk groups for separate types of traffic. At a high level. the parties 

agreed that cenain types of traffiC may be segregated onto separate trunk groups 
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Q. 

A. 

at PRTC's option, .but that requests for other separate trunk groups would be 

subject to good faith discussions subject to certain constraints, e.g., that 

Centennial not be required to perfonn tO-digit translations in order to identify 

traffic to be placed on a separate trunk group. See Interconnection Attachment, § 

2.6.2. 

Moreover, I would point out there is a simple, inexpensive way to keep the 

billing straight that does not entail the significant network inefficiencies of 

separate trunking. All .that is ~~ded is for the parties to periodically sample the 

traffic going between them and develop factors for how much is subject to 

reciprocal compensation, how much (if any) to access charges, ~tc. Then all that 

is required is to keep track of the total minutes exchanged in a given month, apply 

the factors, and detennine the appropriate bill. Mr. Mulcahy explains that the 

amount of traffic that the parties would likely exchange that docs not fit into a 

category already enumerated in the agreement would be very small, but if for 

some reason it becomes an issue, this type of factor-based billing could be used. 

HAVE THESE FACTORS BEEN· USED IN THE PAST FOR BILILNG 

PURPOSES? 

Y cs. These billing factors have been used for decades with great success. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

HAVE OTHER REGULATORS ACCEPTED THE FACT TIIA T BILLING 

CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED USING FACTORS RATHER THAN 

INEFFICIENT SEPARATE TRUNKS? 

Yes. For instance, the Michigan Public Service Commission found in a 

Sprint/Ameritech arbitration proceeding that: 

It appears to the Commission that economic entry into the market 
requires that Sprint by permitted to use its existing trunks for a// 
traffic whenever feasible.20 (emphasis added) In Texas, the 
Commission there ordered Verizon to allow Sprint to carry local, 
intrastate intraLA T A and intrastate interLA T A traffic on the same 
trunks?1 Other state~ such as Indiana, have required the use of 
PLUs (percentage local usage) or other allocators (e.g., PIUs -
percent interstate usage) to reflect the jurisdiction of traffic on such 
trunks for billing purposes.22 

· 

CAN YOU IDENTIFY SOME OF THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF TRAFFIC 

THAT MIGHT BE EXCHANGED OVER THE EXISTING MEET POINTS 

AS CENTENNIAL SUGGESTS? 

Yes. Centennial's proposed contract language in Section 1.1 of the 

Interconnection Attachment provides some examples of the types of traffic that 

can and should be exchanged between the parties at the meet points. Some of 

those traffic types include, but are not limited to, the following: local traffic. ISP-

bound traffic, intrastate toll traffic, interstate toll traffic, interstate exchange 

access traffic, intrastate exchange access traffic, voice-over-Internet-protocol 

ZD In the Matter of the Application of Sprint Communications Company, L.P. for Arbitration to Establish an 
Interconnection Agreement with Ameritech Michigan, 'MPSC Case No. U-11203, Order Approving 
Arbitration Agreement with Modifications, Jan IS, 1997. 
21 Texas Public Utility Commission; In the Matter of the Petition of Sprinl for Arbitration with Yerizon; 
Docket No. 24306; Final Order Modifying Arbitration Award and Approving Interconnection Agreement; 
dated February 17, 2004. 
22 Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; In the Matter of AT&.T Petition for Arbitration with Indiana 
Bell Telephone Company; Cause No. 40571-lNT-03; November 20, 2000. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

("VolP") traffic, jointly provided intrastate exchange access traffic, jointly 

provided interstate exchange access traffic, toll free service access code traffic, 

PRTC transited traffic, Centennial transited traffic, V/FX traffic, and unclassified 

traffic. 

ARE EACH OF THESE TRAFFIC TYPES (INCLUDING 

"UNCLASSIFIED TRAFFIC") DEFINED AND IDENTIFIED IN THE 

INTERCONNECTION AITACHMENT PROPOSE!) BY (;ENTENNIAL? 

Yes. 

ABOVE YOU SAID THAT THE EFFICIENT USE OF 

INTERCONNECTION FACILmES WAS PRO-COMPETITIVE. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

Forcing CLECs to use inefficient interconnection architectures forces unnecessary 

costs on the CLEC. One of the key goals ofthe Telecommunications Act was lo 

eliminate economic and operational barriers to entry.13 PRTC's proposal to 

require additional meet points, or other ·forms of interconnection (although not 

specified) for non-enumerated traffic would eviscerate the benefits of competition 

by artificiaJiy increasing the costs of its competitor by eliminating the economies 

that PRTC enjoys. Such a proposal should be rejected as inefficient and anti-

competitive. 

u In Tlw Matter Oflmpl~menJaJion OfThe Local Competition Provisions In The T~l~communications Acl 

Of 1996, lntucoNWction between Local Exchange Carriers and Cotn11Wrclal Mobile Radio Service 

ProvirMn, First Report and Order, It FCC Red. IM99,, 3 (rei. Aug 8, 1996). C'Local Competition 

Order") 
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Q. WHAT ADDmONAL COSTS ARE IMPOSED ON CENTENNIAL BY 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

ADDING UNECESSARV MEET POINTS OR OTHER 

INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE EXCHANGE OF 

TRAFFIC? 

The essence of PRTC's position is that certain types of traffic cannot be sent via 

the existing meet points. This necessarily means that Centennial would have to 

find some other way to exchange the traffic - either by constructing more meet 

points or buying tariffed interconnection arrangements from PRTC. Neither of 

these alternatives makes sense. If PRTC's position were to be adopted, 

Centennial will have to spend more on switch programming, trunk administration, 

trunk ports on switches, digital cross--connect systems, and fiber optic terminals; 

and at some point will have to spend more on switches themselves. There is no 

operational or economic justification for imposing these costs on CLECs. Their 

only purpose would be to disadvantage Centennial vis-a-vis PRTC. 

HAVE YOU OR CENTENNIAL QUANTIFIED THE ADDffiONAL 

COSTS TIIAT WOULD BE CAUSED BY PRTC'S PROPOSAL? 

No. Nor would I recommend that they attempt to quantify the costs. It is clear 

that additional facilities and resources would be required by PRTC's proposal. 

Any increase in cost, regardless of the magnitude, is unnecessary and 

disadvantages Centennial in the marketplace. 

Page 25 

BH 0044 
Docket No. 090501 

076 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

)7 

18 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Direct Testimony ofTil'l'IOdly J Gates 
JRT~2008~AR-000 l 

On BehalfofCentennial 

IS CENTENNIAL'S POSITION ON EFFICIENT INTERCONNECTION 

CONSISTENT WITH THE ACT? 

Yes. The local competition provisions of the Act require that the economies of 

density, connectivity, and scale of the incumbents be shared with new entrants.24 

Centennial, by building its own island-wide interconnection architecture, has 

uniquely positioned itself to take advantage of some of those economies. For this 

reason, routing all traffic over existing network interconnection facilities is an 

efficient way to manage traffic, and is likely the same way that PRTC would 

manage traffic in the absence of competition. As noted in section 25J{c)(2) ofthe 

Act ILECs are to provide interconnection to any requesting carrier at any 

technically feasible point and that interconnection must be equal in quality to that 

provided by the ILEC to itself and must be provided on rates, terms, and 

conditions that arc just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. 

. .. 
IS PRTC,S PROPOSAL TO REQUIRE ADDITIONAL MEET POINrS OR 

OTHER INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENTS FOR DIFFERENT 

TYPES OF TRAFFIC CONSISTENT Wlm SECfiON 2Sl(c:)(2) OF THE 

ACT? 

No. 

14 1fi. at111 . 
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR POSITION ON THE USE OF MEET 

POINTS FOR THE EXCHANGE OF ALL TRAFFIC TYPES. 

The Commission should adopt Centennial's language on this issue. Centennial 

should be allowed to use the most efficient form of interconnection that is 

technicaUy feasible. Centennial's proposal is consistent with the Act and standard 

engineering principles and will result in benefits to the development of 

competition and to consumers. PRTC's proposal is inefficient and discriminatory 

and should be rejected. 

Issues #9 and # 10: Defmltion of Local Traffic (#9) and Clarification of Trtatment of 
VOIP Traffu: (#10). 

Statement or Issue #9:Sbould the Agreement clearly state that the status of traffic as 
"local" is determined by the geographic points of the traffic, as the Board bas 
repeatedly ruled? 
Statement of Issue #10: Should the contract specify when to classify VOIP traffic as 
"local" in order to avoid dispntes? 
ICA References: Interconnection Attachment§§ 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 4.1.4 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUES #9 AND #10 - DEFINmON OF LOCAL 

TRAFFIC AND CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF VOIP 

A. 

TRAFFIC. 

As noted above, Centennial argues that the Board should maintain consistency 

with its prior rulings on how to define local traffic. Despite those prior rulings, 

PRTC claims that access charges should apply to geographically local traffic 

when Centennial functions as, or takes on the role of. an IXC when viewed from 

the perspective of a retail customer. This disagreement between the Companies 
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serves as the basis for Issue #9. Issue #10 is essentially an extension of Issue #9 

in that the disagreement is whether the geographic end points of a specific type of 

traffic - VoiP - should be used to classifY the traffic for intercanier 

compensation. I should note that Mr. Khoury, Mr. Angulo. and Mr. Mulcahy 

have filed testimony relating to Issue #9, and that Mr. Khoury and Mr. Angulo 

have filed testimony relating to Issue # 1 0. 

SHOULD THE AGREEMENT CLEARLY STATE THAT THE STATUS 

OF TRAFFIC AS "LOCAL~ IS DETERMINED. BY THE GEOGRAPHIC 

END POINTS OF TilE TRAFFIC, AS mE BOARD HAS REPEATEDLY 

RULED? 

Yes. In the previous arbitration between these two parties the Board found that 

"In furtherance of the public interest. the scope of local traffic for intercarrier 

compensation purposes should be the largest reasonable geographic calling 

regime, regardless of whether that regime is the one used by the ILEC or the . 

CLEC ... :zs In light of disputes that have arisen between the parties under the 

current agreemen~ the Board should clarify that all traffic that begins and ends 

within the Governing Local Calling Area is local for purposes of compensation 

between Centennial and PRTC. 

, See ARBITRATOR'S REPORT AND ORDER, in Case No. JRT-2005-AR-()()01, dilled May 23,2005, 
Conclusion of Law #4 at page 10. 
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DOES THE BOARD'S FINDING DIFFER FROM WHAT YOU HAVE 

TESTIFIED TO IN THE PAST? 

Yes, it does, and if we were writing on a totally clean slate in this case I might 

take a different position- as, indeed, Centennial did back in the 2002 arbitration. 

But it bears emphasis that the facts in Puerto Rico are very different - and in a 

generally pro-competitive way - than the facts in other states where I have 

addressed this issue. 

Generally speaking. I have argued that the treatment of a call as local or 

toll should be based on a comparison of the NPAINXX of the calling and called 

numbers, rather than on any attempt to identify the actual geographical end points 

of the call. This has been the traditional manner in which calls have been 

identified for rating and routing. ILECs have generally resisted this approach 

because they have wanted to create a situation in which their legacy local calling 

area boundaries will be used to impose access charges on CLECs in cases where. 

in my view, such access charges are inappropriate. ILECs, that is, attempt to 

stifle competition and increase their competitors' costs through the vehicle of 

imposing access charges on calls that cross their legacy calling area boundaries. 

Puerto Rico, however, is unique in that- while adopting the view that call 

rating should depend on the geography of the end points of the call - it has 

resisted PRTC's attempts to ensure that it is the geography of PRTC's local 

calling areas that will control. To the contrary, as noted above, in Puerto Rico 

Centennial has advanced. the public interest ·by establishing a single calling zone 
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Q. 

A. 

for all of Puerto Rico, and the Board has advanced the public interest by ruling 

that this single, island-wide Governing Local Calling Area applies for purposes of 

intercarrier compensation. This is a high1y procompetitive result, and I commend 

the Board for reaching it. Given that the Board has done so, moreover. l will 

assume and accept the Board's rulings on how to classify traffic. 

DOES PRTC'S POSmON CONFLICT WITH THE BOARD'S PREVIOUS 

RULINGS ON THE DEFINITION OF LOCAL TRAFFIC? 

Yes. Notwithstanding the Board's consistent rulings that traffic classification is 

based on geography, PRTC claims that access charges should apply to 

geographically local traffic when Centennial functions as. or takes on the role of, 

an IXC when viewed from the perspective of a retail customer. This 

disagreement between the Companies serves as the basis for Issue #9. Issue # 10 

is essentially an extension of Issue #9 in that the disagreement is whether the 

geographic end points of a specific type of traffic - VoiP- should be used to 

classify the traffic for compensation purposes. It is Centennia&•s position that as 

VoiP traffic becomes a more important feature of the telecommunications 

landscape, the parties• agreement shourd provide clear guidance as to how to 

handle compensation for such traffic. 
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Q. 

A. 

PLEASE ELABORATE ON CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL ON THESE 

ISSUES. 

Centennial's proposed language for §4 of the Interconnection Attachment is very 

close to the existing language that the Board established in the parties' prior 

arbitration. The language in the previously approved agreement is as follows: 

4.·1.1 "Local Traffic· means Telecommunications traffic that originates on the 
landline terminal of one Party's customer, is delivered by that Party to the 
other Party at a PRTClCentennial POl, and is terminated by the second 
Party on the tandline terminal of the second Party's customer in the same 
Governing Local Calling /ltea in which it originated. For avoidance of 
doubt, Local Traffic does not include any of the following types of traffic (it 
being understood that certain types of traffic may ran into more than one 
of the following categories): (a) ISP-Bound Traffic; (b) traffic that does not 
originate and terminate within the same Governing Local Calling Area 
based on the actual originating and tenninating points of the complete 
end-to-end communication; (c) Intrastate Toll Traffic and Interstate Toll 
Traffic. including, but not limited to. calls originated on a 1+ 
presubscription basis, or on a casual diwed (10XXXJ101XXXX) basis; (d) 
special access, private line, Frame Relay, ATM. or any other traffic that is 
not switched by the terminating Party; (e) Toll Free Service Access Code 
Traffic; (f) PRTC Transited Traffic; (g) Centennial Transited Traffic; (h) 
V/FX Traffic; (i) Voice lnfonnation Service Traffic: or ij) Unclassified 
Traffic. 

Centennials proposed language for the definition of"Local Traffic" is as follows: 
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Q. 

A. 

4. '1.1 ·Locat TraffiC" means Telecommunications traffic that originates and 
tenninates in the same Governing Locat Calling Area. For avoidance of 
doubt, Local Traffic does not indude any of the folloYiing types of traffiC (it 
being understood that certain types of traffic may fall into more than one 
of the follO\'Ving categories): (a) ISP-Bound TraffiC; (b) traffic that does not 
originate and terminate within the same Governing Local Calling Area 
based on the actual originating and tenninating points of the complete 
end-tO-end communication; (c) Interstate Toll Traffic, including, but not 
limited to, calls originated on a 1 + presubscription basis, or on a casual 
dialed (10XXX/101XXXX) basis; (d) special access, private line, Frame 
Relay, ATM. or any other traffic that is not switched by the terminating 
Party: (e) Interstate Toll Free Service Access Code Traffic; (f) PRTC 
Transited Traffic; (g) Centennial Transited Traffic; (h) V/FX Traffic; (i) 
Voice Information Service Traffic: or (j) Unclassified Traffic_ 

The minor changes suggested by Centennial are consistent with the Board's 

previous orders. 

WHAT IS PRTC PROPOSING THAT IS THE SOURCE OF THE 

DISPUfE BETWEEN THE PARTIES ON THIS DEFINITION OF 

"LOCAL TRAFFIC'? 

Notwithstanding the Board's consistent rulings that traffic classification is based 

on geography, PRTC claims that access charges should apply to geographically 

local traffic when Centennial functions as, or takes on the role of, an IXC when 

viewed from the perspective of a retail customer. Specifically, at page 21 of its 

Response to the Centennial Petition it states: "For the purposes of intercarrier 

compensation, "local traffic" should be defined as traffic that originates and 

terminates within the same PRTC local calling area, and when Centennial acts as 

an IXC, it should pay governing access charges." 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

CAN YOU PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF A SITUATION WHERE PRTC 

WOULD ATTEMPT TO CHARGE CENTENNIAL ACCESS CHARGES 

FOR TRAFFIC TIIA T IS WITHOUT QUESTION ENTIRELY W1THIN 

THE GOVERNING LOCAL CALLING AREA? 

Yes. Suppose a PRTC local service subscriber who is presubscribed to 

Centennial makes a caJJ to a PRTC customer. The call originates in one PRTC 

local calling area and terminates in a different PRTC local calling area. PRTC 

proposes to charge Centennial access charges on the call because it is 

"interexchange" from PRTC's perspective. This is clearly wrong. however, 

because the call both originates and terminates within the Governing Local 

Calling Area, and, as such, it is a local call. 

WHY IS IT CORRECT TO USE THE GOVERNING LOCAL CALLING 

AREA AS OPPOSED TO THE PRTC LOCAL CALLING AREAS AS 

PRTC HAS SUGGESTED? 

The Board has ruled in 2002 and in 2005 that local calling areas should be defined 

according to the local calling structure of the carrier with the fewest number of 

zones. which, today is Centennial's island-wide local calling area. PRTC is 

wrong to suggest that the Board should now change those previous decisions - to 

the detriment of competition and consumers - simply so PRTC can retain its 

access charge revenues. This is especially true since there is no technical need to 

route the traffic via a PRTC tandem to complete the call. While I am not certain 

that PRTC has done so, nothing would prevent PRTC from routing calls made by 

its end users who are presubscribed to Cen~ennial directly to Centennial via the 
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meet point serving the end user in question. The ubiquitous interconnection 

networks of PRTC and Centennial make such routing unnecessary. Indeed, I 

strongly suspect that to the extent that PRTC has not configured its network to 

send such calls to Centennial, the reason has nothing to do with efficient network 

arrangements and everything to do with trying to ensure that PRTC can impose 

access charges. 

Q. PRTC ARGUES THAT CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL WOULD HARM 

PRTC BECAUSE IT IS THE "SOLE OR DOMINANT SUPPLIER" OF 

INTRAISLAND TOLL SERVICE. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

A. PRTC must respond to the market for services in Puerto Rico. If a carrier is 

offering island·wide local'service, it is very unlikely that consumers will want to 

pay more for intra-island toll service. So regardless of PRTC's desire to offer 

intra-island toll service and to charge access charges for that service, the market 

reality is that there is no need for such a service. While there may be some 

circumstances where uninformed consumers may make such a toll call that is no 

justification for the service or for the archaic charges underlying the service.26 

M Consumen may presubscribe 1o Centennial for- interstate toU and i~advertently dial an intra· island toll 
call. I would not expect this to happen often, but it is possible. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

PRTC ARGUES THAT IT CANNOT ACCEPT CENTENNIAL'S 

LANGUAGE BECAUSE TO DO SO WOULD PUT PRTC IN VJOLATION 

OF TilE BOARD'S IMPUTATION REQUIREMENTS. DO YOU AGREE? 

No. First of all, I am not a lawyer so I cannot express a legal opinion on whether 

PRTC would be in violation of the Board's imputation requirements. But this 

very issue (in addition to the discrimination issue raised by PRTC) was addressed 

and rejected by the Arbitrator in the 2005 Decision. In that Decision and in the 

Order on Reconsideration the Board has invited PRTC to seek relief from the 

imputation requirement if PRTC believes it is seriously impeding its ability on 

Puerto Rico. 

WOULD YOU EXPECT PRTC TO SEEK A WAIVER OF THE 

IMPUTATION REGULATION IF IT WERE ACTUALLY BEING 

HARMED? 

Yes. I would also note that while a waiver of the imputation requirement for 

PRTC would reduce PRTC's toll revenues, consumers would benefit from the 

PRTC reduction in price. 

DO YOU HAVE ANY FINAL COMMENTS ON TIDS DISPUTE? 

Yes. The market should ultimately resolve this dispute. PRTC has raised 

numerous potential problems with rating calls, customers changing providers, 

imputation requirements, noneconomic advantages, etc. As the Arbitrator 

correctly recognized in the 2005 Proceeding, " ... once island-wide calling is 
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established, there will be no need for the Imputation Regulation.'.27 All of the 

other potential problems created by or suggested by PRTC will also go away once 

island-wide local calling is established, including island-wide local calling by 

PRTC. PRTC's desire to maintain its toll and access charge revenue streams is 

understandable, but the market in Puerto Rico will ultimately eliminate intra-

island toll and its associated access charges. Centennial's position is consistent 

with the Board's previous rulings and with the market realities in Puerto Rico. 

8 Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD ON THE 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

DEFINITION OF "LOCAL TRAFFIC"? 

Given the unique competitive situation in Puerto Rico, it is particularly important 

that the Board clearly and unequivocally reaffinn its commitment to classifying 

traffic, for intercarrier compensation purposes, on the basis of the geographic end 

points of the caJJ, and not the retail arrangements that might arise for different 

subsets of geographically local traffic. Centennial's language clearly establishes 

this result and should be adopted. 

WITH RESPECT TO ISSUE #10, PLEASE DEFINE A "VOIP, 

SERVICE.21 

Briefly. VoiP services involve using the same network that carries Internet traffic 

to carry packetized real-time, two-way voice communications. Because voice 

data packets can be dispersed among other types of Internet traffic, such as e-mail 

27 &• 2oos Decision at page 7. . 
21 

The FCC has defmcd VoiP in CFR 47 § 9.3. Se~ also Centennial's Response to PRTC Request No. 59. 
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Q. 

A. 

messages, web pages, Instant Messaging conversations, music downloads from 

iTunes or similar services, etc., VoiP doesn't use as much bandwidth as in a 

circuit-switched network. This makes phone calls essentially as cheap to transmit 

as e-mail.29 Indeed, VoiP is a good example of the convergence of computers, 

telephones and television into a single and more efficient integrated infonnation 

environment. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE TilE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 

VOIP CALLS AND TYPICAL PSTN CALLS. 

In the simplest of terms, VoiP is an information service application that uses the 

Internet backbone and discrete data packets to deliver real-time voice 

communications. Rather than voice information being transmitted across the 

traditional circuits of the PSTN, VoiP uses the Internet Protocol, and the Internet 

backbone, or some other private IP network. In 'ddition to this difference in 

transmission, VoiP calling, being IP-enabled, facilitates the introduction and 

integration all sorts of potential capabilities not present with PSTN circuit 

switched caJis.30 From a regulatory perspective the IP-based capabilities 

distinguish VoiP - . an information service - from basic circuit-switched 

telecommunications services. 

Having said that, I recognize that the FCC has not yet issued a final ruling 

classifying VolP as an "information service" or a .. telecommunications service." 

r1 See Comments of VON Coalition in CC Docket No. 01·92, WC Dockets No. 02-361, 03-211, 03-266, 
04-36; tiled August 19, 2004, at page 2. 
JO For instance, when you have a missed call on Vonage service. you get an email detailina the call 
infonnation (time, calling number, etc.). The features and capabilities of VoiP services are many and 
expanding. 

BH 0056 
Docket No. 090501 

Page 37 

088 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

·tt.·osi 
•"t COI'IRulllng, inc. 

Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-000 1 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

The question is how the Board should deal with the issue of VoiP traffic now, 

given that the FCC has not yet ruled. 

WHY SHOULD THE BOARD RULE AT THIS TIME ON THE 

JURISDICI'IONAL TREATMENT OF VOIP TRAFFIC? 

It is common knowledge in the telecommunications industry that VoiP traffic is 

growing in volume and significance. However, as just noted, the FCC has not yet 

spoken with regard to how such traffic should be handled for regulatory purposes. 

If and when the FCC does act, its ruling will most likely control how Centennial 

and PRTC should handle this traffic. Unfortunately, there is no assurance that the 

FCC will make its detennination regarding these issues any time soon. As a 

result. it is prudent to include in the agreement a clear rule for how VoiP traffic 

will be treated as between PRTC and Centennial. This is accomplished by 

Centennial's proposed§ 4 .1.4 ofthc Interconnection Attachment. 

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE HOW CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL 

WOULD WORK. 

As Mr. Angulo notes (and I agree), any VoiP call that Centennial and PRTC 

might exchange will have one .. end" on a normal PSTN line, and the other .. end" 

somewhere on the Internet - which may or may not even be known to the parties, 

and theoretically could be anywhere. Centennial proposes that in order to avoid 

disputes about how to idmtify the location of the "Internet end" of a VoiP call, 

the agreement should specify that the "Internet end" simply be defined as the 

location at which the traffic is converted between standard PSTN format (time 

. . . 
division multiplexing or ''TOM") and lnt~met protocol ("IP") fonnat. If that 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

location -which can be determined- is within the Governing Local Calling Area, 

the call is treated as local, and the carrier tenninating it will receive the standard 

$0.0007 per minute compensation. If it is not, the call will be treated as access, 

and the carrier terminating the call will receive access charges. 

PRTC STATES TIIAT THE BOARD SHOULD FOLLOW THE LEAD OF 

OTHER STATE COMMISSIONS (OR, WA, CO and WY) AND DECLINE 

TO ACT IN ADVANCE OF THE FCC DECIDING TIDS ISSUE.3' HOW 

DO YOU RESPOND? 

Generally speaking waiting for the FCC to make a decision can be _a frustrating 

process. There is no need for the Board to wait on the FCC to determine an 

appropriate interim mechanism to guide the exchange of VoiP traffic. 

Centennial's proposal is designed to provide a clear rule for handling this traffic 

between now and whatever time the FCC finally decides how it should be treated 

for regulatory purposes (if that FCC decision should take place during the term of 

this agreement). 

IS THERE ANY BASIS IN LAW OR PRECEDENT TO SUPPORT 

CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL? 

Yes. First of all, the intercarrier compensation proposed by Centennial ($0.0007 

per minute of use) is consistent with the FCC's JSP Remand Order. 32 That order 

established the $0.0007 rate for IP-enabled or ISP-bound traffic. That is an 

appropriate rate for the VoiP traffic at issue in this proceeding. 

]I PTRC Response, pp. 30-32. 
n Imp/e-ntation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996: ll'lleTcarrier 
Compensarionfor /SP-BoundTraffic, Order on Remand and Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 9151 (2001) 
("ISP Remand Order') 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Second, Centennial's suggestion that the call be treated as local based on 

the originating and terminating points is consistent with the Board's decisions on 

the Governing Local Calling Area. 

IS THERE PRECEDENT FOR THE SUGGESTION THAT THE 

LOCATION OF THE "INTERNET END" OF THE CALL BE 

IDENTIFIED WITH THE POINT OF PROTOCOL CONVERSION? 

Not necessarily. But it is a reasonable proposal based on where the TOM portion 

of the call (the "telecommunications" portion) either begins or terminates. Again, 

Centennial is not making its proposal in order to settle the issue for alJ time. 

Centennial is making its proposal in order to ensure that its interconnection 

agreement with PRTC contains a clear rule for dealing with this type of traffic 

right now- which is a practical business necessity, notwithstanding the FCC's 

extensive consideration of the issue. It is a supportable position that can be 

modified if and when the FCC issues an order on these issues. 

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO TilE BOARD ON THE 

ISSUE OF VOIP TRAFFIC? 

I recommend that the Board adopt the language proposed by Centennial. PRTC 's 

proposal is to do nothing and to continue a state of uncertainty regarding the 

appropriate treatment of VoiP traffic. Centennial's proposal is workable and 

provides a clear rule for handling this traffic between now and whenever the FCC 

finally decides how to treat this traffic for regulatory purposes. 
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Issue #11: Treatment ofTolt-Free Traffic. 

Statement of Issue #11: Should tbe agreement conform the intercarrier 
compensation arrangements for "8YY" traffic to the general rules applicable to 
traffic tbe parties exchange? 
ICA Reference: Interconnection Attachment§ 7 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUE #11 - TREATMENT OF TOLL-FREE 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

TRAFFIC. 

Much like the discussions regarding the treatment of traffic above. the 

interconnection agreement should make clear that the application of reciprocal 

compensation as opposed to access charges is based on the end points of the call. 

PRTC states that the agreement should make clear that access charges apply when 

one of the parties is acting as an IXC in providing 8YY service to customers -

again, the retail service approach. Again, note that Mr. Khoury, Mr. Angulo, and 

Mr. Mulcahy have each provided testimony bearing on this issue. 

ARE THE PARTIES IN AGREEMENT ON ANY ASPECfS OF THE 

TREATMENT OF 8YY SERVICE? 

Yes. The parties' competing language for §7 of the Interconnection Attachment 

actually hides some fairly large areas of agreement. The parties agree that if one 

party relies on the other party to do the database "query" needed to translate a 

dialed "8YY,. number into a routing telephone number, the party doing the query 

should receive its tariffed rate for query service. The parties also agree that if in 

the course of handling an 8YY call for purposes of translation, the call is routed 

through the translaling party's tandem switch, it should receive tandem switching 

rates for that function. Where the parties disagree is what happens next. 
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PLEASE ELABORATE ON THAT DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 

COMPANIES. 

Centennial's language, consistent with its overall view (which it understands also 

to be the Board's view) that call classification depends on the geographic end 

points of the call, would apply local compensation to traffic that begins and ends 

within the Governing Local Calling Area, and access charges to traffic that 

crosses a Governing Local Calling Area boundary. PRTC's language, consistent 

with PRTC's view that the retail treatment of a call should. at least in some 

situations, control, would impose access charges on the party that provides the 

SYY service to an end user (nonnally, business) customer. Specifically, PRTC 

states in its response as follows: "The forthcoming agreements should establish 

that, when a party acting in its capacity as a SYY service provider routes 

originating or tenninating SYY traffic, that traffic is .subject to access charges 

regardless of the end points of the call." PRTC's specific disregard for the "end 

points of the call, is reflective of its continuing disagreement with the Board on 

the Governing Local Calling Area. This issue, therefore, is actually a sub-part of 

the larger issue of whether geography controls call classification. If it does, then 

the Board should adopt Centennial's language. PRTC's language should be 

adopted only if the Board were to choose to reverse its longstanding view that 

geography, indeed, controls. 

PRTC CLAIMS THAT CENTENNIAL CHOSE TO BE. A TOLL FREE 

PROVIDER AND PURCHASES PRTC'S ACCESS SERVICES TO DO SO, 
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AND BECAUSE OF TillS, CENTENNIAL MUST ABIDE BY THE 

ACCESS COMPENSATION REGIME INSTEAD OF RECIPROCAL 

COMPENSATION.33 WOULD YOU LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Yes. As noted above, the parties agree that when a query is required to route an 

8YY call, the party utilizing the service will pay the query charge. PRTC's 

discussion at page 33 of its Response describes that process but fails to note that 

Centennial has agreed to pay . that charge. Unfortunately, PRTC incorrectly 

suggests that because Centennial uses and pays for the query charge, that it must 

therefore pay all switched access charges for the call. This is incorrect. It is 

wrong for carriers to be paid for services that they do not use. 

HOW SHOULD THE BOARD RESOLVE THIS DISPUTE? 

The Board should approve Centennial's language on 8YY traffic because it 

results in parties being paid for the services they provide at the appropriate rates 

based on activities performed and the Governing Local Calling Area rulings. 

Issue #12: Prnention of PRTC regulatory arbitrage in connection with trans/1 traffu:. 

Statement of Issue #12: Should the agreement make clear that PRTC may aot 
simultaneously (a) prevent Centennial from establishing an efficient direct 
connection to a third-party carrier but thea (b) charge Centennial for having to 
reach that carrier through PRTC's taadem switch? 
ICA References: Interconnection Attachment §§ 8.5.3 and 8.5.4 

Q. WHAT IS TRANSITING? 

A. According to the FCC. "transiting occurs when two carriers that are not directly 

interconnected exchange nonaccess traffic by routing the traffic through an 

n PRTC Response, pp. 33·34. 
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Q. 

A. 

intermediary carrier's network. Typically, the intermediary carrier is an ILEC 

and the transited traffic is routed from the originating carrier through the ILEC's 

tandem switch to the terminating carrier. The intermediary (transiting) carrier 

then charges a fee for use of its facilities.'.J4 By way of example, transiting works 

as follows: a customer of Carrier A (originating carrier) calls a customer of 

Carrier B (terminating carrier), and since Carriers A and B are not directly 

interconnected, they utilize the ILEC's transiting service as an indirect 

interconnection so that the call can terminate to Carrier B's customer. [n most 

places other than Puerto Rico the ILEC is the only carrier capable of providing 

transit service connecting all carriers, primarily because of the ubiquitous local 

network it has constructed over many years of monopoly-provided services. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUE #12 - PREVENTION OF PRTC 

REGULATORY ARBITRAGE IN CONNECTION WITH TRANSIT 

TRAFFIC. 

PRTC has refused to allow Claro (the wireless division of PRTC) to establish 

direct interconnection with Centennial. Indeed, it has also refused to allow its 

own facilities to be used to establish a direct interconnection between Claro and 

Centennial. This intentional refusal to establish a direct interconnection -

Centennial preferred and standard operating procedure - results in this dispute. In 

addition to my testimony, note that Mr. Khoury and Mr. Angulo comment on this 

issue as well. 

14 In thll MalU!r of Developing a UnJjied /ntercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket No. 01 ~92, Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Federal Communications Commission, 20 FCC Red 4685; 2005 FCC 
LEXIS 1390, FCC 05~33, rei. March 3, 2005 ( .. ICF FNPRM"), 1 120. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

HOW DOES THE LACK OF A DIRECT INTERCONNECTION RESULT 

IN THE DISPUTE? 

PRTC uses the lack of a direct interconnection- the result ofits own management 

decisions - as justification for charging transit rates to Centennial. Obviously 

PRTC should not be allowed to unilaterally force an inefficient interconnection 

architecture on two parties (one of which it controls) and then charge the captive 

competitor for the "service." 

DOES TilE ACT REQUIRE A CARRIER TO AGREE TO DIRECTLY 

INTERCONNECT WITH ANOTHER CARRIER? 

Not necessarily. Section 25l(a) of the Act identifies the general duties of 

telecommunications carriers to "interconnect directly or indirectly with the 

facilities and equipment of other telecommunications carriers.'' 47 USC § 

251(a)(1). In fact, the only reference to CLEC to CLEC interconnection occurs in 

Section 251(a){l) which states: 

SEC. 251. INTERCONNECTION. 
(a) GENERAL DliTY OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS -

Each telecommunications carrier has the duty -
(I) to interconnect directly or indirectly with the 

facilities and equipment of other telecommunications 
carriers. (emphasis added) . 

Note, however, that while Centennial would certainly like to have direct 

connections with Claro for both landline and wireless traffic, and while I certainly 

believe that the Board would be justified in ordering such direct connections, 

Centennial is not, in this arbitration, seeking to compel such connections. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE OPPORTIJNITY FOR REGULATORY 

ARBITRAGE ON THE PART OF PRTC. 

Centennial prefers not to use PRTC's network as a transit carrier betwec:A 

Centennial and third party carriers. To the contrary, Centennial prefers to use its 

own network to establish direct connections to aH carriers with which it will be 

exchanging traffic. And with one exception, Centennial has established such 

direct connections. 

IS THE ONE EXCEPTION THE "CLARO INTERCONNECTION" YOU 

DESCRIBED BRIEFLY ABOVE? 

Yes. The one exception is Claro (fonnerly known as Verizon Wireless). Claro is 

a division of PRTC and is under PRTC's control. PRTC has refused to require 

Claro to establish direct connections to Centennial and has refused to allow its 

own facilities to be used to establish such direct connections. 

HAS PRTC REFUSED TO ALLOW CLARO TO DIRECTLY 

INTERCONNECT BECAUSE THE INTERCONNECflON . IS NOT 

TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE OR IS UNDULY EXPENSIVE? 

No. 

CAN YOU THINK OF ANY VALID REASON WHY PRTC WOULD NOT 

ALLOW THE DIRECT INTERCONNECI10N? 

No. 
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SHOULD THE BOARD ALLOW PRTC TO REFUSE THE DIRECT 

INTERCONNECTION BETWEEN CLARO AND CENTENNIAL? 

ln my view, no. There is no pro--competitive reason to allow PRTC to prevent 

Centennial from establishing a direct connection with another carrier but then 

allow PRTC to charge Centennial for using PRTC's tandem to reach that carrier. 

This is simply regulatory arbitrage, in effect a fonn of "call-pumping." PRTC -

including Claro- should be required to establish direct connections to Centennial. 

IS THE DEMAND FOR DIRECT INTERCONNECTION Wim CLARO A 

PART OF CENTENNIAL'S PETITION? 

No. As noted above, Centennial is not pressing that claim before the Board in this 

case. CentenniaJ's proposed language, however, requires PRTC to make 

reasonable efforts to facilitate direct connection and, if PRTC does not do so, 

PRTC loses its right to charge Centennial for using PRTC's tandem switch to 

reach the third party - here, Claro. This proposed language is necessary to 

prevent PRTC from engaging in regulatory arbitrage and, indeed, monopolistic 

abuse. 

HOW DOES CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL PREVENT REGULATORY 

ARBITRAGE IN THIS REGARD? 

CentenniaJ•s language only requires PRTC to make commercially reasonable 

efforts to facilitate direct connections to third parties and Claro. If there actually 

were some valid technical or operational reason making direct connections 

between Centennial and Claro technically infeasible, then PRTC would be able to 

charge for the use of its tandem to make th~se connections indirectly. But where 
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there is no such valid reason to deny direct connections- which I strongly suspect 

to be the case here - PRTC should not be permitted to collect a bounty for 

establishing itself as an artificial monopolistic middle-man. 

PRTC STATES THAT IN A RECENT ARBITRATION IN PUERTO RICO, 

IT WAS RULED THAT PRTC SHOULD NOT BE TREATED AS AN ILEC 

WITH REGARD TO ITS CMRS SERVICES.35 DOES TinS RULING 

UNDERMINE CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL ON THIS ISSUE? 

No. As mentioned above, Centennial is not proposing in this case that the 

wireless carrier (Claro) should be required to establish direct connections with 

Centennial. Indeed, Centennial's proposal does not even include PRTC's wireless 

carrier. Rather, Centennial's proposal pertains to PRTC- the ILEC- which is 

attempting to use its control as the incumbent and its affiliated control over the 

wireless carrier in this instance to extract monopoly profits from competitors. If, 

as PRTC asserts, PRTC and Claro have no obligation to permit direct connections 

to Claro, ihen the only way to reach Claro is through PRTC. This is another way 

of saying that, for traffic bound for Claro, PRTC has a complete monopoly on 

access to Claro. If not for PRTC being the ILEC and PRTC controlling the 

wireless carrier, it could not demand payment of this type. There would be no 

incentive for PRTC or the wireless carrier to establish direct connections when it 

forces competitors to pay the rate. This is especially egregious given the 

extensive network (meet points at every PRTC central office, including PRTC's 

tandems) available to exchange traffic with both Claro and PRTC. 

" PRTC Response, pp. 35-36. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

PRTC REFERS TO A CASE INVOLVING NEUTRAL TANDEM AS 

SUPPORT FOR ITS POSITIONS. PLEASE RESPOND. 

PRTC•s reliance on this particular pending proceeding at the FCC is misplaced. 

Neutral Tandem is not owned by an ILEC- hence its name. Neutral Tandem is 

attempting to force other carriers- in the case cited by PRTC, Verizon Wireless-

to directly interconnect with Neutral Tandem when those carriers do not wish to 

do so. As noted above, the Act does not support such a request. 

BASED ON YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF NEUTRAL TANDEM, DO YOU 

UNDERSTAND WHY VERIZON WIRELESS MIGIIT NOT WANT TO 

INTERCONNECT WITH THAT ENTITY? 

Yes. Neutral Tandem is not willing to compensate carriers for terminating traffic 

once the direct interconnection is established. Further, given the relationship of 

the originating carriers with Neutral Tandem. those originating carriers have no 

incentive to agree to compensate the terminating carrier. Given the lack of cost 

recovery for . the terminating carrier, one can understand why a carrier would 

refuse to interconnect directly with Neutral Tandem. 

DOES NEUI'RAL TANDEM'S PETITION AT THE FCC SUPPORT 

PRTC'S POSITION IN THIS CASE. 

Absolutely not. 

HOW SHOULD THE BOARD RESOLVE miS DISPUTE? 

The Board should adopt Centennial's proposed language to prevent PRTC from 

extracting monopoly profits from its competitors. PRTC is preventing the 

efficient exchange of traffic between two pt:tJviders. PRTC's control over Claro 
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allows it to force inefficient interconnection and to impose unwarranted costs on 

its competitor- Centennial. Centennial's proposed language simply keeps PRTC 

from extracting these monopoly rents. 

Issue #15: Transiting Rate. 

Statement of Issue #15: Should PRTC be required to impose only its tandem 
switching rate for handling transit traffic? 
ICA Reference: Pricing Attachment § VII. I 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE ISSUE #15- TRANSITING RATE. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

It is Centennial' s position that PRTC's tandem switching rate is fully adequate to 

compensate PRTC for the work it does in handling transit traffic. PRTC, on the 

other hand, states that it is not required to provide transiting pursuant to Section 

25l(c)(2) of the Act and should be allowed to charge a rate four times that of its 

tandem switching rate. 

WHAT FEDERAL POLICY FRAMEWORK HAS THE FCC 

ESTABLISHED REGARDING TRANSITING? 

To date, the FCC has not created a well-defined federal policy framework for 

transiting. When addressing Verizon's transiting obligations in the Cavalier 

Order, 36 the FCC Wireline Competition Bureau made note of this lack of 

precedent as follows: 

We note that, as with the Virginia Arbitration Order, the 
Commission has not yet had occasion to detennine whether 
incumbent LECs have a duty to provide transit service under the 
Act or wh~er incumbent LECs must serve as billing 
intennediaries for other carriers. nor do we find clear Commission 

36 In the Matter of Petition of Cavalier T#lephOM ILC Pursuant to Section 2S2(e)(S) of 1M 
ComtrrUnkationS Act for Preemption of the Jurudiction of I'M Y'uginia Slate COtpOration Commission 
Regarding lflln-conn«tlon DispuiU with Yerizon Virginia. Inc. and fOt' Arbitration, WC Docket No. 02-
3S9, Memorandum Opinion and Order, Federal Communications Commission, 18 FCC Red 25887; 2003 
FCC LEXIS 6879, DA 03-3947, December 12,2003 (14Cavalier0rder). 

BH 0069 
Docket No. 09050J 

Page 50 

101 



t 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

I t 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

··QSI 
•'f consulting. inc. 

Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-000 I 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

precedent or rules declaring such duties. In the absence of such a 
precedent or rule, we decline, on delegated authority, to detennine 
for the first time that Verizon has such duties under the Act. 
Where a Party undertakes to voluntarily provide transit service, 
however, and proposes to incorporate the tenns of such service. 
into a provision of an interconnection agreement which is subject 
to arbitration by the Bureau, we have determined whether such 
provisions are reasonable. 

Indeed, the FCC has sought comment on a host of transiting issues in the pending 

Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("FNPRM") regarding intercarrier 

compensation and, as such, is still in the process of setting its federal policy 

regarding transiting. For instance, in 1 127 of that FNPRM, the FCC seeks 

comment on its legal authority to impose transiting obligations pursuant to § 25 I 

of the Act, and the FCC seeks comment on the appropriate pricing methodology 

for transiting in 1 132. This shows that the FCC is still pondering the two most 

basic aspects of transiting policy - (l) the obligations of ILECs to provide 

transiting and (2) the appropriate transiting rates. As such, PRTC's statements 

regarding the status of transit obligations are not correct.37 

HAVE SOME STATE COMMISSION'S FOUND TIIAT ILECS DO HAVE 

AN OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE TRANSIT SERVICE? 

Yes. The North Carolina Public Utilities Commission issued an order that made a 

very specific statement on this issue; "[tJhe tandem transit funct ion is a § 251 

obligation, and BellSouth must charge TELRIC rates for it." l& Likewise, the 

17 ~~ PRTC Response at 38. 
u In tlv Matter of Join/ Petition of NewSoutJr Commwrications Corp. eta/. for A.rbitraJion with &//South 
TelccomnrunicatiOIU, Inc., North Ctrolina Doc:ket No. P·772, Sub 8, Docket No. P·91l, subS; Docket No. 
P-989, sub 3; Docket No. P-824, sub 6; Docket No. P-1202, sub4, North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
2005 N.C. PUC LEXIS 888, July 26, 200S r 'Joint CLECI&liSouth Arbitrotion Orde~). 
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Q. 

A. 

Michigan Public Service Commission required SBC to provide transiting, and 

though I am not an attorney, it is my understanding that the Michigan Public 

Service Commission's ("PSC's'') decision requiring transiting was upheld on 

appeai.J9 

HAVE ANY ILECS CONCEDED THAT TRANSITING MUST BE 

PROVIDED PURSUANT TO § 251 OF TilE ACT? 

Yes. BellSouth in the past apparently conceded in one state that it does indeed 

have a §251 obligation to provide transiting. This admission is memorialized in 

the Joint CLEC/Bei/South Arbitration Order as follows: 

The Public Staff stated in its Proposed Order that there appears to 
be no dispute that BeliSouth is obligated to provide transit service. 
Wimess Blake acknowledged that the Commission has previously 
found ILECs have an obligation to provide transit service and that 
the FCC has found the tandem transit function is a Section 251 
obligation .. .Although Bel/South has conceded that the tandem 
transit functitJn is a Section 251 obligatitJn, it is unclear why 
Bel/South still maintains that this function is not subject to the 
pricing requirements set forth in Section 252. The Public Staff 
noted that the FCC has implemented specific rules to which the 
Commission must adhere in determining the appropriate rates for 
providing a tandem transit function. (emphasis added) 

This concession is important because if an ILEC's transiting obligations are 

grounded in § 251, as Bell South at least conceded, transiting must be provided by 

any ILEC on a nondiscriminatory basis at any technically feasible point, and 

TELRIC pricing principles must apply when developing the rates. 

,, Michigan Bell Telephone Co. d'bla Ameritech Michigan v Laura Chappelle, et a/., Case No. 0 l..CV-
71517, United States District Court for the Eastcm District of Michigan, Southern Division, 222 F. Supp. 
2d 905; 2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15269, August 12, 2002. 
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IS CENTENNIAL ARGUING IN TillS PROCEEDING THAT PRTC 

MUST PROVIDE TRANSIT AT TELRIC RATES? 

No. Centennial is arguing a much more modest position, that the existing tandem 

switching rate is the appropriate rate for transit since there is no cost justification 

for a higher rate. 

WHAT RATE(S) FOR TRANSITING IS EACH COMPANY PROPOSING? 

As noted above, Centennial is proposing the elimination of the negotiated transit 

rate in favor of the existing tandem switching rate which is SO .00 1289 per minute 

ofuse.40 PRTC is proposing a Tandem Traffic Tandem Switching rate of 

$0.005236.41 

HAS PRTC PROVIDED ANY COST SUPPORT FOR THIS HIGH 

TRANSIT RATE? 

No. PRTC has not shown any support for its rate. But it is clear that PRTC does 

not incur any additional costs over what it incurs for tandem switching when 

delivering this traffic. 

IS CENTENNIAL A LARGE USER OF PRTC'S TRANSIT SERVICE? 

No. As noted elsewhere herein, because of Centennial's expansive 

interconnection network, including interconnections to other carriers in Puerto 

Rico, there is rarely an occasion for transiting traffic through the PRTC tandem. 

Nevertheless, at any given time some new carrier may arrive in Puerto Rico, and 

when Centennial's customers call any customers of the new carrier, Centennial 

40 Sre Centennial Proposed Wireline Agreement, Section VII(J.). 
41 See PRTC Proposed Pricing Attachment at Section VII(l). 

BH 007Z 
Docket No. 090501 

Page 53 

104 



2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

\8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

·~QSI 
~~· con&Ullino, inc. 

Direct Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT-2008-AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

will necessarily use PRTC's tandem to connect to the new carrier until direct 

connections can be established. 

IF CENTENNIAL DID USE PRTC'S TRANSIT SERVICE TO CONNECT 

WITH A THIRD PARTY IN PUERTO RICO, HOW WOULD THAT 

SERVJCE BE PROVIDED FROM A NETWORK PERSPECI1VE? 

A Centennial customer's call would be routed from Centennial's end office to the 

PRTC tandem. PRTC would switch the call to the third party over the appropriate 

trunks and the call would be routed to the third party for tcnnination. The same 

network arrangement would hold true for a third party's customer which 

originated a call to a Centennial customer. 

DOES THIS NETWORK ARRANGEMENT SUPPORT CENTENNIAL'S 

POSITION? 

Yes. There is no basis. either in competitive policy or in PRTC's costs, to allow 

PRTC to charge anything above its tariffed tandem switching rate tor handling 

this traffic. When PRTC sends its own traffic to the new carrier via PRTC's own 

tandem, it does not incur any extra costs to do so over and above its tandem 

switching costs. It is therefore discriminatory for PRTC to charge CenteMial 

more than its tandem switching rate for this function. 

WHEN YOU SAY IT IS DISCRIMINATORY TO CHARGE 

CENTENNIAL MORE THAN THE TANDEM SWITCHING RATE, 

WHAT DO YOU MEAN? 

·It is discriminatory because PRTC charges IXCs only the tandem switching rate 

for doing the same function that PRTC pro~ses to perform for Centennial at four 
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times the cost. And when PRTC routes calls from its own customers, through its 

tandem, to a third party carrier such as another wireless carrier or CLEC, there is 

no suggestion that it incurs any costs beyond tandem switching, and no evidence 

that it charges its end users anything extra at all. Yet routing a can ftom a PRTC 

end office, through a PRTC tandem, to a third party carrier is, from a network 

perspective, just like routing a call from Centennial' s network, through a PRTC 

tandem, to a third party carrier. 

PRTC ARGUES THAT ITS RATEPAYERS WOULD BE FORCED TO 

SUBSIDIZE CENTENNIAL AND THE TIDRD PARTY CARRIF.R 

THROUGH THE APPLICATION OF A "BELOW-COST TRANSIT 

TRAFFIC TANDEM SWITCHING RA TE."41 IS THIS A CORRECT 

STATEMENT? 

No. PRTC has provided absolutely no cost support for its proposed rate. Further, 

the existing tandem switching rate was approved by this Board and is a 

compensatory rate. As such, PRTC is wrong to suggest that receiving payment at 

the tandem switching rate will result in subsidization. 

IF CENTENNIAL'S POSITION IS ADOPTED, WILL IT UNDERMINE 

INCENTIVES FOR CENTENNIAL TO ESTABLISH DIRECT 

CONNECTIONS WITH miRD· PARTY CARRIERS, AS PRTC 

CLAIMS?43 

No. Particularly because of Centennial's extensive island-wide network. the 

incremental cost to Centennial to establish a direct connection to a third party 

'
2 See PRTC Response at 38. 

0 ld. at pp. 37-38. 
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carrier is likely to be low. In addition, as a practical business matter, Centennial 

clearly understands that its interests are served by making as little use of PRTC' s 

network as is feasible. Furthermore, the provisions of the interconnection 

agreement relating to Centennial using PRTC as a transit carrier (Interconnection 

Attachment, § 8) establish an obligation on Centennial to seek and establish direct 

connections with third-party carriers, and there is no indication that Centennial 

has failed to do so (except, as in the case of Claro, where PRTC itself has 

apparently prevented that result). PRTC's claim that charging a lower rate for 

tandem transiting will affect Centennial"s establishment of direct connections to 

third party carriers is completely unfounded. 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION FOR ISSUE #IS? 

A. I recommend that the Board adopt Centennial's language on this issue. PRTC is 

attempting to extract monopoly profits at the expense of Centennial. It has shown 

no support for the proposed rates and has failed to show that the existing tandem 

switching rate does not already recover the costs of transiting traffic as discussed 

herein. 

Issue #16: Clarification of application of Reverse Toll Billing. 
Statement of Issue #16: Should the agreement clarify that reverse toll billiag 
charges will not apply if tbe traffic carrying capacity of an end office meet point is 
adequate to meet the blockiaa standard in the agreement? 
ICA Reference: Wireless Interconnection Attachment § 4.3 

Q. WHAT IS REVERSE TOLL BILLING? 

A. The concept of Reverse Toll Billing arises when a customer of a landline carrier 

calls a customer of a wireless carrier. and the wireless carrier has not established 

interconnection with the landline carrier at or near the landline carrier's end 
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office. In this instance, the landline carrier could, conceivably, charge its 

customer toll charges to carry that call from the landline customer to the distant 

point of interconnection between the landline and wireless carriers. For example, 

if a PRTC customer in the Mayaguez wire center called a Centennial wireless 

carrier and Centennial chose not to establish a meet point interconnection with 

PRTC in Mayaguez, PRTC could charge its end user customer a toll charge to 

carry the traffic from Mayaguez to the tandem-ba.Sed connection between PRTC 

and Centennial Wireless in San Juan . However, since it would be unattractive to 

a wireless carrier•s customers and potentially harmful to a wireless carrier' s 

business for wire line customers to be assessed a toll charge (and make a 1 + call) 

each time it calls the wireless carriers, the wireless carrier may allow the landline 

carrier to assess a charge on the wireless carrier instead of the land line customer-

hence the ''reverse, in the "Reverse Toll Billing... Since Reverse Toll Billing 

occurs only in situations where the wireless carrier is not interconnected with the 

landline carrier at or near the landline customer' s serving end office, Reverse Toll 

Billing has no application in a situation where Centennial is interconnected at or 

near the PRTC end office serving the PRTC customer. 

WHY DO YOU UNDERSCORE THE STATEMENT THAT REVERSE 

TOLL BILLING HAS NO APPLICATION IN A SITUATION WHERE 

CENTENNIAL IS INTERCONNECTED AT AN END OFFICE? 

This point is especially important as it relates to Centennial and PRTC because 

Centennial has meet point interconnections at each of PRTC's end offices in 

Puerto Rico. As a result, all calls made. from PRTC landline customers to 
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Q. 

A. 

Centennial's wireless carriers would be handed off at the serving end office and, 

therefore. Reverse Toll Billing does not come into play. The only exception to 

this would be if ••overflow•• traffic occurs that is routed through the tandem (and 

Centennial has agreed to compensate PRTC, at PRTC's tandem switching rates, if 

and when this exception arises). 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANIES' PROPOSALS FOR ISSUE 

##16- CLARIFICATION OF REVERSE TOLL BILLING. 

Centennial's proposed language under the Reverse Toll Billing Section 4.3.4 sets 

forth provisions for two different scenarios. First, CentcMial's Section 4.3.4 .1 

applies to situations in which Centennial has not established a POI at the serving 

PRTC end office per the terms of Section 2.6.6,44 in which case Centennial agrees 

to pay PRTC's Reverse Toll Billing charge of $0.022 per minute per call for 

CenteMial to carry that call from the PRTC customer to the distant Centennial 

POI.45 Second, Centennial's Section 4 .3.4.2 applies to situations in which 

Centennial has established a POl at the serving PRTC end office per the term of 

Section 2.6.6 but the traffic is routed through the tandem nonetheless (e.g., 

overflow traffic}, in which case Centennial agrees to pay PRTC a tariffed tandem 

switching charge ($0.001289/minute from PRTC's K-2 tariff).46 Again, if 

44 Section 2.6.6 states: "The Parties shail work individually and cooperatively to apply reasonable network 

managcm~t principles by invokina appropriate network management conltOls to alleviate or prevent 
network consestion at or in conneCtion With PRTC/Centennial POls. In addition, at each PRTC/Centennial 
POl where separate tn.Jnkins is installed pursuant to Sections 2.6. J and/or 2.6.2 of this Attachment, the 
Parties shall install sufficient trunking to achieve and/or maintain P.OJ Grade of Service for each initial 
route at that PRTC/Centennial POI and P.OJ Grade of Service for each final route serving that 
PRTC/Centennial POJ." 
45 At the same time, PRTC would not charge toll charges on the PRTC end user(Section 4.3.4.1.3}. 
*The exception to this is if the traffic is routed through the tandem due to PRTC's actions or omissions. 
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Centennial is interconnected at the PRTC end office and the call is handed off 

there, then Reverse Toll Billing does not come into play and no Reverse Toll 

Billing charges or tandem switching charges would apply. (Also, please not that 

Mr. Angulo's testimony addresses certain aspects of this issue.) 

By contrast, PRTC proposes language that would assess a Reverse Toll 

Billing per minute of use charge of$0.022 on Centennial for carrying a call across 

PRTC's local calling area boundaries to a Centennial interconnection. Further, 

PRTC proposes Section 4.3.4.2, which essentially indemnifies and holds harmless 

PRTC for essentially all conceivable actions it undertakes related to Reverse Toll 

Billing. 

WHY IS CENTENNIAVS PROPOSAL ON miS ISSUE SUPERIOR TO 

PRTC'S PROPOSAL? 

Centennial's proposed language recognizes the sub::o1antial investment that 

Centennial has made to establish meet point interconnections at each PRTC end 

office. As a result, so long as Centennial sizes these meet points in accordance 

with the capacity requirements of the Agreement (discussed in more detail 

below). Reverse Toll Billing is a non-issue because the traffic will be handed off 

at or near the PRTC end office. If, however, Centennial does not establish a meet 

point in accordance with the capacity requirements of the Agreement (or does not 

establish a meet point at an end office at aU), then Centennial agrees (and the 

language provides) that PRTC•s $0.022/minute Reverse Toll Billing rate will 

apply. The only other way that traffic would not be handed off at the end office is 
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On BehalfofCentennial 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

in the case of overflow traffic that is routed through the tandem. In this case, 

Centennial has sized the meet point in accordance with the sizing requirements of 

the Agreement, but a peak traffic load exceeds the maximum capacity of the 

interconnection at the end office and the excess (or overflow) traffic is routed 

through the tandem. In this instance, Centennial agrees to pay the tandem 

switching rate ($0.001289/minute) (recognizing that the traffic is handed off at the 

tandem instead of the end office), but disagrees that the premium rate for Reverse 

Toll Billing which is more than 15 times the tandem switching rate should apply. 

This is especially true since Centennial has already made the investment to 

establish meet points at each end office. 

IF CENTENNIAL BUD..DS MEET POINTS AND EACH END OFFICE 

AND THEY ARE PROPERLY ENGINEERED, SHOULD REVERSE 

TOLL BILLING BE AN ISSUE? 

No. In these circumstances, the fair and reasonable solution is to limit the scope 

of Reverse Toll Billing charge5 to situations in which Centennial has not 

established an adequately sized meet point, and limit PRTC's charges to its 

tandem switching rate when overflow conditions arise at adequately sized meet 

points. 

ARE THERE OTHER REASONS THAT PRTC'S PROPOSAL SHOULD 

BE REJECTED? 

Yes. PRTC's .proposed language for Section 4.3.4.1 uses PRTC's tariffed local 

calling areas as the determining factor as to whether Reverse Toll Billing charges 
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Q. 

A. 

are applied [" .. . other than the PRTC local calling area in which traffic is 

delivered by PRTC to Centennial through a PRTC/Centennial POl .. ... (emphasis 

added)}. As described above, PRTC's local calling area is not the proper 

boundary for determining intercarrier compensation as between PRTC and 

Centennial, and should therefore not be used to determine whether Reverse ToU 

Billing charges should apply. Though PRTC discusses the benefit of its "bright 

line standard", 47 the "bright tines" that PRTC draws (i.e., the boundaries of its 

own local calling area) are incorrect. 

Second, PRTC's language in Section 4.3.4.2 is chock full of provisions to 

indemnify and hold PRTC harmless in its provisioning of Reverse Toll Billing -

to the point where it essential]y renders the tenns of Reverse Toll Billing 

meaningless. 

PLEASE ELABORATE. 

PRTC's proposed language states that "Centennial shall indemnify PRTC. defend 

PRTC. and hold PRTC harmless for any errors or omissions arising out of 

Reverse Toll Billing Failure" [or PRTC's failure to abide by its agreement to 

provide Reverse Toll Billing). PRTC goes on to say that this indemnification 

provision is "without limitation", which essentially allows PRTC to do whatever 

it so chooses regarding Reverse Toll Billing under the Agreement without the 

possibility of reprisal. For example, PRTC proposes language in Section 4.3 .4.1.3 

that states that PRTC "shall nof' assess applicable tariffed toll service charges on 

47 PRTC Response, p. 40. 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

the PRTC end user (subject to the limitation under Section 4.3.4.2), but then in 

Section 4.3.4.2, PRTC proposes language that indemnifies and holds hannless 

PRTC "without limitation" if PRTC assesses toll service charges on PRTC end 

users. PRTC's proposed 4.3.4.2 renders its proposed Section 4.3.4.1.3 

meaningless. 

ABOVE YOU MENTION TilE POTENTIAL FOR OVERFLOW TRAFFIC 

TO BE ROUTED TO THE TANDEM, WinCH WOULD BE 

CO~ENSATED AT THE TANDEM S~TCHING RATE UNDER 

CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL. PLEASE ELABORATE ON HOW 

OVERFLOW TRAFFIC COULD OCCUR IF CENfENNIAL'S MEET 

POINTS ARE SIZED APPROPRIATELY? 

The language in the companies' agreement regarding sizing meet point 

interconnections (Section 2.6.6 of the Interconnection Attachment) states that "at 

each PRTC/Centennial POI [point of interconnection] where separate trunking is 

installed .. • the Parties shall install sufficient trunking to achieve and/or maintain 

P.03 Grade of Service for each initial route at that PRTC/Centennial POI and P.Ot 

Grade of Service for each final route serving that PRTC/Centennial POI." P.03 

Grade of Service and P.Ol Grade of Service arc defined tenns in the Agreement 

as follows (Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the Glossary Attachment): 

P.Ol Grade of Service" means a trunk facility provisioning 
standard with the statistical probability of no more than one call in 
I 00 blocked on initial attempt during the average busy hour. 

P.03 Grade of Service,. means a trunk facility provisioning 
standard with the statistical probability of no more than three calls 
in 100 blocked on initial attempt during the average busy hour. 
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In other words, the standard in the Agreement requires each company to size 

interconnection facilities so as to allow no more than 1% blocking at the busy 

hour for a final route and 3% blocking at the busy hour for an initial route.48 

Hence, the interconnection facilities are designed to allow a certain percentage of 

calls to be blocked at the busy hour - or as in this case between Centennial and 

PRTC, routed to the tandem for exchange instead of blocked. The traffic that is 

not handled by the interconnection at the end office - in this case a maximum of 

I% of calls on final routes and 3% calls on initial routes at the busy hour - is 

overflow traffic. 

IS IT REASONABLE TO ENGINEER FACILITIES SO THAT 

OVERFLOW TRAFFIC NEVER OCCURS EVEN AT THE BUSY HOUR? 

No. Though I am not a professional engineer by trade, I am generally familiar 

with how telecommunications facilities are sized for network deployment. When 

it comes to capacity-based facilities such as switches or interconnection trunking, 

they are generally sized according to the amount of traffic that they must handle at 

the busy hour_49 Newton's Telecom Dictionary describes this concept as follows: 

"The 'busy hour' is perhaps the most important concept in traffic engineering -

the science of figuring what telephone switching and transmission capacities one 

needs. Since the 'busy hour• represents the most traffic carried in a hour, the idea 

is if you create enough capacity to carry that 'busy hour' traffic, you will be able 

•• For Grades of Service, the digits following the P, indicate the number of calls per 100 that are or can be 
blocked by the system. Newton's Telecom Dictionary, 20 .. ed .• p. 609. 
49 The busy hour is defined as "the hour of the day (or the week, or the month, or the year) during which a 
telephone system carries the most traffic." Newton's Telecom Dictionary, 20111 ed. , p. 133. 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

to carry all the other traffic during all the other hours."50 However, if facilities 

were engineered to handle all traffic that occurs at the busy hour, a significant 

amount of facilities would sit idle at all times other than the busy hour. This 

would result in excess capacity and lower the efficiencies of the facilities. 

Therefore, it is generally accepted engineering practice to engineer capacity-based 

facilities such that a certain maximum amount of call blocking may occur at the 

busy hour. This reduces the amount of capacity that remains idle at times other 

than the busy hour and increases efficiencies. Newton's describes this situation as 

follows: 

In actuality, one never designs capacity sufficient to carry lOOo/e of 
the busy hour traffic. That would be too wasteful and too expensive. 
So, the argument then comes down to, "What percentage of my peak 
busy or busy hour traffic am I prepared to block?" ... Typically, it's 
between 2% and 5% ... 

What this shows is that engineering principles for capacity-based facilities dictate 

that some amount of overflow traffic may occur at the busy hour. As a result, 

even if Centennial has engineered its meet points to meet the Grades of Service 

called for in the Agreement, the potential for overflow traffic still exists {and is 

actually engineered into the network by design}. and Centennial should not be 

forced to pay the premium Reverse Toll Billing charges when this occurs. 

WOULD CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL PRECLUDE PRTC FROM 

ASSESSING REVERSE TOLL BILLING CHARGES REGARDLESS OF 

$II Newton's Telecom Dictionary. 20 .. ed., p. 133. 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

I can only conclude from PRTC's apparent difficulty in understanding this 

concept that PRTC wants to (a) exclude certain types of traffic from the meet 

points established under the ICA and either (b) force Centennial to establish 

inefficient, duplicative physical interconnection arrangements for such traffic or 

(c) not exchange it at all. The Board should not countenance such a result, which 

is inefficient and anticompetitive. 

PRTC STATES THAT CENTENNIAL HAS NOT IDENTIFIED ANY 

TYPES OF TRAFFIC mAT COULD BE EXCHANGED AT A POI 

OTHER THAN THOSE LISTED IN PRTC'S PROPOSED SECTION 11.1 

OF TilE INTERCONNECTION ATT ACHMENT.15 IS TIUS TRUE? 

First, the reference to Section "J l.l .. in Mr. Correa's testimony (see, Correa 

Direct. p. 9, line 20) appears to be a typo and should actually read Section "1.1".16 

But. second, to answer PRTC's contention directly, PRTC is wrong. As 

Centennial indicates in its supplemental response to PRTC data request #32: 

An issue of relevance to the current agreement and the prospective 
agreement is that a given call or minute of traffic might fall into 
more than one category. Moreover, the parties might dispute 
whether any particular caiVminute does, or does not, fall within 
more than one category, or the category into which it falls. This 
creates a situation in which one party may contend that certain 
traffic is not pennissibly exchanged under the current agreement 
while the other party disagrees. Therefore, the additional types of 
traffic listed below may, or may not, depending on the 
circumstances, already be included under an existing listed traffic 
type, and by listing them below Centennial does not concede that 
any particular calls/minutes that fall within one of the categories 
listed below would not already covered by an existing traffic type. 

15 Correa Direct, pp. 9-10, referencing Centennial's response to data request #l-32. 
16 This is evidenced by the fact that PRTC's data request #37- nowhere refers to Section II. J and instead 
refers to Section 1.1. 
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WHETHER CENTENNIAL'S POI IS PERFORMING 

APPROPRIA TELY?51 
· 

A. No. The fact that Centennial's proposal allows PRTC to assess Reverse Toll 

Billing charges if Centennial does establish an adequately sized POl at or near the 

end office proves that PRTC is wrong. And to the extent that the interconnection 

is not perfonning appropriately because of PRTC's actions or omissions, 

Centennial should not have to pay PRTC a premium rate for PRTC's failing (and 

would not be required to under Centennial's proposal). Centennial's proposal is 

fundamentally fair to both companies and consistent with the concept of Reverse 

Toll Billing. 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION ON ISSUE #16? 

A. I recommend the Board adopt Centennial's proposed language for Section 4.3.4 

of the Wireless Interconnection Attachment. 

51 See, PRTC Response, pp. 40-41. 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

Issue #18: Application of Wholesale Discount to Exchange Access Facilities. 

PRTC's Statement of Issue #18 (as indicated in PRTC's Response): Should the 
Draft 2008 Landline Agreement extend the wholesale discount developed under 
Section 25l(c)(4) of the Communications Act to special access circuits that PRTC 
provides under access tariffs? 
ICA Reference: Resale Attachment§ 1.1 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE ADDITIONAL ISSUE THAT PRTC RAISED 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

IN ITS RESPONSE- APPLICATION OF WHOLESALE DISCOUNT TO 

EXCHANGE ACCESS FACILmES. 

This issue pertains to whether the current ruling of the Board in JRT-2003-Q-

0070 wherein special access circuits purchased by Centennial from PRTC are 

eligible for a wholesale discount so long as they are not used in the provision of 

exchange access (with the discount not applying to the portion used to provide 

exchange access for mixed-use facilities) should be included in the companies' 

successor lCA. PRTC freely acknowledges in its response that its proposal runs 

counter to the Board's previous decision and the existing ICA between the 

companics.52 Centennial accepts the current structure and opposes changes that 

PRTC proposes. Rather than describing the merits of its proposal on this issue in 

its response, PRTC points to its pleadings before the US District Court of Puerto 

Rico. To the extent that PRTC clarifies its proposal in its direct testimony, I will 

respond to the merits of Centennial's proposal in my reply testimony. 

DOES TIDS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 

sz PRTC Response, p. 42. 
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Regarding Application of Qwut fo~" Reclassification and Deregulation of Certain Products and 
Services 
On BehalfofTime WamerTeleeom 
Direct February t 8, 2005 

BH 0090 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 031-478T 
Regarding the Unbundling Obligations of ILECs Pursuant to the Triennial Review Order 
On BehalfofWorldCom, Inc. (MCI} 
Direct January 26, 2004 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commissiou 
Docket No. 991-577T 
US WEST Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditioru 
On Behalf ofCovad Communications Company, Rhythms Links, Inc., and New Edge Networks, 
Inc. 
Direct June 27, 200 I 

Before the Colorado Publk Utilities Commission 
Case No. 99CV82Sl 
Qwest Corporation. Inc., Plaintiff. v. IP Telephony. Inc., Defendant. District Court, City and 
County of Deltller', State of Colorado 
On Behalf ofiP Telephony 
Direct January 29, 2001 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. OOB-601 T 
Petition of Level 3 Communications, LLC for Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 99R-128T 
Proposed Amendments to the Rules on Local Calling Are4 Standards 
On Behalf ofMCI WorldCom 
Oral Comments before the Commissioners 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 98R-426T 
Proposed Amendments to the Rules Prescribing Intral.ATA Equal Access 

January 4. 200 I 
Januaty 16,2001 

May 13. 1999 

On BehalfofMCI WorldCom and AT&T Communications ofthe Mountain States, Inc. 
Comments November 4, l 998 

Before tbe Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 97 A-494T 
Application ofWorldCom, Inc. for Approval to Trarufer Control ofMCito WorldCom. Inc. 
Affidavit in Response to GTE May 8, 1998 

BH 0091 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 

Docket No. '' A-494T 
Application of WorldCom, Inc. for Approval to Transfer Control of MCI to WorldCom, Inc. 
On BehalfofMCl. 
Supplemental Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Pablic Utilities Commission 

March 10, 1998 
March 26, 1998 

Docket Nos. 97K-l37T, 97F-17ST (consolidated) and 97F-lllT (c:oosoJidated) 
Complaint of MC!to Reduc~ USWC Acc~.u Charges to Economic Cost 
On Behalf of MCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Colonclo Public Utilities Commbtioa 
Docket No. 90A-665T (consolidated) 

July 18, 1997 
August 1 5, 1997 

Application ofU S WEST Communications, Inc. To Modify Its Rate and Serv;ce Regulation Plan 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Publh: Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 96A-366T (consolidated) 
MC!metro Petition for Arbitration wit US WEST Communications, Inc. 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before dae Colorado Pabllc Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 1766 

September 26, 1996 
October 7, 1996 

September 6, 1996 
September 17, J 996 

Investigation and Suspension; Mountain States Teleplwne and Telegraph Company's Local 
Calling Access Plan 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
DocketNo. 1710 

October 26, 1988 

Investigation and Suspension; Rate Case of Mountain States Telephone and Telegraph Company 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before tile Connedieut Deputment of Public Utility Control 
Doc:ket No. 07-02-29 

December I, 1986 

Petition of Neulral Tandem, Inc., for InterconnecTion with Level 3 Communications and R~que.rt 
for Interim Order 
On Behalf ofLovel 3 
Direct May 1. 2007 

BH0091 
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Timothy J Gates ·4QSI 
··~· COIIBIJIII~g. inc. 

Before tbe Coaaec:ticat Department of P~bli<: Utility Control 
Petition of Level 3 Communications, LLC for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) with 
Southern New England Telephone Company dlb!al SBC Connecticut; Level 3/SNET Arbitration 
On Behalf of Level J Communications, LLC 
Direct November 2, 2004 

Before the Delaware Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 91-47 
Diamond State Telephone Company's Application for a Rate Increase 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Florida Public SeM'ice Commission 
Docket Nos. OSOI19~TP/OSOI25-TP 

February 12, 1993 

Petition and Complaint for Suspension and Cancellation of Transit Traffic Service Tariff No. 
FL2004-284 filed by Bel/South Telecommunications, Inc., by .AT&T Communications of the 
Southern States, LLC 
On BehalfofCompSouth 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Florida Public SeM'ice Commission 
Doeket No. 031047-TP 

December 19,2005 
January 30, 2006 

Petition of KMC Telecom for Arbitration with Sprint Communications: On Behalf of KMC 
Telecom Ill, L.L.C, KMC Telecom V,lnc., and KMC Data, L.L.C. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Florida Publie Service Commission 
Docket No. 000084-TP . 
Petition of BellSouth for Arbitralion with US LEC of Florida Inc. 
On Behalf of US LEC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Florida Public Service Commission 
Doeket No. 000907-TP 
Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with BellSouJh 
On BehalfofLevel3. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 930330-TP 
Investigation into IntraLATA Presvbscription 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

BH 0093 
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October 13,2000 
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OctoberS, 2000 
November 1, :WOO 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Georgia Publh: Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 14844 
Petition of Neutral Tandem for the Establishment of Interconnection with Level 3 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Georgia Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 11645-U 
Petition of Level J for Arbitration with BellSouth 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Idaho Public Utllities Commission 
Case No. QWE-T -GS-11 

April 13, 2007 
April 24, 2007 

December 6, 2000 
December 20, 2000 

In the Matter of Level 3 Communications, LLC Petition for Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. GNR-T-Ol-16 

August 12, 2005 
September 16, 2005 

Petition of Potlatch, CenturyTel, the Idaho Telephone Association for Declaratory Order 
Prohibiting the Use of" Virtual NXX CaUing" 
On BehalfofLevel3, AT&T, WorldCom, and Time Warner Telecom 
Comments/Presentation November 25, 2002 

Berore the Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. U-1500-177 
Investigation of the Universal Local Access Service Tariff 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tb Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. U-1150-1 
Petition ofMC/for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 07-0277 
Complaint of Neutral Tandem, Inc. 'II. Level 3 Communications, LLC 
On Bchalfoft.eveiJ 
Direct 

880094 
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April 26, 1988 

November 20, 1987 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the llliaois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 04-0428 
Level 3 Petition for Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company 
On BehalfofLevel (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Direct 

Before tbe Illiaois Commerce Commissioa 
Docket No. 00-0332 

June 22, 2004 
September 3, 2004 

Leve/3 Petition/or Arbitration to &tahlish and Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Supplemental Verified Statement 

Before the llliaois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 93-0044 

May 30,2000 
July I I, 2000 

Complaint of MCI and LDDS re Rlinois Bell Additional Aggregated Discount and Growth 
Incentive Discount Services 
On Behalf ofMCI and LDDS. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Ulinois Commerce Commission 
Case No. 90.0425 
Presentation to the Industry Regarding MCI's Position on Imputation. 

Before tbe Illinois Commeree Commlssioa 
Doeket No. 83-0142 

November 18, 1993 
January 10, 1994 

July 29, 1991 

Industry presentation to the Commission re Docket No. BJ-0142 and issues for next generic 
access docket re the Imputation Trial and Unitary Pricing/Building Bloc/cs 
On BehalfofMCI 
Comments 

Before tbe Illinois Commerce Commission 
Doeket No. 88-0091 
JntraMSA Dialing Arrangements 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Illinois Commerc:e Commission 
Doc:kel No. 89-0033 
Dlinoi.s Bell Telephone Company's Rate Restructuring 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

BH0095 
Docket No. 090501 

November 19, 1990 

November 22, 1989 
february 9, 1990 

May 3, 1989 
July 14, 1989 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commissiou 
Docket No. 83-0142 

·~QSI 
·~ coosutMg. itlc. 

Appropriate Methodology for Intrastate Access Charges Regarding ICTC's Access Charge 
Proposal 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Surrebuttal 

Before tile Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 83-0142 

February 16, 1989 

Appropriate Methodology for Intrastate Access Charges Rega,.ding Toll Acce.ss 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Rebuttal January 16, 1989 

Before tbe l•diana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 43299 
Complaint of Neutral Tandem, Inc. and Neutral Tandem -Indiana, LLC Against Level J 
Communications, LLC, Concerning Interconnection lflith Level 3 Communications, LLC 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Reply July 23, 2007 

Before tbe lndiaaa Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 42663-INT-01 
In the Matter of Level 3 Communications, LLC Petition for Arbitration with SBC Indiana 
On Behalf of Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Indiana Utility Re:utatory Commission 
Cause No. 39032 
MCI Request for lntraLA.TA. Authority 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38560 
Reseller Complaint Regarding I+ lntraLA. T A. Calling 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 37905 
Intrastate A.cce.ss Tariffs -- Parity with Federal Rates 
On BehalfofMCJ 
Direct 

BH0096 
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Scptember2,2004 
October S, 2004 

October 25, 1990 
Apri14, 1 991 

June 29, 1989 

June 21, 1989 

129 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38561 
Deregulation of Customer Specific Offerings of Indiana Telephone Companies 
On Behalf ofMCI Regarding Staff Reports. 
Direct 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38561 
Deregulation of Customer Specific Of{ering3 of Indiana Telephone Companies 
On Behalf ofMCI Regarding GTE 

Aprill4, 1989 

Direct December 16, 1988 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38561 
Deregulation .of Customer Specific Offerings of Indiana Telephone Companies 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. FCU-06-42 

· October 28, 1 988 

In the Matter of Coon Creek Telecommunications Corp. Complaint Against Iowa 
Telecommunications Senices 
On Behalf ofCCTC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. ARB-05-4 

July 14, 2006 
August 21,2006 

In the Matter of Level 1 Communications, UCPetitionfor Arbitration with Qwest 
On Behalf ofLeve13 
Direct 
Rebuttal 
Surrebuttal 

Before the Iowa Utilities Bond 
Docket Nos. INU-03-4, WRU-03-61 

July 20, 2005 
August 12,2005 
August 24, 2005 

In Re: Qwest Corporation; Sworn Counter Statement of Position on Behalf of MCI. 
December fs. 2003 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket Nos. INU-03-4, WRU-03-61 
In Re: Qwest Corporation; Sworn Statement of Position on Behalf of MCI. 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket NOI-99-1 

November 14,2003 

Universal Service Workshop; Responded to questions posed by the Staff of the Board during one 
day worla'/tQp 
On Behalf ofMCIW and AT&T 
Comments 

BH 0097 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before tbe Iowa Utllities Board 
Docket NOI-99-l 
Uni11ersal Sen~ice Workshop; Participated on numerous panels during two day worlcshop 
On Behalf ofMCI WorldCom 
Comments 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. NOI-90-1 

June 8, 1999 

Presentation on Imputation of Access Charges and the Other Costs of Providing Toll Services 
On Behalf ofMCl 

Before tbe Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. RPU-91-4 
Investigation of the &zrnings ofU S WEST Communications, Inc. 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 
Supplemental 
Rebuttal 
Surrebuttal 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. RPU-88-1 
Regarding the Access Charges ofNortlrwestern Bell Telephone Company 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before tbe Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. RPU 88-6 
/ntraLATA Competition in Iowa 
On.BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before t•e IUasas Corporatioa Co•missioa 
Docket No. 04-LJCT-1046-ARB 

October 3, 1991 

September 25, l 991 
November 5, 1991 

December 23, 1991 
January 10, 1992 
January 20, 1992 

September 20, 1988 

September 1, 1988 

In the Matter of Arbitration &tween Lellel 3 Communications LLC and SBC Communications 
On Behalf of Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Direct August 31 , 2004 

Before tbe Kalisu Corporatioa Co .. misslo• 
Docket No. 181,197-U 
General Investigation into IntraLA.TA Competition within the Slate of Kansas 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

BH0098 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Kentucky Pu bJic Service Commission 
Case No.2000-477 
Petition of Adelphia Business Solutions for Arbitration with BellSouth 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 

Before the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Case No. 2000-404 
Petition of Level 3 Communications, LLC for Arbitration with Bel/South 
On BehalfofLevel3 
Direct 

Before the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Administrative Case No. 323 

January 12,2001 

December 21, 2000 

Phase I; An Inquiry into lntraUTA Toll Competition, an Appropriate Compensation Scheme for 
Completion oflntraLATA Calls by lnterexchange Ca"iers, and WATS Jurisdictionality 
On BehatfofMCI 
Direct 

Before tbe Louisiana Public Service Commission 
Docket No. U-25301 
Petition of Adelphia Business Solutions for Arbitration with BellSouth 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 8879 

May20, 1993 

December 28, 2000 
January 5, 200 I 

Rates for Unbundled Network Elements Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
Testimony on behalf of the Staff of the Public Service Commission of Maryland 
Rebuttal September 5, 2001 
Surrebuttal October 15,2001 · 

Before lhe Marylaad Public Service CommissloD 
Case No. 8585 
Competitive Safeguards Required re C&P's Centra Extend Service 
On BehalfofMCI 
Rebuttal 

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 8585 
Re Bell Atlantic Maryland. Inc. s Transmittal No. 878 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

BH 0099 
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June 2, 1994 

May 19, 1994 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Maryland Public Servke Commission 
Case No. 8585 
Competiti'lle Safeguards Required re C&P's Centrex Extend Service 
On BchalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

November 12, 1993 
January 14, 1994 

Before tJae Massachusetts Department ofTelecolll'lmanications and Eaergy 
D.P.tJ. 93-45 
New England Telephone Implementation of Interchongeable NPAs 
On Behalf of MCJ 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Mic:laiea• Public Service Commission 
Case No. U~J5l30 

April 22, 1993 
May 10, 1993 

Comp/ai111 and Application for Emergency Relief by Neutral Tandem Inc. for Interconnection 
with Uwl 3 Communications 
On Behalf ofLevel3 
Direct 

Before the Micbigan PubUe Service Commission 
Case No. U-14151 · 
Petition of Level 3 Communications LLC for Arbilration with SBC Michigan 
On Behalf ofLevcl3 Communications, LLC 
Direct 

Before tbe Mic:laiga• Public Service Commission 
Cue No. U-llSl8 

June 26, 2007 

June I, 2004 

In the Matter ofthe Implementation of the L«al Calling Area Provisions of the MI'A 
On Behalf of Focal Communications, Inc. 
Rebuttal September 27. 2000 

Before tJae Micl•ic•• Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-11460 
Petition of Level 3 Communic;ations for Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement 
with Amerilech Michigan 
On BehalfofLevel (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct June 8, 2000 

Before the Michigaa Public: Service Commission 
C8Se No. U-11311 
AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc. Complainant v. GTE North Inc. and Conte/ of the 
South, Inc., dlbla GTE Systems of Michigan 
On Behalf of AT&T. 
Direct (Adopted Testimony of Michael Starkey) 
Rebuttal 

BHOlOO 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-10138 (Reopener) 
MCI v Michigan Bell and GTE re lntraLA TA Equal Access 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-10138 
MCI v Michigan Bell and GTE re IntraLATA Equal Access 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Mkbigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-8987 
Michigan Bell Telephone Company Incentive Regulation Plan 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case Nos. U-9004, U-900fi, U-9007 (Consolidated) 
Industry Framework for lntraLATA Toll Competition 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-5733/C-07-196 

July 22, 1993 

July 3 1, 1992 
November 17, 1992 

June 30, 1989 

September 29, I 988 
November 30. 1988 

In the Matter of a Complaint and Request for Expedited Hearing of Neutral Tandem, Inc. Against 
Level 3 Comm~mication.s, LLC &: In the Matter of the Application of Level 3 Communications, 
LLC to Terminate Services to Neutral Tandem, Inc. (Consolidated) 
On Behalf of Level3 
Direct 
Reply 

Before tbe Minnesob Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No.: P-999/CI-03-961 

June 14,2007 
July 24, 2007 

In the Maner of the Commission Investigation into ILEC Unbundling Obligations as a Result of 
the Federal Triennial Review Order 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. (MCI) 
Direct January 23, 2004 

BH 0101 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before tbe Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket Nos. P-442, 421, 3012/M-01-1916; P-421/CI-01-1375; OAH Docket No. 12-2500-
14490 
Commission Investigation of Qwe.st 's Pricing of Cerrain Unbundled Network Elements 
On BehalfofMcLeod USA Telecommunications Services, Inc., Eschelon Telecom of Minnesota, 
Inc., US Link, Inc., Northstar Access, LLC, Otter Tail Telecomm LLC, VAL-Ed Joint Venture, 
LLP, dba 702 Communications 
Rebuttal April 18, 2002 

Before the Minnesota PabUc: Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-999/R-97-609 
Universal Service Group 
On Behalf ofMCI WorldCom, Inc. and AT&T Communications 
Comments 

Before the Minnesota P•blic Utilities Commission 
USWC OSS Workshop; re OSS Issues 
On Behalf ofMCI WorldCom, Inc. 
Comments 

Before the Minnesota Public: Utilities Commission 

September 28, 1999 

September 14-16, 1999 

Docket No. P-442, 421/M-96-855; P-5321, 421/M-96-909; and P-3167, 421/M-96-729 
(consolidated) 
Petition for Arbitration with US WEST Communications. Inc 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Minnesota Public: Utilities Commission 
Docket Nos. P-999/CI-85-582. P~999/CI-87-697 and P-999/CI-87-695 

September 20, 1996 
September30, 1996 

In the Maner of an Investigation into /ntraLA. TA Equal Access and Presubscriplion; Comments of 
MCI on the Report of the Equal Access and Presubscription Study Committee 
On Behalf of MCI 
Comments 

Before the Minnesota PubUc Utilities Commlssloa 
Docket No. P _ 4ll/C1_86_88 

September 7, 1993 

Summary Investigation into Alternative Methods for Recovery of Non-traffic Sensitive Costs 
On Behalf of MCI 
Comments to the Commission 

Before tlae Misaissippi Public: Service Commission 
Docket No. 2000-AD-846 · 

January 30, 1987 

Petition of Adelphia Business Solutions for Arbitration with Bel/South Telecommunications 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

BH 0102 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Montana Public Service Commission 
Docket No. D~7.10.19l 
Application of WorldCom, Inc. for Approval to Transfer Control of MCT Communications 
Corporation to WorldCom, Inc. 
On BehalfofMCT 
Rebuttal 
Amended Rebuttal 

Before tl&e Montana Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 88.1.2 
Rate Case of Mountain States Telephone and Telegraph Company 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct 

Before tbe Montaaa Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 86.1 2.67 
Rate Case of AT&T Communications ofthe Mountain States, Inc. 
On Beha1fofMCI 
l)irect 

Bdore tbe Nebraska Public Service Commission 
Application No. C-749 

May 12, 1998 
June I, 1998 

September 12, 1988 

May I, 1987 

Application of United Telephone Long Distance Company of the Midwest for a Certificate of 
Public CoTrVenience and Necessity 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before tbe Nebraska Public Service Commission 
ApplicatioD No. C-'27 
Nebraska Telephone Association Access Charge Proceeding 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. DT 00-223 
Investigation Into Whether Certain Calls are Local 
On Behalf ofBayRing Communications 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 
Docket DE 93-003 

March 31, 1988 

November 6, 1986 

January I 2, 200 1 
April S, 2002 

Investigation into New England Telephone's Proposal to Implemet:~t Seven Digit Dialing for 
Intrastate Toll Calls 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket Nos. TX900S0349, TE92111047, and TE93060211 
Petitions ofMCI, Sprint and AT&T for Authorization of lntraUTA Competition and Elimination 
of Compensation 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tile New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TX93060l59 

April 7, 1994 
April 25, I 994 

Notice of Pre-Proposal re IntraLA TA Competition; Response to the Board of Regulatory 
Commissioners 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Comments 
Reply Comments 

Before tbe New Mexico Public: Replation Commission 
Case No. 06-00315-UT 
Settlement Agreement 
On Behalf of the New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct 

Before the New Mexico P•blfc Regulation Commission 
Case No. 05-00094-UT (Piaase II) 

September 15, 1993 
October I, 1993 

December 15, 2006 · 

In the Matter of the Implementation and Enforcement ofQwest Corporation's Amended 
Alternative Form of Regulation 
On Behalf of the New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct 
Direct (on proposed settJement agreement) 

Before tbe New Mexico Public Rec•lation Colllmbsion 
Case No. 05-00466-UT 

July 24, 2006 
September 25, 2006 

In the Marter of the Development of an Alternative Form of Regulation for Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of the New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
C•se No. 05-00484-UT 

February 24, 2006 
March 31, 2006 

In the Matter of Level 3 Communications, LLC 's Petition for Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 
On Behaff of Level 3 
Direct 

BH0104 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the New Mexico Publi£ Regulation Commission 
Case No. OS-00094-UT 
In the Matter of the Implementation and Enforcement ofQwest Corporation's Amended 
Alternative Form of Regulation 
On Behalf of the New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct December S, 2005 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. OS-00211-UT 
In the Matter of a Notice of Inquiry to Develop a Rule to Implement House Bill 776, Relating to 
Access Charge Reform 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Oral Comments 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 00108-UT 

September 14, 2005 

Regarding Unfiled Agreements between Qwest Corporation and Competitive Local Exchange 
Carriers 
On Behalf of Time Warner Telecom 
Direct May II, 2004 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case Nos. 03-00403-UT and 03-00404-UT 
Triennial Review Proceedings (Batch Hot Cut and Local Circuit Switching) 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. (MCI). 
Direct 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Utility Case No. 3495, Pbue B 

February 9, 2004 

Consideration of Costing and Pricing Rules for OSS, Collocation, Shared Transport, 
Nonrecurring Charges, Spot Frames, Combination of Network Elements and Switching 
On Behalf of the Staff of the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Direct September 16, 2002 

Before the New Mexieo Public Regulation Commission 
Docket No. 95-572-TC 
Petition of AT&T for lntraLATA Equal Access 
On Behalf of MCI 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe New Mexico Public Regulation Commissloa 
Docket No. 87-61-TC 
Application of MCI for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

BHOIOS 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the New York Public Service Commission 
Case No. 07·C-Ol33 
Petition of Neutral Tandem/or Interconnection with Leve/3 Communications, LLC and Request 
for Interim Order 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 

Before the New York Public Service Commlssioa 
Cue No. 28425 

March 23, 2007 

Comments of MCI Telecommunications Corporation on IntraUT A PresubscriptionApril 30, 1992 
Reply Conunents June 8, 1992 

Before the North Carolina Public Utilities Commission 
Dockec No. P-88(1, SUB 1 
Petition of Adelphia Business Solutions or North Carolina, LP for Arbitration with Bel/South 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before Cbe North Carolina Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P779 SUB4 
Petition of Level (3) Communications, LLC for Arbitration with Bell South 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Nortb Dakota Public Service Commissioa 
Case No. PU-05-451 
Midcontinent Communications v. North Dakota Telephone Company 
On Behalf of Midccntinent 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-1342-01-196 
(!west Corporation Price Investigation 

<Xtober 18,2000 
December 8, 2000 

August 4, 2000 
Septemberl8,2000 

December 21,2005 
January 16, 2006 

On Behalf of the CL£C Coalition (US Link, Inc., VAL-ED Joint Venture LLP d/b/a 702 
Communications, McLeodUSA Telecommunications, Inc. and ldcaOne Telecom Group, LLC) 
Direct May 2, 2003 

Before tbe North Dakota Public Service Commissioa 
Case No. PU·l065-02-4CiS 
Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with SRT Communications Cooperative 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 

BH OlOCi 
Docket No. 090501 

December 4, 2002 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-2320-90-183 
Implemenration ofSB 2320- Subsidy 11J'Vestigation 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Publk Utilities Commission ofOJiio 
Case No. 04-35-TP-COI 

June 24, 1991 
October 24, 1991 

In the Matter of the Implementation of the FCC's Triennial Review Regarding Local Circuit 

Switching in the Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company's Mass Marlcet 

On Behalf of AT&T 
Direct 

Before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Cause No. 28713 

February 26, 2004 

Application ofMCifor Additional CCN Authority to Provide lntral.ATA Services 

On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tile Orecoa Public: Utility Commission 
Dotket No. ARB 66S 

April2, 1992 
June 22, 1992 

In the Matter of Level 3 Communications, LLC Petition/or Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 

On BehalfofLevell 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tile Oregon Public: Utility Commissioa 
Docket No. UM 1058 . 
Invutigation into the Use of Virtual NPA/NXXCalling Pattenu 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Comments/Presentation 

Before tbe Orego• Pablic Utility Coaunissio• 
Docket No. ARB 9 
Interconnection Contract Negotiatioru Between MC/metro and GTE 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Oregon Public: Utility Commlssloa 
Docket ARB3/ARB6 
Petition ofMC/for Arbitration with US WEST Communications, Inc 

On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

BH 0107 
Docket No. 090501 

Auaust 12,2005 
September 6, 2005 

November 6, 2002 

October t l. 1996 
November S, 1996 

September 6, 1996 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before tbe Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. AR I S4 
Administrative Rules Relating to the Universal Service Protection Plan 
On Behalf of MCI 
Rebuttal 

Before the Oregon Public: Utility Commission 
Docket No. UT 17 
Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company Business Measured Service 
On Behalf of the Public Utility Commissioner of Oregon 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Orqoa Public: Utility Commission 
Docket No. UT 9 
Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company Business Measured Senice 
On Behalf of the Public Utility Commissioner of Oregon 
Direct 

Before U.e Pennsylvuia Public Utility Commission 
Docket Nos. A-3109llF7003/A-3109l2F7038 

·tf.QSI 
·~ COftSI>ltoll(l. Inc. 

October 3 I , 1986 

April23. 1984 
May 7, 1984 

October 21, 1983 

Petition of Core Communications, Inc. for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms ond 
Conditions with the RTCC, the PTA and the Frontier Companies 
On BehalfofCore 
Direct 
Rebuttal 
Surrebuttal 

Before Ute Penasylvaala Public Utility Comraissio• 
Doc:ketN~A-3109llF7004 

December 7. 2007 
February S, 2008 

March 4, 2008 

Petition ofCore Communkations.Inc.for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and 
Conditions Punuant to 47 USC §252(b) with Windstream Pennsylvania, Inc. jlkla Alltell 
On BehalfofCore 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Pennsylvania Public: Utility Commissioa 
Docket No. A·3109llF700% 

August 17, 2007 
September 6, 2007 

Petition of Core Communications, Inc. for Arbitration with the United Telephone Company of 
Pennsylvania d/b/a Embarq 
On BehalfofCore 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

BH 0108 
Docket No. 090501 

April27, 2007 
June4, 2007 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. C-20028114 
Level 3 Communications, LLC v. Marianna & Scenery Hill Telephone Comparry 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct September 5, 2002 

Before the Pennsylvania Public: Utility Commission 
Docket No.l-00940034 
Investigation Into /ntraLATA Interconnection Arrangements (Presubscription) 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Puerto Rico Telecommuakatio•s Board 

December 9, 1994 

Case Nos. JRT -2005-Q-0121 t JRT -1005-Q-0118, JRT-2003-Q-0197, JRT -2004-Q-0068 
Telefonica Lorga Distancia de Puerto Rico, Inc., Worldnet Telecommunications, Inc., Sprint 
Communications Company, LP, and AT&T of Puerto Rico, Inc., v. Puerto Rico Telephone 
Company, Inc. 
On Behalf of Centennial Puerto Rico License Corporation 
Direct January 19,2006 

Before the Rhode Island Pablie Utilities Commission 
Docket N o.2089 
Dialing Pattern Proposal Made by the New England Telephone Company 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct 

Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2000-516-C 
Adelphia Business Solutions a/South Carolina, Inc. Arbitration with BellSouth 
Telecommunications 

April 30, 1993 

On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

November 22, 2000 
December 14,2000 

Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2000-0446-C 
US LEC of South Carolina Inc. Arbitration with Bel/South Telecommunications 
On Behalf of US LEC 
Direct October 20, 2000 

Before the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. TC03-0S7 
Application of Qwe.st to Reclassify Local &change Services as Fully Competitive 
On BehalfofWorldCom,lnc .• Black Hills FiberCom and Midcontinent Communications 
Direct May 27,2003 

880109 
Docket No. 090501 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. F-3652-ll 
Application of Northwestern Bell Telephone Company to Introduce Its Contract Toll Plan 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct November II, 1987 

Before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority 
Docket No. 00-00927 
Petition of Adelphia Business Solutions for Arbitration with Bel/South Telecommunications 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Texas Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. 28821 

January 31, 2001 
February 7, 2001 

Arbitration of Non-costing IS$ues for Successor Interconnection Agreement to the Texas 17 I 
Agreement 
On BehalfofKMC Telecom III, LLC, KMC Telecom V, Inc. (d/bla KMC Network Services, 
Inc.), and KMC Data, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Texas Public Utilities Commissioa 
PUC Docket No. 26431 

July 19, 2004 
August 23, 2004 

Petition of Level3 for Arbitration with CentwyTel of Lake Dallas. Inc. and CenturyTel of San 
Marcos, Inc. 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Reply 

Before tbe Tens Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. 21441 
Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
On BehalfofLevel (3)Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Bet4ne the Utah Public: Service Commissioa 
Docket No. 03-999-04 

October 10, 2002 
October 16, 2002 

June 5, 2000 
June 12, 2000 

In the Matter of a Proceeding to Address Actions Necessary to Respond ro the FCC's Triennial 
Relliew Order 
On BehalfofWorldCom, Inc. (MCI) 
Direct January 13, 2004 

BHOlJO 
Docket No. 098501 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Utab Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 00-999-05 
ln the Matter of the Investigation of Inter-CaTrfer Compensation for Exchanged ESP Traffic 
On Behalf of level 3 Communications, LLP 
Direct February 2, 2001 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 97-049-08 
USWC Rate Case 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Surrebuttal 
Revised Direct 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 96-095-01 

September 3, 1997 
September 29, t 997 

MC/metro Petition for Arbitration with USWC Pursuant to 47 US. C. Section 252 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Case No. 83-999-11 

NovemberS, 1996 
November 22, 1996 

Investigation of Access Charges for Intrastate Inter LATA and lntraLA.TA Telephone Services 
On BchalfofMCI 
Direct July 7, 1988 

Before the Utala Public Service Commission 
Case No. 87-049-05 
Petition of the Mountain State T~ephone and Telegraph Company for Exemption from 
Regulation of Various Transport Services 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct November 16, 1987 

Before the Was•inpon Udlitfes and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. l!f-033011 
In the Maner of Washington Utilities and TranJportation Commission, Petitionen, v. Advanced 
Telecom Group, Inc .• et al, Respondents 
On BehalfofTimc Warner Telecom of Washington, LLC 
Direct September 13, 2004 

Before the Washington Utilities and Traasportlltioa Commission 
Docket No. VT -030614 
In the Matter of the Petition of Qwest Corporation for Competitive Classification of Basic 
Exchange Telecommunications Services 
On Behalf of MCI, Inc. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

BH 0111 
Docket No. 090501 

August I 3, 2003 
August 29.2003 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Washington Utilities and TraMportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-021569 
Developing an Interpretive or Policy Statement relating to the Use of Virtual NP A/NXX Calling 
Patterns 
On BchalfofMCI, KMC Telecom, and Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Workshop Participation May 1, 2003 

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportatioa Commission 
Docket No. UT -021569 
Developing an Interpretive or Policy Statement relating to the Use of Virtual NP AINXX Calling 
Patterns 
On BehalfofWorldCom,lnc. and KMC Telecom 
Comments January 31 , 2003 

Before tbe Washiagtoa UtiHties and Trauportatton Commission 
Docket No. UT-023043 
Petition of Level J for Arbitration with CenturyTel of Washington, Inc. 
On Behalf of Level (3) Commwtications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Washiagton Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-003013, Part D 

October 18, 2002 
November I, 2002 

Continued Costing and Pricing of Unbundled Network Elements, Transport, and Termination 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. 
Direct December 21,2001 

Before tbe Wasbiatfon Utilities and Transportatio• Commission 
Docket No. UT-971325 
Rulemaklng Workshop re Access Charge Reform and the Cost of Universal Service 
On BehalfofMCI 
Comments and Presentation 

Before the Waslliactoa UtiUttes and TraDsponatio• Commission 
Docket No. UT-960338 

January 13, 1998 

Petition of MC/metro for Arbitration with GTE Northwest, Inc., Pursuant to 47 U.S. C.251 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wasblagtoa Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. U-88-2052-P 

October 11, 1996 
November 20, 1996 

Pelition of Pacific Northwest Bell Telephon4 Company for Classification of Services as 
Competitive 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

BHOUl 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the West Virginia Public Service Commission 
Case No. 97-1338-T -PC 
Petition ofWorldCom, Inc. for Approval to Transfer Control of MC/ Communications 
Corporation to WorldCom, Inc. 
On Behalf of MCI 
Rebuttal June 18, 1998 

Before the West ViJ"Einia Public Service Commission 
Case No. 94-0715-T -PC 
Bell Atlantic - West Virginia Incentive Regulation Plan 
On Behalf of MCI 

Direct 

Before the Wiscoasin Public Serviee Commission 
Docket No. 05-MA-135 

October I I, 1994 

Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with Wisconsin Bell, Inc. d/b/a/ SBC Wisconsin 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct September l, 2004 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-MA-130 
Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with CentwyTel 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Reply 

Before tlt.e Wiseonsia Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-NC-102 
Petition of MCifor IntraLA.TA. JOXXX l+ Authority 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. OS-TR-103 
Investigation of Intrastate Access Costs and Intrastate Access Charges 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Wiseoasin Public Service Cornmfssloo 
Docket No. 2180-TR-101 
GTE /Wte Case and Request for Alternative Regulatory Plan 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

BH 0113 
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April3, 1992 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commissioo 
Docket No. 6720-TR-104 
Wisconsin Bell Rate Case 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct 

Before the WiscoMin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. OS-TR-102 

A.,ril 16, 1990 

Investigation of Intrastate Access Costs, Settlements, and /ntraLA T A. A.cces$ Charges 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before tile Wiscoasin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 6710-TI-102 
Review of the WBI Rare Moratorium 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-Tl-112 

December 1, 1989 

October 9, 1989 
November 17, 1989 

Disconnection of Local and Toll Services for Nonpayment -- Part A; Examination of Industry 
Wide Billing and Collection Practices - Part B 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Wisc:onsio Public Service Commissioa 
Docket No. 6720-TR-103 
Investigation Into the Financial Data and Regulation of Wisconsin Bell, Inc. 
On Bchal f of MCI 
Rebuttal 

Before t•e Wisconsin Pablie Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-NC-100 

JulyS, 1989 
July 12, 1989 

May ll, 1989 

Amendment of MCrs CCN for Authority to Provide IntraLA TA. Dedicated A.cce.rs Services 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before t•e Wiscoasin Public Service Commissioa 
Docket No. 6720-TI~IOl 
Review of Financial Data Filed by Wisconsin Bell, Inc. 
On BehalfofMCI 
Dir!'ct 

BH0114 
Docket No. 090501 

May 1, 1989 

March 6, 1989 

Page 29 

147 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-TJ-116 
ln the Matter of Provision of Operator Services 
On BehalfofMCI 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Wisconsin Pnblic: Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-TR-102 

·~QSI 
·~ COI\SIIIMQ. IOC. 

December 12, 1988 

Investigation of Intrastate Access Costs, Settlements, and lntraLA TA Access Charges 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 

October 31, 1988 
November 14, 1988 

In the Matter of Level J Communications, LLC Petition for Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf ofLevel 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 9746 Sub I 
Application of MC/for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before tbe Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 7:!008-TC-97-99 
In the Matter of Compliance with Federal Regulations of Payphones 
On Behalf of MCI 
Oral Testimony 

September 8, 2005 
November 18, 2005 

June 17, 1987 

May 19, 1997 

Comments Submitted to the Federal Communications Commission and/or the Department 
of Justice 

Comments to the Department of Justice (Task Force on Telecommunications) on the Status of 
OSS Testing in Arizona and the USWC Collaborative on Behalf ofMCI WorldCom, Inc. 

November 9. 1999 

Comments to FCC Staff of Common Carrier Bureau on the Status of OSS Testing in Arizona on 
Behalf of MCI WorldCom, Inc. 

November 9, 1999 

Presentation to FCC Staff on the Status of Intrastate Competition on Behalf of MCI. 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 650 

BH OltS 
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Timothy J Gates ·tf.QSI 
•'t cone:ullong. ooc. 

Petition to Suspend and Investigate on BehalfofMCI re Amcritech 64 Clear Channel Capability 
Service. 

September 4, 1992 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 578 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf of MCI re Ameritech Directory Search Service. 

November 27, 1991 

CC Docket No. 91·215 
Opposition to Direct Cases of Ameritech and United (Ameritech Transmittal No. S 18; United 
Transmittal No. 273} on Behalf of MCI re the introduction of 64 Kbps Special Access Service. 

October 15, 1991 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 562 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on BehalfofMCI reProposed Rates and Possible MFJ 
Violations Associated with Ameritech's OPTINET Reconfiguration Service (AORS). 

September 30, 1991 
Ameritech Transmittal No. 555 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf of MCI re Ameritech Directory Search Service. 

August 30, 1991 
Ameritech Transmittal No. 526 
Petition to Suspend and rnvestigate on BehaJfofMCf reProposed FlexibJe ANI Service. 

April 17, 1991 
Ameritech Transmittal No. 518 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf ofMCI reProposed Rates for OPTINET 64 Kbps 
Service. 

March 6, 1991 

Selected Report!. Presentations and Ppbliutions 

CLE Intemationall~ Annual Conference, "Telecommunications Law," "Technology Update
The State of Wireless Technologies in Canada- A Comparison of Wireless Technologies in 
Canada and the United States of America." 
December 13-14, 2007 

CLE International 8111 Annual Conference, "Telecommunications Law," "VoiP and Brand X
Legal and Regulatory Developments." 
December 8-9, 2005 

QSI Technical Roport No. 0J260SA "IP-Enablcd Voice Services: Impact of Applying Switched 
Access Charges to IP-PSTN Voice Services" 
Ex Parte filing in FCC dockets WC Dockets No. 04·36 (In the Matter of IP·Enabled Services), 
OJ.266 (In tM Matter of£evel3 Communications LLC Petition/or Forbearance Under 47 U.S. C. 
§ 160(c)from Eliforcementof47 U.S. C.§ 25/(g), Rule 51.70/(b)(J), and Rule 69.5(b); IP 
Enabled Services) 
Washington DC, January 27,2005 

BH0116 
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Timothy J Gates 

QSI Report to the Wyoming Legislature "The Wyoming Universal Service Fund. An Evaluation 
ofthe Basis and Qualifications/or Fundin(' December 3, 2004. 

Presentation to the Iowa Senate Committee Regarding House Study Bill 622/Scnate Study Bill 
3035; Comments on BehalfofMCJ 
February 19,2004 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners Summer Committee Meetings; 
Participated in Panel regarding "Wireless Substitution of Wiretine- Policy lmp\ications ... 
July 25, 2003 

Seminar for the New York State Department of Public Service entitled "Emerging Technologies 
and Convergence in the Telecommunications Network". Presented with Ken Wilson of Boulder 
Telecommunications Consultants, LLC 
February 19-20, 2003 

"Litigating Telecommunications Cost Cases and Other Sources of Enlightenment"; Educational 
Seminar for State Commission and Attorney General Employees on Litigating TELRIC Cases; 
Denver, Colorado. 
February S-6, 2002 

lltinois; Presentation to the Environment & Energy Senate Committee re Emerging Technologies 
and Their Impact on Public Policy, on Behalf ofMCI WorldCom, Inc. 
March 8, 2000 

"Interpreting the FCC Rules of 1997"; The Annenberg School for Communication at the 
University of Southern California; Panel Presentation on Universal Service and Access Reform. 
October 23, 1m 

"NECA/Century Access Conference"~ Panel Presentation on Local Exchange Competition. 
December 13-14, 1995 

"TOS Annual Regulatory Meeting"; Panel Presentation on Local Competition Issues. 
Aug~t 29, 1995 

"Phone+ Supcrshow '95"; Playing Fair: An Update on IntraLATA Equal Access; Panel 
Presentation. 
August 28-30, 1995 

"The LEC-IXC Conference''; Sponsored by Telecommunications Reports and Telco Competition 
Report; Panel on Redefining the lntraLATA Service Market-- Toll Competition, Extended Area 
Calling llnd Local Resale. 
March 14-JS, 1995 

The 12th Annual National Telecommunications Forecasting Conference; Represented lXCs in 
Special Town Meeting Segment Regarding the Convergence of CATV and Telecommunications 
and other Local Competition Issues. 
May 23-26, 1994 

BH0117 
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Timothy J Gates ·~QSI 
•• COII!IUIIU'!Q. II'IC. 

TelcStratcgies Conference- "lntraLATA Toll Competition-· Gaining the Competitive Edge"; 
Presentation on Carriers and lntraLATA Toll Competition on BehalfofMCl. 
May 13-14, 1993 

NARUC Introductory Regulatory Training Program; Panel Presentation on Competition in 
Teleconununications on Behalf of MCI. 
March 14-17. 1993 

TelcStrategies Conference-- "lntraLATA Toll Competition -A Multi-Billion Dollar Markel 
Opportunity." Presentations on the interexchange carriers' position on intraLA T A dialing parity 
and presubscription and on technical considerations on behalf of MCI. 
December 2-3, 1992 

North Dakota Association ofTelephone Cooperatives Summer Conference, July 8-10, 1992. 
Panel presentations on "Equal Access in North Dakota: Implementation ofPSC Mandate .. and 
"Open Network Access in North Dakota" on Behalf of MCI. 
July 9, 1992 

TcleStrategies Conference- "Local Exchange Competition: The $70 Billion Opportunity." 
Presentation as part of a panel on "lntraLA T A I+ Presubscription" on Behalf ofMCI. 
November 19, 1991 

Wisconsin Public Utility Institute- Telecommunications Utilities and Regulation Course; May 
13-16, 1991; Participated in IntraLA T A Toll Competition Debate on Behalf of MCI. 
May 16, 1991 

Michigan; Presentation to the Michigan Senate Technology and Energy Commission and the 
House Public Utilities Commitl!!e re MCI's Building Blocks Proposal and SB 124/HB 4343. 
May 15, 1991 

Wisconsin; Comments Before the Wisconsin ASsembly Utilities Committee Regarding the 
Wisconsin Bell Plan for Flexible Regulation, on Behalf ofMCI. 
May 16, 1990 

Michigan; Presentation to the Michigan Senate Technology and Energy Committee re SB 124 on 
behalf of MCI. 
March 20, 1991 

Illinois Telecommunications Sunset Review Forum; Two Panel Presentations: Discussion of the 
lllinois Commerce Commission's Decision in Docket No. 88-0091 for the Technology Working 
Group; and, Discussion of the Treatment of Competitive Services for the Rate of Return 
Regulation Working Group; Comments on Behalf of MCI. 
October 29, 1990 

Wisconsin Public Utility Institute- Telecommunications Utilities and Regulation; May 14-18, 
1990; Presentation on Alternative Forms ofRegulation. 
May 16,1990 

BH 0118 
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Timothy J Gates ·4.QSI 
·~ COA$ulfrng. :re.. 

Michigan; Presentation Before the Michigan House and Senate Staff Working Group on 
Telecommunications~ "A First Look at Nebraska, lncentive Rates and Price Caps,"' Comments on 
Behalf of MCI. 
October 30, 1989 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners -- Summer Committee Meeting, San 
Francisco, California. Panel Presentation - Specific lntraLA T A Market Concerns of 
lnterexchange Carriers; Comments on Behalf ofMCI. 
July 24, 1989 

Wisconsin Public Utility Institute-- Telecommunications Utilities and Regulation; May lS-18, 
1989; Panel Presentation-- lnterexchange Service Pricing Practices Under Price Cap Regulation; 
Comments on BehalfofMCI. 
May 17, 1989 

Minnesota; Senate File 677; Proposed Deregulation Legislation; Comments before the House 
Committee on Telecommunications. 
April 8, 1987 

880119 
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·4.QSI 
·~ consulting. Inc. 

Exhibit TJG-2 
Direct Testimony ofTimothy J Gates 

JRT-2008-AR-000 1 
On Behalf of Centennial 

Centennial and PRTC Proposed Interconnection Language 

Kev: 
• Bold. Underlined Text is Centennial-proposed language I PRTC disagrees 
• Strikee\lt TeKt is PRTC-proposed language I Centennial disagrees 

ISSUE #1: TERM OF AGREEMENT- GI&C SECf l.l 
Should the Agreement have a term of 2 yean or 3 yeant 

The term of this Agreement shall begin on Effective Date and, unless the 
Agreement is cancelled or terminated earlier or the term is extended, all in 
accordance with the provisions hereof: shall end at 11 :59am Atlantic Time 
on the date that is two (l) thNe (3) years after the Effective Date. 

ISSUE #3: LATE PAYMENT PENALTIES FOR DISPUTED ESCROWED 
AMQUNJS- GT&C SECTS 17.6 
Should the contract provide that the Interest earned on disputed amollltts in escrow 
constitutes sufficient "penalty, to the losing party? 

Should all or any portion of the invoice dispute brought under the tcnns of 
Section 17.5 be resolved in the invoicing Party's favor, the late payment penalty 
set forth in Section 17.4 shall110t apply ._e applieEI te; however, in suc:b event 
the invoicing Party sball be entitled botb to (a) the unreccived disputed amount 
that is resolved in the invoicing Party's favor, eeiRpBYRdeEI daily H'eiR the 
PaymeAt D11e Date te SAd iAehtding lite dele ihe eYlstanEiiag &Jfteuet is reeeived 
lty ihe ltweieieg Pa~ to be eid from tbe Eserow Aeeount iB accordance with 
the terms of the Escrow Agreement. and to (b) the interest o• suc:h amount 
that bas accrued on it wjtbl! tbe Escrow Accouat. Should all or any portion of 
the invoice dispute brought under the terms of Section 17.5 be resolved in the 
invoiced Party's favor, the late payment penalty set forth in Section 17.4 shall not 
be applied to the unreceivcd disputed amount that is resolved in the invoiced 
Party's favor. The late payment penalty set forth in Section 17.4 shall be applied 
to all unrcceivcd amounts that are not disputed in compliance with the terms of 
Section 17 .5. The cost of maintaining a disputed amount in an escrow account 
under the terms of Section 17.5.1*.2ofthis Attachment shall be borne by the 
Parties in proportion to the resolution of the associated billing dispute. 

BB 0110 
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·'l{QSI 
•. consulting, inc. 

Exhibit TJG-2 
Direct Testimony of Timothy I Oates 

JRT-2008-AR-0001 
On Behalf of Centennial 

ISSUE #5: SCOPE OF TRAFFIC TO BE EXCHANGED BETWEEN THE 
PARTIES- INTERCONNECTION ATTACHMENT SECT. 1.1, 11.1 
Should the contract permit the parties to efficiently use the numerous high-capacity 
meet points linking their networks/or any types of traffic, or should the use of those 
meet points be arbitrarily restricted to certain traffic types? 

I. J This Interconnection Attachment addresses the Points of Interconnection 
("POls") for the exchange of traffic between the networks of the Parties and the 
compensation, if any, to be paid by one Party to the other Party therefore. Any 
lawful tnme may be exchanged by the Parties onder this Agreement, 
whether at tbe POls or otherwise. Certain types of traffic may have different 
compensation rates associated with them. Among t+he types of traffic to be 
exchanged, and wbleh may have different compensation rates hy the Pat=ties 
HAder tJ:tis t\g~=eeRleRt are: 

1. I .1 Local Traffic; 
1.1.2 ISP~Bound Traffic; 
1.1.3 Intrastate Toll Traffic; 
1.1.4 Interstate Toll Traffic; 
1.1.5 Interstate Exchange Aecess Traffic; 
l.l.61ntrastate Exchange Access Traffic;. 
1.1.7 Volce-over-Intemet-Protocol C"VoiP"l Tnftic; 
l.l.J? Jointly Provided Intrastate Exchange Access Traffic; 
1.1.,24 Jointly Provided Interstate Exchange Access Traffic; 
I .l.lM Toll Free Service Access Code Traffic; 
t.l.ll' PRTC Transited Traffic; 
1.1.12+ Centennial Transited Traffic; 
1.1.y& V /FX Traffic; and 
1.1.149 Unclassified Traffic. 

11.1 Unclassified Traffic is Telecommunications traffic delivered by Centennial 
to PRTC that is not Leeal TFafi'ie, ISP ReHEl Tfaff.ie, leimly PreviEiee IHtmstate 
8Kehange Aeeess Traffie, Jeint Pfe•.•ided lmeFSfate EftehMge Aeeess Traffie, Tell 
Free SeFII'iee J'.eeess Cede 'Haftie, PRTC Treftsited Tfaf.He, SpeGial Use Traffis, 
er V.f¥X l"reflieidentifted or defined in Sec:tion 1.1 of this Interconnection 
Attachment and/or the Glossary Attachment. 
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IssUE #6: DEFAULT BILL & KEEP CQMPENSA TION- INTERCONNECTION 
SECTl.l 
Should the Agreement ltlllke clear that traffic types for which compensation is not 
specljied should be exchanged on a Bd:K basis? 

1.2 The POls estehlished er maintained YRder ~his Agreement shall net he 
used; 8ftd nNo compensation shall be due; to or from either Party for the 
exchange of !!li traffic: 

1.2.1 Compensation for which that is not expressly identified and 
provided for in this Agreement; 
1.2.2 by or with a Party that is not a Common Carrier for the 
purpose of delivering or receiving that traffic; or 
1.2.3 that, except as and to the extent provided in Sections 6, 7, and 
9 of this Attachment_.neither originates nor terminates on a 
Centennial Customer tandline terminal in the Puerto Rico MTA. 

ISSUE #9: DEFINITION OF LOCAL TRAFFIC- INTERCQNNECTION SECT. 4 
& ISSUE #10: CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF VOIP JRAFFIC
INTERCONNECTION SECT. 4.1.4 
Should the agreemmt clearly state that the status of traffiC as «focal" is determined by 
the geographic eiUI points of the trajftc. as the Board has repeatedly ruled? (Issue #9) 

Should the contract specify when to classify Vo/P traffiC as 4'local" in order to avoid 
disputes? (Issue #10) 

4 .l . l .. Local Traffic•• means Telecommunications traffic that originates eft 

lhe landline teARiRal efeRe Pefty's ewsteMer, is deli•Jered by lhat P&Fty 'e 
the ether P&fty at a PRTCICentennial POI, and is-terminatqd by-dte 
seeend ~lefty en the ludline teARiftal efthe seaeAd P&R)·'s eustemer in the 
same Governing Local Calling Area in wJiieh it erigiMted. For avoidance 
of doubt, Local Traffic does not include any of the following types of 
traffic (it being understood that certain types of traffic may fall into more 
than one of the following categories): (a) ISP-Bound Traffic; (b) traffic 
that docs not originate and tenninate within the same Governing Local 
CalJing Area based on the actual originating and terminating points of the 
complete end-to-end communication; (c) htlra5tate Tell Trame and 
Interstate Toll Traffic, including, but not limited to, calls originated on a 
t+ presubscription basis, or on a casual dialed (lOXXX/lOIXXXX) basis; 
(d) special access, private line, Frame Relay, ATM, or any other traffic 
that is not switched by the terminating Party; (e) Interstate Toll Free 
Service Access Code Traffic; (f) PRTC Transited Traffic; (g) Centennial 
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Transited Traffic; (h) V/FX Traffic; (i) Voice Infonnation Service Traffic; 
or (j) Unclassified Traffic. 

4.1.2 "Governing Local Calling A:rea" means the Puerto Rico local calling 
area or areas as set forth in an Effective Price List that applies the 
fewest number of local calling areas in Puerto Rico without regard to 
the class or classes of Customers to be served under the Effective 
Price List (e.g •• business customers. residential castomersl. subject to 
tile provisions of Section 4.1 ofthis Attachment efJlR+G as reileeted 
eA its Yr-iftS eR file with the TeleeelftlftYRieiKieRs R:egulateFY 8eiH'd ef 
P~:teAe Riee (TR8). 

4.1.3 "Effective Price List" means a then-effective list of prices and 
charges or a Partv on file with tbe Board under the terms of Chapter 
m. Article 7 of Law 213. 27 L.P .R.A. § 169f. 

4.1.4 For avoidance of doubt. VoiP traffic shall be treated as Local 
Traffic as long as (a} tbe end user on Puerto Rico originating or 
receiving the traffic, as the case may be. and (b) the aocation at which 
the traffiC is converted between public switched telephone 
network/time division maltiple:dng VoiP format are both within the 
same Governing Local CaUlng Area. 

ISSUE ##11: TREATMENT OF TOLL-FREE TRAFFIC
ThiTERCONNECT1QNSECT7 
Should the Agreement conform tlu intercarrier compensation QfTtmgements for 
118Yr' traffk to the genetlll rules applicablt to trfl/flc tht partits exchange? 

7.3 For intraisland Toll Free Service Access Code Traffic (defined as 
tramc where the originatiag and terminating end usen are both in 
Puerto Rico), the following compensation rules apply: ~eept 15 

ethePIJise agreed te ~ the Parties in vJritiRt; an UHVMSiated tell free 
5eF¥iGe aeeess eede waftie deli-:ered hy CeAteHRial te PRTC will ~~ Fel:lte~ 
te PRTC e•ler a sepaFBtt and dis1iMt eRe way tAIRk gre~:~p at a 
PR.TCICeRtenaial POI leeeteEI at a PRTC Aeeess TaAElem Switeh. 

7.3 .1 If a Party does not perform Its own translations, and 
sends untranslated traffic to the other Party, the Party 
performing the traaslation function shall be eatitled to its 
tariffed charge for that fanctioa 'WBM CenteRRiaJ deUYers 
tHKf&Rsl&ted tell fitee serYiee aeeess eede ealls ae PRTC ~r 
puFpeses efperfeABiRg the ti'BRsiiKieR, lftd die eall is ~lA rea-med 
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te the Centennial in its eapHity as a tell he sef\·iee aeeess eeee 
sePViee prertider, Centennial. shaH pa,· PRTC any appHeahle 
tandem S'>Vitshing eluH•geS in aeeitieR te aay appJisahle llSGeSS 
elwges fer perfefflliRg the aransladen. 

7 .3.2 If a call originates on the network of one Party and is 
terminated on the network of the other Party, the originating 
PartY shall nay the terminating Party the local call termination 
rate establisbed in this Agreement PRTC will aet 4ireet 
untNRslate4 tell he seFYiee aeeess eeee eaUs te CenteMial. 

7.3.31Ca gU (a) originates on the network of one Party, (bl is 
handed oft' to the other Partv in an nntranslated form; and 
then (c) is retuned to the fint Party for termination, the first 
Party shall pay, in addition to the translation fee provided for 
in Section 7.3.1 above. the other Party's tariffed iutrastate per
minute tandem switching rate. 

7 .3.4 If a call (a) originates on the network of one Party; (b) is 
banded off to the other Partv in an untranslated form; (c) is 
returned to the first Partv based on the translations; and then 
{d) is delivered by the first Party oyer a meet ooint for 
termination by tbe sec:ond Party. then. In addition to the 
payments provided for in Section 7 .3.3 above, the first Party 
shaD also pay the second Partv the local call termination rate 
established In this Ae:reement. 

7.3.5 No other charges as between the Parties shall apply for 
any intnisland Toll Free Service Access Code Traffic:. that they 
exchange. 

7.4 For interstate Toll Free Service Access Code Traffic: (defined as 
traffic: where one of the end veq js ip Puerto Rico and the other js 
not), tbe following compensation roles apply:'Whan a P~ ~eliYeFB 
tf&RslateEI tell free serviee aeeess eede sells te the eUler ~ and the 
etller P~· is •i&g in its eapae~· as a sell he seFYiee aeeess eade 
seFYiee previder, the ether Pa:Fty shall pay all epplieele aeeess ehaFges set 
feAh iA the P&Ry• s theA etfeetive tarifJ. 

7.4.11f neither Partv is tbe interstate toll carrier with respect 
to the eaiL then each Partv shall c:bame the iatentate toll 
carrier its appropriate lntentate originating as:eess charges 
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andlor translation fees. consistent with Section 6 of this 
Interconnection Attachment. 

7.4.2 If the Party whose end user originates the call is not the 
toll carrier with respect to the call, and the other Party is the 
toll carrier with respect to the call. tbe Party that is the toll 
carrier shall pay the other Party its tariffed interstate 
originating access ebarces. 

7.4.3Iftbe Party whose end user originates the call is the toll 
carrier with respect to the call but bands the call to the other 
Party in antraaslated form. tile Party whose end gser 
originates the call shall pay the other Pam its tariffed fees for 
{a) translation and (b) origlnadag interstate tandem switching. 

7 .4.4 .For ayoidaac:e of doubt, this Section 7.4 does aot apply to 
Toll Free Service Access Code Trame originated by an end 
user of Centennial's wireless operations located in the U.S. 
Virgin Islands and calling an 8YY number associated with an 
8YY customer located in the U.S. Vlrgjn Islands or Puerto 
Rico. Compensation for such tnmc shall be as set forth in the 
separate agreemeat betweea PRTC aad CentenDlal with 
respect to wireless traffic. 

7 .S Except as otbenrise agreed to by the Parties in writiag. all 
uatraaslated toll free service access code tnftie delivered by 
Centennial to PRTC will be routed to PRTC over a separate aad 
distinct one-way trnak group. WheR a ~ ia ite eapaeie;y as a tell fl'ee 
seJYiee 866e55 89S8 58F\'iee previdll' deli>JeFS JJN"'ieusiy traaslated tell free 
serviee aeeess ease ealls te ~e ether P~ fer termiRatieR wi~ a 
Cwstemer efdte 9ther P~·. the EleliveriRg P~· shall Eleliver the traflie te 
the ether PeR)· e¥er a sepaMte Hul ~istiaet ~ue '#&)' tR:tRk gre~:~p BREI shall 
pay te the ether~~· applieahle aeeess eMI'ges set fenh iR the Patty's 
thea elfeeti'le tafiff. 

ISSUE #11: PREVENTION OF PRTC REGULATORY ARBITRAGE IN 
CONNECfiON Wim TRANSIT TRAFFIC- INTERCONNEC'DON 
SECTS 8.5.3 AND 8.S.4 
Should the Agree~nt IIUIIce detll' that PRTC may not simultaneously (a) 
prellent Centennkllfrom establishing an efficient direct connection to a third
party clll'rkr but then (b) charge Centennlt~lfor having to reach that ca"ier 
through PRTC's tandem switch? 
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8.S.3 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement except 
Section 8.5.4 of this laterconnection Attac•ment. PRTC shall have no 
obligation to deliver PRTC Transited Traffic between Centennial and a 
particular Third Party Carrier under this Agreement for a period to exceed 
one-hundred eighty (180) days from the later of(i) the Effective Date ofthis 
Agreement or (ii) the date on which PRTC Transited Traffic was first 
delivered from or to that particular Third Party Carrier by PRTC. 

8.5.4 Notwitbstapding anythiag to tbe soatraa in this Agreement, 
iacludiog, without Umitation Seetion 8.5.3 of this lntercooaection 
Agreement, PRIC shall use commercially regoaable efforts. lpcluding 
aeeess to PRTC prgppes aadlor facllitig op commercially reasonable 
terms. to facilitate Ceateoaial's efforts to establish direct eoanectioos to 
aav Third Partv Carrier or Carrier affiliated with PRIC whose 
l'!itehing or otlaer latei'SOAAectiog DOjpg are located oa premjses under 
PRTC's total or partial coatroL If aad to the esteat tlaat PRTC does not 
meet the reqgiremept of the preeediag sen tease. theg PRTC shall 
provide traaslt senice for traftic between Ceatennlal's network and the 
affected nird Partv CarrierCsl apd/or CarrierCtl amliatecl with PRTC, 
at no charge or s;o~t to Centenaial. 

ISSUE ##15: TRANSITING RATE-PRICING SECI' VILJ 
Should PRTC be required to Impose only its t1111dem switching rate for handling 
trans a traffic 7 

VII. Transit Traffic Tandem Switching 
I. Tandem Switching (per minute) SQ.OOU89S9.9QJ236 

ISSUE #16: CLARIFICATION OF APPYCATION OF TOLL BILLING
WIRELESS INTERCONNECTION SEC[ 4.3 
Should thf! Agne~MIII clllrl/J that n'tlef'U toU bUiilfg chatia will not IIJJply if 
the traffiC canying capacity of an end office m«t poilllls atkqllllU to meet the 
blocking st1111dard in the Ag,.ument? 

4.3 Local CMRS Traffic Delivered by PRTC to Centennial 

4.3.1 Except as provided in Section 4 .3.4.1 ofthis Attachment, PRTC shall pay to 
Centennial the FCC Capped Rate set forth in the Pricing Attachment for Local 
CMRS Traffic that is delivered by PRTC to Centennial at a PRTC/Centennial 
POI. 
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4.3.2 Centennial acknowledges that; eMeept as previEieEI iR SestieR 4.3.4.1 efthis 
AUaehmeRt, PRTC max-wf.l.l..assess applicable tariffed charges for eeeh-call! from 
a PRTC Telephone Exchange Service Customer to a Centennial CMRS mobile 
radio Customer tenninal, in accordance with sttejest te the provisions of Section 
4.3.3 ofthis Attachment, but not otherwise. 

4.3.3 ~Set-withstandiftg &HY(hiRg ia dlis t'lgreeRtent te the eeRtfafy, PRTC ~ 
assess applicable tariffed local service charges for each call from a PRTC 
Telephone Exchange Service Customer to a Centennial CMRS mobile radio 
Customer tcnninal that originates within the same PRTC local calling area (as 
defined in PRTC's then-effective Tariff) as the PRTC local calling area in which 
the traffic is delivered by PRTC to Centennial through a PRTC/Centennial POI. 
For the purposes of this Section 4.3.3, a PRTC/Centennial POI shaiJ be 
considered to be within the same PRTC local calling area as that in which a call 
originates if the subject PRTC/Centennial POI it is located no more than four (4} 
miles from the End Office Switch in which the NXX oftbe PRTC Telephone 
Exchange Service Customer originating the call resides; provided, however, that 
if the End Office Switch in which the NXX ofthe PRTC Telephone Exchange 
Service Customer originating the call resides is a remote switch that is not 
physically configured to allow connections from CenteMial, then the 
PRTC/Centennial POI shall be considered to be within the same PRTC local 
calling area as that in which a call originates if the subject PRTC/CenteMial POI 
it is located no more than four (4) miles from the host End Office Switch serving 
that remote End Office Switch. 

4.3.4 Reverse Toll Billing 

4.3.4.1 For each call from a PRTC Telephone Exchange Service Customer to a 
Centennial CMRS mobile radio Customer tenninal that originates within a PRTC 
local calling area (as defined in PRTC's then-effective Tariff) eUler thaR the 
PRTC le&al ealli~~g aN& iB whieh nftiG is deli¥ered1Jy PRTC te CeiMie&Rial 
thFeYgh a PRTCK;eBteaRial POl (as detePMined HBder SeetieR 4.1.3 efthis 
httaeRIReBt)in wblcb Ceateonial hu not established a POI tbat has been 
configured to meet the requirements ofSection2.6.6 of this Attachment: 

4.3.4.1.1 Centennial shall pay to PRTC $0.022 per minute ofthe call; 

4.3.4.1.2 Centennial shall not charge PRTC, and PRTC shall not be 
required to pay, any charges or fees, however characterized, for the 
carriage, transport, and/or termination of the call, including, without 
limitation, the charge described in Section 4.3.1 ofthis Attachment; and 
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4.3.4.1.3 Stthjeet te the previsieas efSeMien 4.3.4.2 efthis AttaehmeRt, 
PRTC shall not assess applicable tariffed toll service charges on the PRTC 
Telephone Exchange Service Customer. 

4.3.4.2 For each call (a) from a PRTC Telephone Exchange Service Customer 
to a Centennial CMRS mobile radio Customer terminal that oririnatg 
within a PRTC local calling area (as defined in PRTC's tben·effective Tarim 
in wbicb Centennial bas establishecl a POI that has been CQpftgured to meet 
the reouirements ofSectioa 2.6.6 oftbis Attachment but that (bl aevertbeless 
is routed via ·a PRIC tapdem switch, PRIC may usess tariffed taadem 
switc:hiag charges for sach calL provided. however. that no such tandem 
nritchiag chang shall apply if the traffk is routed via a PRIC tandem 
switch as a re .. lt ofPRTCts ac:tiou or omissions leading to coagestion on. or 
uaavailabitity of. a POI withip the oricinatiaglocal calling area. =Ate 
pFevisiea efAt'JifSI tell hilliltg as set fePCh in this Seetien 4.3.4 is iRIIBI'Rf'atihle 
with the implemeatMien ef fetlerel inte.flftedal awtther peftahility and intermedal 
IMHflher peeliag pelieies as deserihed ia that eertaia Petitiea fer Deeleratery 
lttlliag filed with the RXZ hy PRTC ea Ne·;eRIIJer i!,, i!QQa and f'l&eed en P"hlie 
~Jetiee hy the FCC's WiNliRe Gempetitiea BYNEMl ea Jaauary 9, 2904 (DA Q4 
3~) ~whieh iaeempMihilit:y is referred te hereiaafter as "Re"Jerso Tell Billing 
Faihue"). GeRteRAiel shall indemaif¥ PRTC, defead PR+C, and held PRTC 
hamlless fer IRY tffers er emissiens arisiag eilt efRM'BP.Ie Tell Billiag Failure 
asseeiated with PRTC"s ehliga~ensUBder IRis See~ea 4.3.4, Sueh eRers er 
emissieas may inelude, wilfteut limitatiea, ~)the assesslfteat efapplieahle tell 
serviee eh&Fges ea a PRTC Telepheae ~eh&Rge SeFYiee Gustemer ~hat ealls a 
GenteBRial GusteRter CMR:S melJile raeie tef!Riaal &SSi8fteEI a telepheae ftUMher 
ffem a Hative wiNiiae NPA ~; aAd (h) tJte faiiYN $e deliver te a pNsuhseriheEI 
iiMNM&haage e&l'fter 88 iMINKahaage eall iiem a PRTC Telephone J;Kehange 
8eFYiee GYstemerle a feflfter GeRteaaial CMRS GY9Cemer whe has perteEI the 
ealled telepheae Rumher te a ·.-JiNiille seFYiee previder. Nel'\·JithscanaiRg an~cthiag 
te the eentrery iR this AgreemeM; PRTC shaJI aet he lialtle te CeRttRRial fer aRy 
faihsre, mistake, elftiBsiea, iateFNpliea, delay, errer, er defeet arising eut ef 
Rer.•ePSe Tell Billiag FailYFe asseeiated vlith PRTC's ehligetieM under this 
Seetien 4.3.4, &Rd Ge~Menaial shall assert ae elaim agaiRst PRTC therefeN, IR the 
eveat efany Third P8fty Claim made agaiast PRTG arisiHg eYl eflw.,...,. Tell 
BilliRg Failw• asseeiated with P.RTCs eeligMieH HAder this Seetien 4.3.41 

GeAte&Rial shall iRdelftftify PRTC as pF8'lided iR SeetieR 14 efthe GeneFal Tefffts 
&Rd GeRditieRs efthis AgreeftleRt. 
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ISSUE #18: APPLICATION OF WHOLESALE DISCOUNT TO 
EXCHANGE ACCESS FACILITIES- RESALE ATrACHMENT SECf.l.l 
Should the Draft 2008 Landllne Agreement extend the wholesale discount 
developed under Section 251 (c)( 4) of the Communications Act to special access 
circuits that PRTC provides wader access tariffs? 

Any Telecommunications Service offered by PRTC on a retail basis to customers 
that are not (a) Telecommunications Carriers or (b) wholesale purchasers of the 
T~lecommunications Service {including, but not limited to,ISPs) (hereinafter 
referred to as a "Qualifying PRTC Telecommunications Service") shall be made 
available by PRTC to Centennial for resale to the extent required under the terms 
of the Communications Act, the FCC Rules (including the limitations set forth in 
4 7 C.F .R. § 51.605}, and this Attachment at such time and in those locations as it 
is offered by PRTC on a retail basis to Customers. Such QualifYing PRTC 
Telecommunications Services include, but are not limited to, those listed in the 
Resale Section of the Pricing Attachment to this Agreement The Parties shall 
comply with any effective ruling oftbe Board in Case NumbeT JRT-2003-0-0070, 
without oreiudice to the right of either party to seek reconsideration or review of 
such ruling. and subject to the final resolution thereof. 

[NOTE: PRTC takes issue with the last (underlined) sentence shown above in Issue# 18]. 
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I. INTRODUCflON 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

II. 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Timothy 1 Gates. My business address is QSI Consulting, 819 

Huntington Drive, Highlands Ranch, Colorado 80126. 

ARE YOU THE SAME TIMOTHY GATES WHO F1LED DIRECf 

TESTIMONY IN TillS PROCEEDING ON JUNE 9, 2008? 

Yes. 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU FILING TillS REPLY TESTIMONY? 

Centennial Puerto Rico License Corp. {Centennial). 

PURPOSE OF REPLY TESTIMONY 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REPLY TESTIMONY? 

I will respond to the direct testimonies of Puerto Rico Telephone Company's 

('cPRTC's") witnesses David Blessing,' Roberto Correa,2 and Alicia Caballero.3 

Specifically, I will respond to Mr. Blessing's testimony on arbitration issue 

numbers 3, 6, 9, 11, 12, 15. With respect to Mr. Correa•s direct testimony, I will 

respond to arbitration issue numbers 1, S, 10, 16 and 18. And I will respond to 

Ms. Caballero's direct testimony on arbitration issue number 3. The issue 

1 Direct testimony of David C. Blessing, on behalf of Puerto Rico Telephone Company, Case No. JRT-
2008·AR-0001, June 9, 2008 ("Blessing Direct"). 
3 Direct testimony of Roberto Correa Carro, on behalf of Puerto Rico Telephone Company, Case No. JRT· 
2008-AR..OOOl, June 9, 2008 ("Correa Di~j. 
1 Direct testimony of Alicia Caballero Perrier, on behalf of Puerto Rico Telephone Company, Case No. 
JRT-2008-AR-0001, June 9, 2008 ("Caballero Direct"). 
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statements describing these arbitration issues are shown in the section headings 

below and in my direct testimony. 

3 III. ISSUE BY ISSUE ANALYSES 

4 

s 
6 
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Issue #1: Term of Agreement 
Statement oflssue #1: Should the Agreement have a term of2 years or 3 years? 
ICA Reference: General Terms and Conditions ("GT&Cs"), § 2.1 

Q. WHATISTHESTATUSOFISSUE#l? 

A. As of the date of this Reply Testimony, the parties have settled Issue #l. 

Issue #J: Late Payment PenaJUes in Connection with Disputes where the Disputed 
Amounts are Placed Into Escrow 
Statement of Issue #3: Should the contrad provide that tbe interest earned on 
disputed amounts in escrow constitutes sufficient "penalty" to the losing party? 
ICA Reference: GT&Cs, § 17.6 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANIES' POSITIONS ON ISSUE #3. 

A. The companies agree that when an Invoiced Party disputes a bill (or a portion of a 

bill) rendered by the Invoicing Party, the Invoiced Party should put the disputed 

funds in an interest-bearing escrow account, the terms of which they have also 

agreed upon. The companies also agree that if an Invoiced Party doeSTI 't either 

(a) pay a bill or (b) dispute it and put the disputed funds into escrow, a late 

payment fee applies. The only disagreement on this point is whether a late 

payment penalty should apply when the Invoiced Party timely disputes a bill and 

timely pays the disputed amount into escrow, and the dispute is eventually 

resolved in the Invoicing Party's favor. No late payment fee should apply in that 

case because the Invoiced Party will have relinquished control over the funds in a 
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timely manner, and because the Invoiced Party does not receive any bonus 

payment if the dispute is resolved in its favor and the money returned from 

escrow. PRTC incorrectly asserts that this asymmetrical arrangement is 

appropriate. 

WHAT CONCERNS DOES PRTC RAISE REGARDING CENTENNIAL'S 

PROPOSAL FOR ISSUE #3? 

PRTC raises two primary concerns with Centennial's proposal. First. PRTC 

states that the Invoicing Party has been deprived of the use of disputed funds 

during the dispute, and the late payment penalty compensates the Invoicing Party 

for this loss if a dispute is resolved in its favor.4 Second, PRTC claims that it has 

been difficult to get Centennial to adhere to the billing provisions of the 2005 ICA 

and that the interest accrued on escrowed amounts is not sufficient protection for 

the Invoicing Party ifthere is a risk that the Invoiced Party will not place amounts 

in escrow in the first place.' 

PLEASE ADDRESS PRTC'S SECOND CONCERN. 

PRTc•s second concern is completely misguided. Under the agreed provisions of 

the ICA, if an Invoiced Party does not place disputed amounts in escrow in a 

timely fashion. late fees do apply. Agreed language in Section 17.6 states: "The 

late payment penalty set forth in Section 17.4 shall be applied to all unreceived 

amounts that are not disputed in compliance with the terms of Section 17.5", and 

one of the tenns of Section 17.5 is that an Invoiced Party must place disputed 

4 &~. ~.g., Caballero Direct pp. 4 and Blessing Dircc:t, p. 9. 
'Caballero Direct, pp. 4-S. 
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Q. 

A. 

amounts in escrow by the payment due date (GT&Cs, Section 17.5.12). In 

addition, if Centennial simply ignores its payment obligations under Section 17 of 

the ICA, PRTC would be entitled, under Section 18, to demand "Assurances of 

Payment" from Centennial. Any concerns about Centennial simply not paying its 

bills are completely addressed by other provisions in the ICA. PRTC's second 

concern, therefore, is a .. red herring." 

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE CONCERN THAT CENTENNIAL'S 

PROPOSAL DEPRIVES 11IE INVOICING PARTY OF COMPENSATION 

FOR LOSS OF USE OF FUNDS DURING THE DISPUTE. · 

PRTC's observation on this point is not so much wrong as it is one-sided. If an 

Invoiced Party disputes a bill and pays the disputed funds into escrow, both the 

Invoiced Party and the Invoicing Party lose the use of those funds while the 

dispute is pending. (In both cases the interest on the escrowed fUnds can safely be 

assumed to be well below either company's cost of capital.) If the Invoiced 

Party's dispute is upheld, nothing in the ICA - and certainly nothing PRTC has 

proposed - would compensate the Invoiced Party for the loss of the usc of the 

funds while the dispute is pending. But if the Invoicing Party prevails, PRTC 

wants the ICA to compensate the Invoicing Party for the loss of use of funds by 

means of the late payment penalty. This is one-sided and unreasonable. If it is 

important to compensate the prevailing party for the loss of use of funds placed 

into escrow during a dispute, then the ICA should impose a symmetrical .. late 

payment/erroneous billing" penalty. Centennial's proposal correctly treats these 
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Q. 

A. 

situations symmetricaiJy, but limits the compensation to the interest earned while 

the disputed funds are in escrow. 

WHAT INCENTIVES WOULD THE PARTIES' RESPECTIVE 

PROPOSALS CREATE? 

PRTC's proposal dampens the incentive on Invoicing Parties to promptly resolve 

billing disputes. An Invoicing Party can send a questionable bill with impunity, 

knowing that the Invoiced Party will put the funds in escrow- rhus depriving the 

Invoiced Party of the use of the funds- while also knowing that if the bill tums 

out to be sustained, the Invoicing Party gets paid not only for the bill, but also a 

hefty late fee. In such a situation the Invoicing Party will have a disincentive to 

actually resolve the dispute, making negotiations less productive and making it 

more likely that the Invoiced Party would have to bring the matter to the Board 

for resolution. Indeed, this ultimately creates an incentive for the Invoicing Party 

to render inaccurate bills in the first place. On the other hand, under Centennial's 

proposal, both parties would be equally motivated to resolve the dispute quickly 

because neither one would have use of the funds while they are in escrow, and 

neither one would be entitled to a bonus payment, in the form of a late fee, if their 

position in the dispute happens to prevail. 
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SHOULDN'T PRTC BE ALLOWED TO COLLECT TilE IDGHER 

INTEREST RATE FOR LATE PAYMENT PENALTIES IN ADDITION 

TO THE LOWER INTEREST RATE ON ESCROWED AMOUNTS WHEN 

A PAYMENT IS RESOLVED IN PRTC'S FAVOR? 

No. There are two problems here. First, as discussed above, the late payment 

arrangement PRTC prefers is one-sided. But. second, the interest rate associated 

with the late payment penalty -"the lesser of (i) 15 percent per year or (ii) the 

highest interest rate that may be charged under governing law'.6 - is set at a 

relatively high level in recognition of the fact that it applies when the Invoiced 

Party does not pay its bills on time, either by paying them directly or disputing 

them and paying them into escrow. But once the Invoiced Party has surrendered 

the funds - either to the Invoicing Party or to the escrow account - there is no 

need to further motivate the Invoiced Party to part with the funds. PRTC may 

claim that the high late payment fee is needed, even on disputed amounts. in order 

to discourage erroneous or frivolous disputes, but that would equally justifY 

imposing a high fee when disputes arc resolved in the Invoiced Party's favor, in 

order to discourage erroneous or frivolous bills- a position that PRTC rejects. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH PRTC'S CLAIM THAT TilE LATE PAYMENT 

PENALTY "SERVES A COMPENSATORY PURPOSE"'? 

No. First, the structure of the agreed terms in the ICA shows that the late 

payment penalty is designed to encourage the Invoiced Party to pay its bills on 

6 GT&C Attachment, Section 17.4 
7 Caballero Direct, p. S, line 6. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

time, either to the Invoicing Party or to the escrow account. Second, the level of 

interest for the late payment fee- 15%- is well above PRTC's cost of capital, 

which remains at 11.25% for regulatory purposes (and which PRTC suggests is 

only slightly higher, 11.33%8
). 

IF mE ICA DOES NOT REQUIRE LATE PAYMENT PENALTIES FOR 

PROPERLY DISPUTED FUNDS IN ESCROW WHEN RESOLVED IN 

TilE INVOICING PARTY~s FAVOR, WILL THE "PROPHYLACTIC 

EFFECT'' OF THE ICA BE DIMINISHED, AS PRTC CLAIMS9? 

No. The late payment fee applies (appropriately) if an Invoiced Party fails to pay 

the [nvoicing Party or pay the funds into escrow in a timely manner. That is an 

appropriate "prophylactic effect" and Centennial's proposal does not affect it. 

PRTC wants a system in which an Invoiced Party is punished for disputing a bill 

and turning out to be wrong, but an Invoicing Party is not punished for sending a 

bill that turns out to be wrong. This is one-sided, unfair, and not in the public 

interest. 

WHAT ABOUT PRTC'S POINT THAT EVERY DOLLAR PRTC IS 

DEPRIVED VIA DISPUTED AMOUNTS IN ESCROW REDUCES PRTC'S 

RETURN BY 1 DOLLAR TIMES ITS COST OF CAPITAL?10 

This is true but applies with full force to every dollar Centennial is deprived of by 

placing a disputed payment into escrow rather than keeping it. As noted above, 

1 Blessing Direct, p. 9, footnote 1. 
9 Caballero, p. S, lines 9-12. 
10 Blessing Direct, p. 9. 
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placing the funds into escrow, with the prevailing party receiving the disputed 

amount and the escrow interest, but no more, gives both parties an incentive to 

resolve disputes promptly because the escrow interest is lower than either party's 

cost of capital. The only other fair alternative, which PRTC has not proposed, 

would be to award the prevailing party both the disputed amounts and a penalty 

amount designed to more closely reflect each party's respective cost of capital. In 

this regard, I would note that Centennial's cost of capital would be higher than 

PRTC's. 

PLEASE ELABORATE. 

Generally speaking, CLECs have a higher cost of capital than ILECs because the 

competitor's business is riskier than the incumbent's. As a result, debt lenders 

will require higher rates of interest for competitors and equity investors will 

require higher rates of return from competitors- which will result in a higher cost 

of capital. Because Centennial's cost of capital would be greater than PRTC's, 

the impact of depriving Centennial of a dollar during a dispute that is resolved in 

Centennial's favor has a greater impact on Centennial than depriving PRTC of a 

dollar during a dispute that is resolved in PRTC's favor. Despite this having a 

disproportionate impact on Centennial vis-a-vis PRTC, PRTC's proposal attempts 

to provide compensation only for itself in this regard. 

MS. CABALLERO TESTIFIES THAT "CENTENNIAVS SUGGESTION, 

THEREFORE, THAT THE ALTERATION OF THE ESCROW 'FLOOR' 

SOMEHOW JUSTIFIES ITS NEW, AND VERY DIFFERENT, 
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PROPOSAL IS QUITE WRONG AS A PRACTICAL MA1TER."11 HAS 

CENTENNIAL MADE SUCH A SUGGESTION? 

Not that I'm aware of,12 and Ms. Caballero provides no cite to where Centennial 

makes this suggestion (see, Caballero Direct, p. 7, lines 10·12).13 I can only 

presume that Ms. Caballero is reporting on some comment that may have been 

made during some negotiation session. 

That said, I would note that the parties' agreed-to revision of the escrow provision 

under which all disputed amounts (not just large amounts) are paid into escrow, 

combined with Centennial' s propoSal to pay the prevailing party- whether the 

Invoicing or Invoiced Party - the same amount of interest on the monies released 

at the end of a dispute, creates a symmetrical situation between Invoiced and 

Invoicing Parties that would not have existed if the old escrow floor were 

maintained. Symmetrical treatment is fair and appropriate and, in that sense, the 

two provisions are indeed related and mutually reinforcing. 

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION FOR ISSUE #3? 

The Board should adopt Centennial's proposed Section of 17.6 of the ICA's 

GT&Cs. 

11 Caballero Direct. p. 7, lines 10-12. 
12 I bave reviewed CentcMial' s Petition for Arbitration and see no such suggestion. 
u If Ms. Caballero's quote from Cc:nrennial's Petition for .Asbitration at Caballero Direct, p. S, line 19- p. 
6, line 7 is supposed to contain this suggestion, it does not. This cxccrpc just explains dill the escrow 
requirement which requires 1 ooe.t. of disputed funds to be pl.ced in escrow removes any incentive to raise 
disputes in bad faith or attempt to delay or avoid payment (i.e .• because it must give up control of disputed 
funds), and that PRTC's proposal is onHided. There is no mention of the C$CI'OW floor alteration justifying 
Centennial's proposal in this quote. 
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Issue #15: Scope of Traffic to be Exchanged Between the Parties 
Statement of Issue #S: Should the contract permit the parties to efficiently use the 
numerous high-capacity meet points linking their networks for any types of traffic, 
or should the use of those meet points be arbitrarily restricted to certain traffic 
types? 
ICA Reference: Interconnection Attachment§§ 1.1, 11.1 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE mE DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 

PARTIES ON ISSUE #5 

A. It is Centennial's position that the meet point interconnections that Centennial has 

established at each ofPRTC's end offices should be used to exchange all types of 

lawful traffic between the companies. PRTC's position, on the other hand, is that 

the meet points should be restricted to certain narrowly identified traffic types. 

Q. PRTC STATES THAT IT DOES NOT KNOW WHAT "ANY LAWFUL 

TRAFFIC" MEANS UNDER CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSED 

LANGUAGE.14 CAN YOU CLARIFY? 

A. I addressed this issue at page 19 of my direct testimony. From a lay perspective, 

.. any lawful traffic" is straightforward: Centennial wants to exchange all types of 

traffic originated or received between the companies over the meet points 

established under the agreement. Put another way, what Centennial does not want 

to do is to have to identify particular types of traffic and route such separately 

identi fled traffic over additional. unnecessary physical interconnection facilities. 

As discussed below, this Centennial proposal is not only completely consistent 

with the applicable FCC rules and rulings, from my lay perspective it seems to 

very clearly be required by those rulings. 

1
• Correa Direct, p. 9, lines 9-16. 
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I can only conclude from PRTC's apparent difficulty in understanding this 

concept that PRTC wants to {a) exclude certain types of traffic from the meet 

points established under the ICA and either (b) force Centennial to establish 

inefficient. duplicative physical interconnection arrangements for such traffic or 

(c) not exchange it at all. The Board should not countenance such a result, which 

is inefficient and anticompetitive. 

PRTC STATES THAT CENTENNIAL HAS NOT IDENTIFIED ANY 

TYPES OF TRAFFIC THAT COULD BE EXCHANGED AT A POI 

OTHER THAN THOSE LISTED IN PRTC'S PROPOSED SECTION 11.1 

OF 11IE INTERCONNECTION A TIACHMENT.15 IS THIS TRUE? 

First, the reference to Section "11.1" in Mr. Correa's testimony (see; Correa 

Direct, p. 9, line 20) appears to be a typo and should actually read Section "1.1".16 

But, second, to answer PRTC's contention directly, PRTC is wrong. As 

Centennial indicates in its supplemental response to PRTC data request #32: 

An issue of relevance to the current agreement and the prospective 
agreement is that a given call or minute of traffic might fall into 
more than one category. Moreover, the parties might dispute 
whether any particular call/minute does, or does not, fall within 
more than one category, or the category into which it falls. This 
creates a situation in which one party may contend that certain 
traffic is not permissibly exchanged under the current agreement 
while the other party disagrees. Therefore, the additional types of 
traffic listed below may, or may not, depending on the 
circumstances, already be included under an existing listed traffic 
type, and by listing them below Centennial does not concede that 
any particular calls/minutes that fall within one of the categories 
listed below would not already covered by an existing traffic type. 

"Correa Direct. pp. 9-10, referencing Centennial's response to data request #1-32. 
16 This is evidenced by the fac:t that PRTC's data reque3t #32 nowhere rcfci'S to Section 11.1 and instead 
refers to Section t.l. 
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W~th those qualifications, other types of traffic that may (or may 
not) be included under existing specified traffic types but that 
would clearly be included under Centennial's proposal, include the 
following: 

a. VoiP Traffic, irrespective of its independent 
classification as "local," "toll," "access." etc. for purposes 
of the agreement or at retail. 
b. Interstate and intrastate exchange access traffic. whether 
jointly provided or not. 
c. Interstate and intrastate ·access service traffic, whether 
jointly provided or not, to the extent that this is different 
from exchange access traffic 
d. Interstate and intrastate toll traffic, whether jointly 
provided or not. 
e. Wireless traffic. 

As technology and intercarrier compensation rules develop there 
may weil be other "types'' of traffic that arise. The point of 
Centennial's proposal is that any such traffic may be exchanged at 
the meet points. Note: also that designating a particular traffic type 
as pennissible for exchange at the meet points does not detennine 
either (a) the rating of that traffic for purposes of intercarrier 
compensation or (b) whether such traffic will be exchanged on 
separate: tnmk groups. 

The gist of this heavily "lawyered" response is that the traffic types that are listed 

in Centennial's proposed Section l.l but that are not listed in PRTC's proposed 

Section 1.1 may or may not already be covered by the PRTC Jist, depending ori 

the interpretation of that list. 

Centennial has real reason to be concerned that PRTC will interpret its list 

narrowly. I have been infonncd that in disputes under the existing ICA, PRTC 

claims that certain types of traffic - specifically, traffiC where one of the two 

parties is acting as a toll carrier - may not permissibly be exchanged over the 

meet points. This sho~s that CentenniaJ is justified in its concern that under the 

new ICA PRTC will try to force Centennial" to establish duplicative and inefficient 
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physical interconnection arrangements for certain types of traffic (presumably 

including the "toll,. traffic at issue in the currently pending disputes). 

Actually, PRTC"s proposed language in the Interconnection Attachment confinns 

that PRTC wants to exclude certain types of traffic from the POls. Its version of 

Interconnection Attachment, §§ 1.2 and 1.2.1 says: "The POls established or 

maintained under this Agreement may not be used . . . for the exchange of traffic: 

that is not expressly identified and provided for in this Agreement." This 

language appears in the current agreement and is part of the basis for the PRTC 

arguments noted above. Centennial's proposed language would remove that 

potential restriction. 

AS FAR AS YOU ARE AWARE, HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED THE 

QUESTION OF USING MEET POINTS ESTABLISHED UNDER 

SECTION 151 OF THE COMMUNICATIONS ACT FOR DIFFERENT 

TYPES OF TRAFFIC? 

Yes. I will not address the legal analysis that the FCC undertook to reach its 

conclusions, but it is clear from a practical perspective that the FCC forbids 

ILECs from requiring a CLEC to establish redundan~ physical interconnection 

arrwtgements for different "types .. of traffic. That is, the FCC forbids exactly 

what PRTC is trying to do. 

The FCC's rule is very simple. CLECs are entitled to establish physical 

interconnection arrangements with ILECs under Section 251(c)(2) and/or Section 

2Sl(c)(l). for the exchange (among other things) of traditional local traffic. Once 
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such physical interconnection arrangements have been established for that 

purpose, those same arrangements can be used for any other type of traffic, 

whether that other traffic is classified as generic •1elecommunications'' traffic, as 

.. information services" traffic, or simply as .. non-telecommunications" traffic. 

The reason for the rule is equally simple: The FCC recognized that a requirement 

to establish duplicative and unnecessary physical interconnection arrangements 

for different types of traffic would be inefficient and would impose costs on 

CLECs. For that reason, ILECs will have a motivation to impose such a 

requirement, so the FCC needed to expressly forbid them. 

HOW DO YOU KNOW THAT THE FCC'S RULE, AND TIIE REASON 

FOR IT, IS AS YOU STATED ABOVE? 

It is plain from the FCC's own rules and statements in its orders. FCC Rule 

)2.100(b) states that: "A telecommunications carrier that has interconnected or 

gained access under sections 25l(a)(l), 251 (c)(2), or 251(c)(3) of the Act, may 

offer infonnation services through the same arrangement, so long as it is offering 

telecommunications services through the same arrangement." The only way a 

CLEC could offer service '1hrough" an interconnection arrangement is by 

exchanging traffic over it with the incumbent. So an "interconnection 

arrangement ... under section 25l(a)(l) [or] 251(c)(2)•• may be used to exchange 

either telecommunications or infonnation services traffic. I donjt see any 

limitation or restriction in the FCC's language. 

The matter gets even more clear if you c?nsider what the FCC has said in its 
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orders about this issue. In the 1996 Local Competition OrderP, the FCC 

addressed this point in paragraph 995, where it said the following (emphasis 

added): 

telecommunications carriers that have interconnected or gained access 
under sections 2Sl(a)(l), 25l(c)(2), or 2Sl(c)(3), may offer 
information services through the same arrangement, so lona as they 
are offering telecommunications services through the same 
arrangement as well. Under a contrary conclusion, a competitor would 
be precluded from offering information services in competition with 
the incumbent LEC under the same arrangement, thus increasing the 
transaction cost for the competitor. We find this to be contrary to the 
pro-competitive spirit of the 1996 Act. By rejecting this outcome we 
prtJVide competlton the opportunity to compete effectively with the 
incumbent by offering a full range of services to end users without 
having to provide sol* services inefficiently through distinct 
ftJCilities or agreenwnts. 

The "outcome" the FCC was "rejecting" is exactly what PRTC is proposing in 

this case - a limitation on the types of traffic that may be exchanged over the 

POls (established under Section 251(c)(2} of the Act). PRTC's proposal, to quote 

the FCC, would "increase transaction cost[s] for [Centennial]," would be 

"contrary to the pro-competitive spirit of the 1996 Act," and would force 

Centennial "to provide some services inefficiently through distinct facilities or 

agreements." 

HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED THIS QUESTION SINCE THE LOCAL 

COMPETITION ORDER IN 1996? 

17 Impl•,.ntation of tJw Local Co"'!MIItton Pl"ovUIOM of IM T•kcomnnmlcattofU Act of J 996, Report and 

Order, 11 FCC Red U499 (1996) \Local Competition Ordrr''). 
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Yes. For example, last year's Time Warner Declaratory Rulinl6 involved a 

claim that a CLEC (in that case, Sprint) was not entitled to interconnect under 

Section 251 for the purpose of exchanging Voice-over~Intemet-Protocol (VolP) 

traffic originating on a cable operator's network. The FCC's Wireline 

Competition Bureau rejected that position and clearly restated the broad rule 

noted above: 

[U]nder the Commission's existing rules, "[a] telecommunications 
carrier that has interconnected or gained access under section[ ) 
2Sl(a) . .. of the Act, may offer information services through the 
same arrangement, so long a.s it is offering telecommunications 
services through the same arrangement a.f well." 47 C.F.R. § 
S t .1 OO(b) (emphasis added). Thus, the fact that a telecommunications 
carrier is also providing a non-telecomlflllnications service is not 
dispositive of its rights. 

Time Warner Declaratory Ruling at 114 n.39 (first emphasis in original, second 

emphasis added). This ruling does not limit the "non-telecommunications 

services" which arc permissibly transmitted under a § 251 . interconnection 

arrangement to .. information services." Instead, once the interconnection 

arrangement is being used for "telecommunications services," it may be used for 

"non-telecommunications services" as well. 

The FCC made essentially the same point in last year's Wireless Broadband 

Classification Order,19 again re-affuming that once a physical interconnection 

arrangement is established under Section 251, that same arrangement can be used 

11 T~ H'arnttr Cable Request /01' DeclaraJory JWJing that Competithle Local Ex.change CO/Tiers May 
Obtain /rrterconnecrion Untkr &ction 251 ofiM Commrmications Act of 1934, as Amen«d, to ProviM 
WholeJDle T•kcommvnicaltoltS S.rvtces to 'Yo/P PrwfiMrs. Memorandum Opinion and Order, 22 FCC 
Red 35l3 (W"treline Comp. Bureau 2007) ( .. '111rw H'arMr Declaralory Ruling'). 
1
' Appropriate &gulatory Treatmenl for BrtXklbond Acce'# to the lntund owr Wlrelu.r N•twOI'Irs, 

Declaratory Ruling, 22 FCC Red 590 1 (2007) ("Winless Brootlband Classification CWder"). 
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both for the exchange of any telecommunications traffic, as wetJ as for the 

eKchangc ofinfonnation services traffic. !d. at 11 67-68. 

I will leave the legal significance of these FCC pronouncements to the lawyers, 

but from a practical perspective it seems 100% clear what the FCC's rule is: once 

an ILEC and a CLEC have established physical connections under Section 251, it 

can be used for any type of telecommunications traffic. 

PRTC CLAIMS THAT IDENTIFYING AND RESTRICTING TRAFFIC 

EXCHANGED OVER MEET POINTS MAKES SENSE BECAUSE IN THE 

CASE OF SWITCHED ACCESS, FOR EXAMPLE, THE IXC SHOULD 

BEAR THE ENTIRE COST OF ACCESS FACILITIES AT TARIFFED 

ACCESS RATES, WHILE COSTS OF MEET POINTS ARE SHARED 

BETWEEN CENTENNIAL AND PRTC.10 DO YOU AGREE? 

No. First, that PRTC argument is contradicted by the FCC rule and rulings I just 

discussed. Second, as I explained in my direct testimony, there are ways to 

ensure that different types of traffic exchanged at the same meet point are billed 

the correct rates associated with that type of traffic. One such example is using 

different trunk groups in accordance with the agreed-to provisions in the 

interconnection agreement,21 another is using factors created fi'om traffic studies 

to identifY different types oftraffic.22 There is no reason to use the more costly 

20 Correa Direct, p. 8. 
11 Gates Direct, p. 21. 
:tt Gates Direct, pp. 22-23. 
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Q. 

A. 

and inefficient proposal of PRTC to establish entirely new and duplicative 

facilities between the companies other than to disadvantage Centennial. 

WHAT ABOUT THE POINT mAT Wim A MEET POINT POI EACH 

CARRIER BEARS ITS OWN COSTS OF THE FACILITIES USED TO 

ESTABLISH THE POI, BUT WITH ACCESS SERV1CE THE IXC PAYS 

FOR THE FACILITIES? 

There are both practical and policy reasons why PRTC's point is not valid. As a 

practical matter, while it is true that the FCC denied pure lXCs the right to avoid 

access charges by interconnecting under Section 25 I (which I discuss below), the 

only way 1 can understand the FCC's clear rule permitting all types of traffic to be 

exchanged over a «legitimate•• Section 251 interconnection arrangement is that the 

costs of the arrangement itself are governed by the policies of that provision -

which, in the case of a meet point arrangement, essentially split the costs between 

the interconnected carriers - and not by the rules that would apply to facilities 

obtained under an access tariff. {Note that this applies only to the interconnection 

faciliJies. The per-minute rate for traffic termination is a separate matter; if 

access charges apply to particular traffic. then the access per·minute rate should 

apply.) As a practical matter, moreover. in the case of Centennial and PRTC it 

seems obvious that the vast majority of traffic the parties have exchanged and will 

exchange is plain old Section 251 traffic - either landline traffic entirety within 

Puerto Rico (which is local) or wireless traffic entirely within the Puerto Rico-

USVI MTA (which is local). Trying to parse out separate facilities costs for 
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whatever small fraction of traffic might be subject to access charges seems 

unnecessary as a practical matter. 

PRTC GOES ON TO STAT~ THAT TilE "OR OTIIERWISE" 

LANGUAGE IN CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL IS CONFUSING.13 CAN 

YOU CLARIFY? 

Yes. Mr. Correa takes issue with the phrase "or otherwise" in the following 

Centennial proposed language: "[a]ny lawfUl traffic may be exchanged by the 

Parties under this Agreement, whether at the POls or otherwise." As indicated in 

Centennial's response to PRTC data request #27b, Centennial's language does not 

have the effect of establishing or requiring traffic exchange points other than the 

POls discussed in the Agreement. Rather, as indicated in Centennial's response 

to PRTC discovery, it means that if the companies agree to establish additional 

exchange points (such as if Centennial decided to purchase an entrance facility 

from PRTC's access taritl), Centennial's proposal provides that any lawful traffic 

could be exchange at the newly established exchange point as well. 

PRTC STATES THAT "THE FCC HAS MADE CLEAR THAT THE 

GOVERNING STATUTE DOES NOT CALL FOR THE USE OF 

INTERCONNECTION MEET POINTS IN THE FASIDON APPARENTLY 

CONTEMPLATED HERE BY CENTENNIAL"z.c DO YOU AGREE? 

No. Mr. Correa is wrong about this. To the contrary, as I explained above, what 

the FCC bas said is that the broad use of interconnection meet points as 

n Coma Direct, p. 10, lines 4-13. 
J

4 Correa Direct, p. 10, lines 2()..22. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

contemplated by Centennial is exactly what it thinks should happen, and that 

restrictions on the type of traffic that can be exchanged over interconnection meet 

points, of the sort that PRTC is trying to impose, are anti competitive, contrary to 

the spirit of the 1996 Act, impose needless costs on competitors like Centennial, 

and are not allowed. 

SO, TO WHAT DO YOU THINK MR. CORREA IS REFERRING? 

Mr. Correa does not cite to the "governing statute'' to which he refcrs,15 but I 

assume that he is referring to paragraph 191 of the Local Competition Order. 1 

say this because that paragraph was cited on this point in PRTC's Response to 

Centennial's Petition for Arbitration.26 

WHAT DOES PARAGRAPH 191 OF THE LOCAL COMPETITION 

ORDER DEAL WITH? 

As I discussed above, the FCC's rule stating that an interconnected carrier may 

use a Section 251 interconnection arrangement for all types of traffic is very clear. 

But that is not the only situation the FCC was considering at the time of the Local 

Competition Order. Specifically, at the time of the Local Competition Order, 

there was concern that pure long distance cmiers would try to establish a Section 

25 1 interconnection mangement, not to enter the local market and compete with 

the ILEC, but rather solely and entirely for the purpose of originating and 

terminating long distance traffic at a lower rate. The FCC concluded that a pure 

long distance carrier, with no intention of actually competing in the local 

u Correa Direct, p. 10, lines 20-22. 
uSee, PRTC Response, pp. 14-lS. 
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exchange market, was not entitled to a Section 251 interconnection arrangement 

with the ILEC. That is what the FCC was addressing in paragraph 191, which 

states: 

an IXC that requests interconnection solely for the purpose of 
originating or terminating its inkrexchange traffic, not for the 
provision of telephone exchange service and exchange access to 
others, on an incumbent LEC's network is not entitled to receive 
intercoMection pursuant to section 251(c)(2).27 

If Mr. Correa thinks that this provision applies to Centennial, he is wrong. 

Centennial has been exchanging local traffic ("telephone exchange service.,) with 

PRTC over the meet points for more than 10 years. AU traffic that originates with 

Centennial's landline or wireless end users that gets sent to PRTC is local traffic, 

and under the tenns of the parties' 200S agreement, most if not all traffic that 

originates with PRTC's end users and terminates with a Centennial end user is 

local traffic. As between PRTC and Centennial, the notion that Centennial is "an 

IXC" that is "requesting interconnection solely for the purpose of originating or 

terminating its intcrexchange traffic" is wrong. Indeed, Mr. Correa himself 

acknowledges at pages 6 and 7 of his testimony that Centennial's proposal is to 

use the meet point interconnections for telephone exchange service and exchange 

access service.21 

17 Quoted 11 page 14 ofPRTC's Response (first and third emphases added; second in PRTC's respon3C). 
21 While PRTC claim:~ that Centennial is not proJJ03inl to provide competins .exchange access to others 
over its meet point amnaements (PRTC Response at paae IS), Centennial's propoiCCI Janguaac for 1.1 .~ 

and 1.1.6 shows that Centennial Is proposing to exchange interstate and intrastate exchange access traffic at 
the POls. Also, Centennial's response to PRTC's data roquesl:·#t-34 indicaacs that Ccnteanial has provided 
access services to more than a dozen IXCs in the past couple of years. 
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Q. 

A. 

Perhaps the best way to look at paragraph 191 of the Local Competition Order is 

not as a restriction on the types of traffic that an interconnected carrier can 

exchange over a Section 251 interconnection arrangement, but rather as a 

restriction on the types of entities that are entitled to obtain Section 251 

interconnection arrangements in the first place. A pure IXC looking to do nothing 

more than originate and tenninate its own toll traffic is not entitled to a Section 

25 I interconnection arrangement at all; such an entity would have to obtain 

physical interconnection arrangements under the statutes and tariffs governing 

access services. But an entity that is competing in the local market, like 

Centennial, is without question entitled to Section 251 interconnection, and once 

such an interconnection arrangement is established- given the rules quoted above , 

-any kind of traffic can be exchanged over that arrangement. 

PRTC STATES THAT DESPITE TilE BOARD PREVIOUSLY 

REJECTING A PROPOSAL BY CENTENNIAL IN 1005 TO EXCHANGE 

UNSWITCHED SPECIAL ACCESS TRAFFIC OVER MEET POINTS, 

THAT TRAFFIC WOULD BE ALLOWABLE UNDER CENTENNIAL'S 

PROPOSAL FOR #5.19 WOULD YOU LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Centennial has said that it is not seeking to exchange unswitched special access 

traffic over the meet points. Indeed. based on Mr. Angulo's testimony. it is my 

understanding that exchanging unswitched special access traffic over the existing 

meet point configurations would be technically infeasible. Accordingly, PRTC is 

attempting to raise a concem where there is none. 

19 Correa DireCt, pp. 10-11. 
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Q. 

A. 

HAS YOUR RECOMMENDATION ON ISSUE #5 CHANGED SINCE 

YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

No. As in my direct testimony. I recommend that Centennial's proposed language 

for Sections 1.1 and 11.1 ofthe Interconnection Attachment be adopted. 

Issue #6: Defoult "bUI and keep" compensotum 
Statement of Issue #6: Should the Agreement make clear that traffic types for which 
compensation is not specified should be exchanged on a bill-and-keep basis? 
ICA Reference: Interconnection Attachment§ 1.2 

Q. PRTC'S DIRECT TESTIMONY INDICATES THAT PRTC IS CONFUSED 

BY CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL FOR ISSUE #630 
- "DEFAULT BILL 

A. 

AND KEEP." BRIEFLY EXPLAIN HOW CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL 

WOULD WORK. 

This issue relates to whether a biiJ and keep compensati~ mechanism should be 

used between the companies for traffiC not expressly identified and provided for 

in the Agreement. Centennial proposes language which states that bill and keep 

should apply to tlaffic for which compensation is "not expressly identified and 

provided for in this Agreement." Centennial proposes language in Section 1.1 of 

the Interconnection Attachment that attempts to identify types of traffic that will 

be exchanged at the companies' POls, and has expanded that list beyond what the 

agreement already says, but there is a chance that a type of traffic that is not 

specifiCally enumerated in Section 1.1 or otherwise identified in the Agreement 

will arise during the Agreement. If this occurs, Centennial's language would call 

JO Blessing Direct, p. ll,line 15. 
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for this traffic to be compensated at bill and keep. The disputed language is 

shown in Exhibit TJG-2, provided with my direct testimony. 

WIIA T IS "BILL AND KEEP" AS IT PERTAINS TO TilE EXCHANGE 

OF TRAFFIC UNDER THE PROPOSED AGREEMENT? 

4 7 CFR §S I. 713 defines bill and keep as follows: "bill-and-keep arrangements are 

those in which neither of the two interconnecting carriers charges the other for the 

termination of telecommunications traffic that originates on the other carrier's 

network." 

WHY IS CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL ON nDS POINT NEEDED? 

The agreement should specify the compensation applicable to the major known 

types of traffic that will be exchanged between the parties; Centennial's proposals 

accomplish that. However, with technology and regulatory changes in the 

industry, it is possible that some type of traffic that is not easily classified might 

arise and be exchanged. If this occurs, the traffic should be exchanged on a bill-

and-keep basis. It is appropriate to ensure that intercanier compensation demands 

by PRTC do not impede the growth of such 'new developments by, in effect, 

trying to 'bx" them at the highest possible rate. Centennial should not run the 

risk of violating the contract by sending certain types of traffic when the 

overwhelming majority of traffic is expressly identified under the contract, nor 

should Centennial be required to manage its business and configure its network in 

such a way that it can search for and isolate traffic not expressly identified in the 

Agreement. Centennial's proposed language avoids this result by making clear 
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that no payment shall be due, as between the parties, for any type of traffic for 

which payment is not specified in the agreement. 

MR. BLESSING SAYS THAT IMPEDING GROWfH OF THIS TRAFFIC 

IS A NON-ISSUE BECAUSE THERE IS NOT MUCH GROWTH TO BE 

SEEN IN THE FIRST PLACE AND CENTENNIAL PREVIOUSLY 

AGREED TO APPLYING ACCESS TO UNCLASSIFIED TRAFFIC 

WITHOUT A CONCERN OF IMPEDING GROWTH.:u WOULD YOU 

LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Yes. We do not know how much traffic there may be in this category, just as we 

do not know what type of traffic may be exchanged. Regardless of the type 

and/or amount of this traffic, applying access charges - rates that are more than 

compensatory for PRTC- is not appropriate for the traffic. Instead, rather than 

enriching PRTC based on access rates the parties should simply use bill and keep. 

If traffic studies indicate at some point in the future that the majority of this 

"unclassified traffic" was properly subject to access charges, then adjusting the 

next agreement (or ~ending the agreement) to apply access charges might be 

appropriate. Until that time, however, bill and keep is a reasonable way to treat 

this traffic. 

PRTC SUGGESTS THAT THIS IS UNNECESSARY BECAUSE 

CENTENNIAL HAS NEVER YET INVOKED THE UNCLASSIFIED 

11 Blessing Direct, pp. 1 S-16. 
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TRAFFIC PROVISION IN THE CURRENT AGREEMENT.31 WOULD 

YOU LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Yes. One development that has occurred since the parties entered into their 

current agreement is an increase in the amount of VoiP traffic they exchange. 

Now, Centennial believes that, with some simple clarifying language (which it 

has proposed), VoiP traffic will fit neatly into either the "local .. or "access" 

categories for intercarrier compensation purposes. But it does not appear that 

PRTC agrees. At the same time, in disputes before the Board, PRTC has argued 

that the current agreement should be read to include a complete ban on 

exchanging any kind of traffic not specified in the agreement. This shows that the 

language in the current agreement on these points - which PRTC proposes to . 

retain - has a real potential for generating disputes. In order to avoid such 

disputes in the future, Centennial is proposing .a series of changes to the 

agreement. These include the proposals regarding traffic exchange in Issue #5, 

. the proposal regarding traffic. routing in Issue# 7, the definition of local traffic in 

Issue #9, and the clarification of when VoiP traffic is treated as local in Issue #10. 

Centennial's proposal here, in Issue #6, is part of Centennial's broader effort to 

operate under an agreement that is consistent with both the FCC's statements 

about the appropriate and efficient use of interconnection meet points and that 

does not contain unworkable or difficult operational requirements (such as 

isolating and specially routing traffic that might be of a different regulatory "type" 

12 Blessing Direct. pp. 14-15. 
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Q. 

A. 

than previously exchanged). So this proposal should be viewed not merely in 

isolation but also as part of that broader set of proposed agreement provisions. 

IS THIS ISSUE ABOUT CENTENNIAL'S DEMAND THAT PRTC 

TERMINATE TRAFFIC FOR FREE, AS PRTC CLAIMS? 

No. Mr. Blessing states: "The basic question involved in Issue 6 is whether 

Centennial should be permitted to demand that PRTC terminate for free traffic 

... for which no rate is specified in the interconnection agrecment."33 I disagree 

with this statement. As shown in the disputed language for this issue, language 

stating that no compensation will apply (i.e., bill and keep will apply) is actually 

closed between the parties. and as I understand it has been part of the parties' 

agreements for some time. I have provided this language from the wireline 

Agreement below to demonstrate this point: 

1.2 The POls eslahlished ar IMiAtaiReEI \iREier ~is AgreemeRt sltaU 
aet ee \i!leEI, &REI ftNo compensation shall be due; to or from either 
bm. for the exchange of any traffic: 

1.2.1 Compeosation for which thaf-is not expressly 
identified and provided for in this Agreement; 
1.2.2 by or with a Party that is not a Common Carrier for 
the purpose of delivering or receiving that traffic; or 
1.2.3 that. except as and to the extent provided in Sections 
6, 7, and 9 of this Attachment, neither originates nor 
tenninates on a Centennial Customer landline tenninal in 
the Puerto Rico MT A. 

As the disputed language shows, the agreed language indicates that no 

compensation shall be due for the exchange of traffic "not expressly identified 

and provided for in this Agreement." It is disingenuous for PRTC to criticize 

»Blessing Direct. p. 10, lines 8-10. 
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Centennial's proposal for calling for no compensation to apply to traffic for which 

compensation is not provided for in the Agreement when the current agreement 

contains language, which PRTC does not propose to change, that would result in 

the same outcome. The major difference between the two companies' proposals 

is that Centennial's language would allow the exchange of this traffic at the POls 

established or maintained under the Agreement, while PRTC's proposal would 

impose a prohibition on exchanging this traffic at the meet point. The issue of 

whether Centennial should be allowed to exchange all types of traffic at its POls 

is addressed under Issue #5. I would also note that Centennial's language applies 

in to traffic sent in both directions. (f technological or regulatory developments 

generate some new type of traffic, Centennial would terminate that traffic "for 

free" for PRTC just as PRTC would terminate it "for free" for Centennial. 

Centennial's proposal is fair and even-handed; it is not, as Mr. Blessing suggests, 

an effort to take advantage ofPRTC. 

PRTC STATES THAT CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL WOULD ADD A 

"BILL AND KEEP" EXCEPTION TO THE "UNCLASSIFIED TRAFFIC" 

LANGUAGE TIIAT WAS ADDED TO THE COMPANIES, lOOS ICA AND 

IS MAINTAINED IN THE SUCCESSOR AGREEMENT, AND THAT 

TinS IS A ~'RECIPE FOR CONFUSION AND LmGATION.~ WOULD 

YOU LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Yes. I disagree that Centennial's language would create a bill and keep exception 

to the Unclassified Traffic language. Instead, for any traffic that is not identified 

14 Blessing Direct. pp. 11-12. 
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Q. 

A. 

under Section 1.1 of the Interconnection Attachment, bill and keep would apply -

i.e., default bill and keep would trump the Unclassified Traffic language. Given 

that Centennial has fiber meet points at each ofPRTC's end offices, as well as at 

PRTC's tandems, and that a very large fraction of the traffic exchanged between 

the companies should be local for intercarrier compensation purposes. there is no 

reason to make the "default" for this unidentified traffic to require the companies 

to exchange it at the tandem at access rates. 

HAS THE FCC SIGNALED A PREFERENCE FOR Bll.L AND KEEP IN 

THEPAST? 35 

Yes. In April 2001, the FCC released the ISP Remand Order'6 and the 

/ntercarrier Compensation NPRM.37 In the ISP Remand Order, the FCC 

explained that Calling Party Network Pays (CPNP) forms of reciprocal 

compensation create market distortions and the potential for regulatory 

arbitrage. 38 The FCC found in that order that the "market distortions are most 

apparent in tbe case of ISP-bound traffic due primarily to the one-way nature of 

this traffic, and to the tremendous growth in dial-up Internet access ...• J 9 and put 

in place a mechanism for, among other things, a 36-month transition period to 

complete bill and keep for ISP bound traffic.40 At the same time, the FCC 

Js Blessina Dii'CCt, p. 16, lines 4-.S. 
xr, the Matter aflmplcnwiiiDtlon oftlw lAcal Co~tttion ProvfsiDnJ In tlw Telccommunlcalioru Act of 
I 996: lnlerca1'7'Ur Compcnstdlonfor ISP-Bound Traffic. CC Docket No. 96-98; CC Docket No. 99~68; . 
FCC 01-131, 16 FCC Red 91SI ; 2001 FCC LEXIS 2340; 23 Comm. Reg. (P & F) 678. April1:7, 2001 
Released; Adopted April 18,2001. 
n In the Malter of Dewloptng a Unified lnurcarrl~r COMpenuztion &gimtl. CC Docket No. 01·92, FCC 
01-132; Rdeaacd April27, 2001. 
Jl ISP Remand Order, 1 68. 
,. ISP Remand Order, 1 69. 
40 ISP Remand Order, 1 7 
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Q. 

A. 

released the Intercarrier Compensation NPRM, which sought comments on a 

broader application of bill and keep for intercarrier compensation. The FCC 

stated in the ISP Remand Order: 

... we believe that a bill and keep approach to recovering the costs 
of delivering ISP-bound traffic is likely to be more economically 
efficient than recovering these costs from originating carriers. In 
particular, requiring carriers to recover the costs of delivering 
traffic to ISP customers directly fi'om those customers is likely to 
send appropriate market signals and substantially eliminate 
existing opportunities for regulatory arbitrage. As noted above, we 
consider issues related to the broader application of bill and keep 
as an intercarrier compensation regime in conjunction with the 

·NPRM that we are adopting concurrently with this Order.41 

Though the FCC has yet to take action in this docket related to a broader 

application of a bill and keep intercarrier compensation mechanism, a reading of 

that NPRM shows that the FCC, at least at that time, was seriously considering a 

broader (i.e., broader than just ISPwbound traffic) application of bill and keep.42 

MUST CENTENNIAL MAKE A SHOWING THAT TRAFFIC THAT IS 

NOT IDEN'OFIED OR PROVIDED FOR IN THE AGREEMENT IS 

ROUGHLY BALANCED BETWEEN THE COMPANIES IN ORDER FOR 

ITS DEFAULT Bll..L AND KEEP PROPOSAL TO BE ADOPTED? 

No. Mr. Blessing testifies: "Centennial never undertakes to demonstrate that the 

volume of this unknown traffic exchanged by the parties will be roughly balanced 

in each direction, which is at the core ofthe FCC's application of a 'biJI and keep• 

~• ISP Remand Order, 167. 
41 The NPRM's focus on bill and keep was acknowledged in the Separate Statement of Commission 
Furtcbgott-Roth ["This NPRM seeks comment on a variety ot pricing me<:hanisms for commercial 
relationships between and among carrier.~, placing particular emphasis on bill-and-keep anangemcr 
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approach.'.43 Contrary to PRTC's claim, the FCC does not require a showing of 

roughly balanced traffic (or "more data'~ for a state commission to adopt bill 

and keep. The FCC rules state: ''Nothing in this sc.ction precludes a state 

commission from presuming that the amount of telecommunications traffic from 

one network to the other is roughly balanced with the amount of 

telecommunications traffic flowing in the opposite direction and is expected to 

remain so, unless a party rebuts such a presumption.•.45 The Board, therefore. is 

free to adopt bill and keep compensation regime as provided for in Centennial's 

recommendation. 

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION FOR ISSUE ##6? 

The Board should adopt Centennial's proposed Section of 1.2 of the 

Interconnection Attachment. 

43 Blessing Direct, p. 16,1incs ~11. 
44 Blessing Direct, p. 16, line 13 . 
• , 47 CFR. § 51.713(c). 
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Issue ##9: Definition of local traffic. 

Statement of Issue #9:Sbould the Agreement clearly state that the status of traffic as 
"local" is determined by the geographic points of the traffic, as the Board has 
repeatedly ruled? 
ICA References: Interconnedion Attachment §§ 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.2 (Centeooial
proposed) and 4.7 (PRTC-proposed)'" 

Q. WHAT IS THE CRUX OF THE DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 

CO~~SUNDERI~UE9? 

A. This issue boils down to whether PRTC can eonvince the Board to roll back its 

prior decision to define the governing local calling area for intercarrier 

compensation between Centennial and PRTC. The Board has decided that the 

governing local calling area is the one which applies the fewest number of local 

calling areas in Puerto Rico- which, for many years now, has been Centennial's 

island-wide local calling area. PRTC argues that despite the Board's previous 

ruling the Board should now allow PRTC's retail calling zones to determine 

intercanier compensation between the parties. Centennial proposes to continue 

the arrangement that has been in place between Centennial and PRTC since 2002, 

in which Centennial's larger local calling areas control- with Centennial's single 

zone for all of Puerto Rico in effect today. This arrangement should be 

maintained, as Centennial's proposal provides. Centennial's proposals relating to 

this issue are intended to clarify the application of the Board's (and, as noted 

below, the federal court's) geographic test for classifying traffic. PRTC, on the 

other hand, wants to revert back to the day when PRTC's chosen local calling 

46 Note that Centennial's proposed Section 4.2 1r1d PRTC's propoxd Section 4.7 of the Interconnection 
Attachment was inadvertently omitted from Exhibit TJG-2 (Disputed ICA language). These proposals are 
shown in Exhibits A (Centennial proposed wireline ICA) ·and C (PRTC proposed wire! inc ICA) to 
Centennial's Petition for Arbitration. 
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areas dictated to competitors and customers alike what should constitute local 

traffic. 

PRTC CLAIMS THAT THERE ARE TWO ASPECTS OF ISSUE #9."7 DO 

BOTII OF THESE ASPECTS STEM FROM THE "CRUX" OF THE 

DISAGREEMENT EXPLAINED ABOVE? 

Yes. PRTC's first "aspecf' is whether the governing local calling area should be 

the existing definition that applies the fewest local calling areas or revert back to 

PRTC's local calling areas. Its second aspect is whether, "regardless of which 

local calling an:a should control ... that Centennial should pay access charges 

when it acts as an IXC.'o48 In the first aspect, PRTC is not directly challenging the 

Board's decision to rely on geography as the way to classify calls- it just wants 

to be able to dictate that its own notions of local calling zones trump both 

Centennial's zones, and the public interest. In the second aspect, however (which 

relates to PRTC's proposed Section 4.7), PRTC actually seeks to subvert the idea 

that geography controls call classification and impose a system in which calls are 

classified for pwposes of intercanier compensation based on things like retail 

calling arrangements - whether a call is rated as "toll" at retail or not. Though 

this -second aspect relates to PRTC•s insistence on using its own local calling 

areas to dcfmc:: the proper intercarrier compensation between the companies,49 it 

raises a second issue of whether the geographic endpoints of a call should dictate 

47 Blessing Direct, p.J9. 
•• Blessing Direct, p. 19,lines 17~19. 
49 This is evidenced by Mr. Blessmg's testimony: "1be simplest way to solve this problem created by 
Ccntr:nnial is to make clear that PRTC's local c:alling areas control for the purposes of intercanicr 
compensation for locaJ traffic under lhe Iandi inc interconnecfion agreement." (Blessing Direct. p. 20, lines 
~~~ . 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

how traffic is rated, as the Board has consistently ruled, or whether the 

perspective of the retail end user should determine wholesale intercarrier 

compensation as between the companies. 

HOW SHOULD TBE BOARD DEAL WITH THESE TWO "ASPECTS" 

OF THE ISSUE? 

As discussed more fully below, the Board should remain consistent on both 

accounts - i.e., it should (I) maintain its definition of governing local caJiing 

areas as relying on the company•s calling plan that has the fewest local calling 

areas and (2) maintain the precedent that geographic endpoints of a can should 

dictate the appropriate intercanier compensati?n for that traffic. If the Board 

remains consistent, then it will adopt CentenniaPs proposed language in Sections 

4.1 and 4.2 as well as reject PRTC's proposed language for Section 4.7 of the 

Interconnection Attachment. 

WHAT REASON DOES PRTC PROVIDE FOR RECOMMENDING THAT 

THE BOARD REVERSE ITS PRIOR DECISION RELATED TO THE 

DEFINITION OF GOVERNING LOCAL CALLING AREA (11IE FIRST 

ASPECT)? 

Mr. Blessing testifies: "To me, the Board and the Arbitrator should take a fresh 

look at this issue because of the enormous implementation problems that 
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Centennial's conduct under the current landline interconnection agreement has 

produced."50 

WHAT ARE THE "ENORMOUS IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS" 

PRTC CLAIMS HAVE BEEN CAUSED BY CENTENNIAL? 

To the extent that there are any, they appear to be entirely self-inflicted by PRTC. 

Based on my reading of Mr. Blessing's testimony," he seems to be claiming that 

Centennial is somehow inappropriately avoiding access charges when it is the 

primary interexchange carrier to PRTC end users for traffic that traverses PRTC's 

local calling area boundaries. The parties have indeed had disputes about that 

issue, and Centennial has proposed language - consistent with the Board's 

geographic test for call classification - that addresses those disputes. But, that 

dispute has nothing to do with which carrier's calling zones arc used. PRTC's 

claim in connection with that dispute is that, no matter whose calling zones or 

used for intcrcarrier compensation purposes. any time Centennial acts as a 

presubscribed carrier for PRTC end users, that traffic is subject to access charges 

even if it falls within the Governing Local Calling Area. So- while I certainly do 

not recommend this position, among other reasons because it is internally 

inconsistent - if the Board were to rule that Centennial must pay access charges 

on traffic that (a) is geographically local, but as to which (b) Centennial charges 

originating end users a toll, Centennial could, indeed, comply with such a ruling. 

That issue has nothing to do with which carrier's calling zones control. 

50 Blessing Direct, p. 19, lines 14-1 7. · · 
"&~.Blessing Direct p. 19, Jines 14-17 and p. 29,1ines 13-18. 
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Q. 

A. 

It appears that PRTC's stated basis for asking the Board to conduct a "fresh look" 

on the first identified aspect of the issue ("enormous implementation problems'' 

allegedly arising from using Centennial's calling zone to classify traffic) really 

underJies the second identified aspect of the issue (regardless of the defined local 

calling area, Centennial should be required to pay access when acting as an IXC). 

As a result. it is fair to say that PRTC has provided no real basis for the Board to 

conduct a fresh look on the first aspect. 

WOULD YOU LIKE TO RESPOND TO PRTC'S CLAIM THAT 

CENTENNIAL'S CONDUCT HAS LED TO ENORMOUS 

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS? 

Yes. This criticism is based on PRTC's refusal to accept the Board's decision not 

to adopt PRTC's local calling areas as the governing local calling areas. For 

example, Mr. Blessing testifies that '"The matter is complicated when the two 

interconnected carriers have different retail local calling areas for their respective 

service offerings ... Without an agreement as to what geographic boundaries will 

control in these circumstances. the parties will not know how to bill one another 

for such calls."'2 However, Mr. Blessing fails to mention that in the existing ICA 

there is an agreement as to what geographic boundaries will control for the 

purpose of the parties billing one another for such calls - and that agreement is, 

consistent with the Board's prior decision, that which applies the fewest local 

calling areas (or Centennial's single local calling area). This should be 

maintained. 

sz Blessing Direct. p. 23. 
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Q. 

A. 

Furthermore, to Mr. Blessing's claim that "the matter is complicated when the 

two interconnected carriers have different retail local calling areas for their 

respective service offerings," given the Board's longstanding rule that call 

classification is based on the geographic end points of a call, the retail service 

offerings of the companies should have no bearing on the intercanier 

compensation between the carriers. Instead, the rating of intercarrier 

compensation should be based on the geographic endpoints of the traffic and 

whether that traffic crosses boundaries of the governing local calling area. As 

such, this is not really a complicated matter because as it currently stands (and as 

Centennial's proposal would maintain}, the governing local calling area is clearly 

defmed and the geographic endpoints of traffic can be detcnnined. 

DID PRTC ELABORATE ON THE IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS 

ABOUf WHICH IT IS CONCERNED? 
. . . 

Yes. At pages 29-30, Mr. Blessing states that based on the definition of local 

calling area from the 2005 IC~ Centennial has attempted to &ain preferential 

treatment by "refus[ing] to pay switched access charges when it receives to or 

delivers traffic to PRTC as the primary interexchange carrier for a PRTC end 

user; local transport access charges for intra-island toll calls that are routed to 

Centennial through PRTC's tandem switch; and entrance facilities charges for the 

exchange of intra-island toll traffic ... "9 However, it is not fair to say that 

Centennial is attempting to "avoid" access char~s on traffic to which such 

charges apply. Rather, Centennial is attempting to ensure that it is not 

·. 
51 Blessing Direct, p. 30. 
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erroneously charged access charges by PRTC for geographically local traffic to 

which such charges do not apply. 

Put another way, it is evident that the parties disagree, at least under the current 

ICA, as to whether certain traffic should be classified as .. local"' or not. That 

disagreement does not arise from the fact that the current interconnection 

agreement uses Centennial's single zone rather than PRTC's multiple zones. 

Instead, it arises from the parties' disagreement, under the current ICA, as to 

whether geography or retail call rating applies when Centennial .. acts like,. an 

IXC. Looking forward to the new ICA, rather than backward to the disputes 

under the 2005 ICA, whether Centennial is the primary intcrexchangc carrier for 

the retail customer has and should have no bearing on how that traffic is rated 

between the companies. Further, to PRTC's claim that Centennial is seeking 

preferential treatment, any other sbnilarly situated carrier that exchanges traffic 

with PRTC that has a single local calling area should get the same treatment. 

Though Mr. Blessing claims that "every other IXC in Puerto Rico providing 

similar intra-island long distance service to a PRTC local exchange customers has 

to pay these tariffed access charges"54
, what he ignores is that IXCs and 

Centennial are not similarly situated. What is important is the island-wide local 

calling areas for reciprocal compensation between PRTC and Centennial, and to 

S4 Blessing Direct, p. 30, lines 1-3. 
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Q. 

A. 

the extent that the IXCs do not have a similar compensation arrangement, then a 

comparison between the two is an "apples to oranges" comparison.55 

Rather than attempting to "leverage the Board's resolution of the related issue in 

2005 to gain even more than what the Board approved th~"56 as PRTC claims, 

Centennial has attempted to implement the Board's decision precisely as it should 

be, and in a simple and consistent manner. The Board has decided that the 

geographic end points of a call should rule for intercarrier compensation and that 

the applicable local calling area is that which applies the fewest local calling areas 

- and this is precisely the arrangement that Centennial has abided by under the 

2005 Agreement and the arrangement that it proposes be maintained under the 

successor agreement. It is PRTC who is attempting to confuse the issue by failing 

to acknowledge this precedent and carving out exceptions to this relatively 

straightforward arrangement. S7 

DOES PRTCtS TESTIMONY INDICATE THAT ITS CLAIM OF 

ENORMOUS IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS IS EXAGERRATED? 

Yes. The fact that this is not a complicated matter is evidenced by Mr. Blessing's 

testimony which states: "The simplest way to solve this problem created by 

" Mr. Blessing's confusion on lhis part is similar to, and probably related to, PRTC's evident 
misunderstanding of paniBI'BPh 191 of the Local Competition Order, discussed above under Issue #5. 
The~ the FCC has a rule limiting certain rights of entities lhat arc acting .. ,oldl" as IXCs, a rule that 
PRTC misinterprets as applying to any entity that provides any "interexchange" service. Here Mr. Blessing 
seems to be saying that because Centennial provides some retail interexchange service - among the many 
other thinp Centennial does - it is strictly and literally comparable to "other IXCs." by which he seems to 
mean entities whose sole or primary business is offering interexchange service. Given Centennial's actual 
operations and role in the Puer1o Rico celecommunicalions marketpl10e, this PRTC perspective is not 

r:::~ Direct, p. 20, Jines 7-8. 
51 S.e. e.g., PRTC's proposed Section4.7. 
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Centennial is to make clear that PRTC's local calling areas control for purposes of 

intercarrier compensation for local traffic ... "sa If the Board reversed course and 

adopted PRTC's local calling areas as the governing local calling areas, that 

would obviously do nothing to solve the ''problem" of the carriers having 

"different retail local calJing areas for their respective service offerings." 

However, Mr. Blessing seems to think that under his plan miraculously all of the 

complication and implementation problems would disappear. What this shows is 

that the matter is not, as Mr. Blessing claims, complicated because of differing 

retail local calling areas. It is complicated because PRTC refuses to accept that 

Centennial's calling areas, rather than PRTC's own, control.s9 

HAS THE BOARD PREVIOUSLY REJECTED PRTC'S CLAIM OF 

IMPLEMENI'ATION PROBLEMS? 

Yes, twice before. In 2005, the Arbitrator found: 

PRTC's second argument against adoption of Centennial's 
proposal concerns the perceived administrative difficulties 
associated with implementation - for however short a time - of an 
Agreement which contemplates two different local calling plans: 
Centennial's one zone plan vs. PRTC's ten zone plan. We note 
that the current agreement between Centennial and PRTC includes 
different calling plans. We also note that in the 2002 arbitration 
PRTC warned of serious implementation issues. It seems for the 
most part that these have been resolved, or at least the record in 
this proceeding does not contain evidence of outages or disputes 
speeificalty attributable to the forecast implementation problems.60 

The Board should reject PRTC's argument for the third time.61 

" Blessing Direct, p. 20, lines 1-2. 
"Set, t.g., Blessing Direct, p. 23, lines 13-22. 
60 2005 Arbitration Order, p. 7. 
" Blessing Direct. pp. 29-30. 

BH 0171 
Docket No. 090501 

Page 40 

204 



\ 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

·~QSI 
•'I' c:onaultiog, Inc. 

Reply Testimony ofTunothy J Gates 
JRT·2008·AR-0001 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

PRTC CLAIMS THAT CENTENNIAL HAS DECIDED TO PROVIDE 

INTRA-ISLAND TOLL, SUBMITS PICS TO PRTC AND PURCHASES 

ACCESS TO PROVIDE TOLL AND THEREFORE SHOULD PAY 

ACCESS. 61 WHAT IS WRONG WITH PRTC'S REASONING IN THIS 

REGARD? 

The Board's prior rulings establish a regime in which the status of traffic as local 

versus non-local. for purposes of intercarrier compensation, is detennined neither 

by the calling and calJed numbers, nor by whether there is a separate toll charge 

for the call, but rather strictly by geography, i.e., whether the call originates and 

tenninates within a particular geographic region. The Board's prior rulings also 

establish a regime in which the relevant local calling zone is Centennial's one, 

island-wide zone. CenteMial understands these Board rulings, as well as the 

detailed language of the existing agreements. to establish a regime in which aU 
. 

traffic that is exchanged by the parties within that zone should be rated as local 

for purposes of intercarrier compensation. These calls should not be treated as 

anything other than "local'• under the existing agreement~ and the Board's 

previous decisions should be maintained going forward. Acknowledging that 

disputes have arisen about this issue under the current agreement, Centennial has 

proposed language for the new agreement that would eliminate any ambiguities 

and make the correct result clear. 

a Blessing Direct, pp. 30..31. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

HAS THE BOARD'S GEOGRAPffiC APPROACH TO CALL 

CLASSIFICATION BEEN UPHELD BY THE COURTS? 

Yes. I am not an attorney but 1 have been infonned that the federal district court 

in Puerto Rico has recently issued a ruling that upholds the Board's decision from 

2005 to base call classification on the calling zones of the party with the fewest 

number of zones. While I will leave the details to the lawyers. I have been 

infonned that the court's decision contains the observation that Local traffic 

"stays within the boundaries of a local calling area;" that "lnterexchange (or "non-

local") traffic crosses the boundaries of a local calling area;" and that 

"Traditionally, local -calling areas have been geographically dcfined.'.63 To my 

lay understanding. this certainly sounds as if the court has approved the use ofthe . 

simple and straightforward geographic test for classifYing calls that the Board 

adopted in 2005 and that Centennial seeks to clarify here. 

PRTC CLAIMS THAT ADOPTING CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL FOR 

ISSUE #9 WOULD BE A MISTAKE BECAUSE IT SUFFERS FROM A 

NUMBER OF DEFECTS.64 WHAT ARE THESE SUPPOSED DEFECI'S? 

Mr. Blessing references two defects. First, PRTC states that Centennial's 

proposal is unfair to other wireline providers (namely PRTC) because the 

compensation would be more advantageous for Centennial than PRTC for the 

same traffic. Second. PRTC states that Centennial's proposal is not competitively 

61 PRTC v. Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Pwrto mco, Opinion and Order, Civ. No. 06-1050 
(ADC) slip op. at 3 (D.P.R. June 19, 2008). ·. 
64 Blessing Direct, p. 25, lines 19-20. 
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neutral because of the imputation regulation that applies to PRTC but not 

Centennial. I will address both of these PRTC concerns below. 

PLEASE ADDRESS PRTC'S FIRST CONCERN. 

Again, PRTC's concern stems from the old approach of defining the governing 

local calling area as PRTC's local calling area. For example, Mr. Blessing 

testifies: 

Centennial would be paid reciprocal compensation ($0.0007 per 
minute) when PRTC originates calls that Centennial carries across 
many PRTC local calling area boundaries, while PRTC and other 
IXCs must pay (impute) Tariff K-2 intraisland switched access 
charges ($0.0107445 per minute as of April l, 2005) for calls 
carried across the same PRTC local calling area boundaries. 
Centennial also would be pennitted to pay generally low reciprocal 
compensation rates ($0.0007 per minute) to PRTC when PRTC 
tenninates calls that Centennial carriers across many PRTC local 
calling area boundaries instead of the higher TariffK-2 intraisland 
switched access charges ($0.0107445 per minute as of April 1, 
2005) paid (or imputed) by PRTC and otheriXCs.65 

By mistakenly focusing on PRTC's local eaJiing area boundaries for defining the 

classification of traffic for intercarrier compensation purposes, Mr. Blessing 

erroneously concludes that Centennial's proposal is unfair. By focusing on the 

traffic being carried across many PRTC local calling boundaries, PRTC attempts 

to create the notion that Centennial is attempting to avoid access. Given the 

Board•s decision that Centennial's local calling area controls, however, the more 

accurate characterization would be that PRTC is attempting to impose access 

charges on traffic to which those charges do not apply. For instance, if Mr. 

Blessing's discussion referencing PRTC's local calling areas is corrected to refer 

6S Blessing Direct, p. 26,1ines 17 -p. 27,1ine 3. (emphasis added) 
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Q. 

A. 

instead to the proper single island-wide governing local calling area, that 

discussion above would reach the correct result- i.e., (1) Centennial would be 

paid reciprocal compensation ($0.0007 per minute) when PRTC originates calls 

that Centennial terminates within the same local calling area, and (2) Centennial 

would pay reciprocal compensation ($0.0007 per minute) to PRTC when PRTC 

tenninates caiJs that Centennial originates within the same local calling area. 

PRTC would be paid and would pay the same amounts as Centennial, which 

means that Centennial"s proposal is fair. The fact is that compensation between 

Centennial and PRTC wou1d not be more advantageous to Centennial vis-A-vis 

PRTC for the same traffic under Centennial's proposal. 

HAS THE BOARD ALREADY CONSIDERED AND REJECTED PRTC'S 

CLAIMS IN THIS REGARD? 

Yes. twice before. The 2005 Arbitration Order at page S shows that PRTC raised 

the exact same argument, even using the very same language,66 in the 2005 

arbitration. The Arbitration Order then goes on to say: 

· PRTC raised similar arguments in the 2002 Centennial arbitration. 
There, the Board found on reconsideration that other CLEC 
Carriers were not being discriminated against since there was no 
reason that other CLECs could not opt into the local calling area 
regime used in the Centennial Interconnection Attachment. 
Further, as to IXCs, the Board found that they are not entitled to 
reciprocal compensation and agreed with Centennial that in the 
absence of like services being provided to like entities, there can be 
no discrimination. In this case, Centennial offers a similar rebuttal 
to PRTC's discrimination argument. pointing out.that the FCC has 
found that the reciprocal compensation regime .. .is distinct from 
the access charge regime ... ! agree with Centennial that because 

66 Pqe S of the 2005 Arbitration Order quotes PRTC as usina the very same language as quoted above 
from page 26 ofMr. Blessing's testimony. 
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On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

there arc two legal1y distinct servi~s being offered, there is no 
discrimination in any legally cognizable sense.67 

Despite having the same argument rejected in 2002 and 2005, PRTC raises it 

again here and provides no reason why the prior two decisions should be reversed. 

The Board should not reverse course, as PRTC recommends. 

PLEASE ADDRESS PRTC'S SECOND CONCERN ABOUT 

COMPETITIVE NEUTRALITY. 

Mr. Blessing statc;s that Centennial's proposal is not competitively neutral 

because a non-cost based advantage accrues to Centennial due to the imputation 

requirement that applies to PRTC.61 In short, PRTC is saying that bec8use PRTC 

must satisfy imputation for intra-island toll service by imputing switched access 

charges, PRTC must keep its intra-island tolJ rates higher than Centennial's (who 

would pay and receive a lower reciprocal compensation rate). According to 

PRTC, because Centennial is not subject to the imputation requirement, 

Centennial would enjoy an uneconomic competitive advantage.69 Again, PRTC is 

attempting to use retail rate distinctions (and more specifically, PRTC's multiple 

local calling areas) to dictate the intercarrier compensation between PRTC and 

Centennial. If PRTC were to establish a single, island-wide local calling area. it 

would have no intra-island toll service to which imputation would apply (all intra-

island calls for PRTC customers would be local). This exact issue was addressed 

by the Board in the 2005 Arbitration and it was rejected. 

17 200.5 Arbitration Order, pp. s-6. (footnotes omitted) 
• Blcs.sina Direct, pp. 27-29. 
119 Blessing Direct, p. 29 and p. 27 ,lines 8·9. 
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On Behalf of CenteMial 

WHAT DID THE ARBITRATOR'S DECISION IN 2005 SAY ABOUT 

PRTC'S CLAIMS REGARDING THE IMPUTATION REQUIREMENT? 

The Arbitrator's Decision states: 

PRTC also raises an argument that it will be discriminated against 
because it is required to impute tariff K-2 intra-island switched 
charges for caJis carried across PRTC local calling area 
boundaries. I fail to see how this is legally cognizable 
discrimination. The Board has imposed a special obligation upon 
PRTC because it is the "sole or dominant supplier" of a critical 
element of intra-island toll service. No other carrier, including 
CenteMial, fits that description. The Imputation Regulation has 
been in place since at least 2001. PRTC has been exchanging 
traffic with CenteMial since 2002 with mis-matched local calling 
areas. It is unlikely that PRTC has been suffering severe 
discrimination in silence for these three years. Yet to my 
knowledge, PRTC has never sought relief from the Board. It is 
difficult to give serious weight to an argument that claims that 
PRTC will be discriminated against for a matter of days, or weeks, 
or even months, when PRTC has been suffering the same alleged 
discrimination in silence for three years. 

Finally. the solution to PRTC's problem, to the extent there is a 
problem, lies with the Board, which can give PRTC relief from the 
Imputation Regulation if the Board finds that its imposition is 
unlawfully discriminatory. I. certainly expect that, once island-wide 
calling is established, there will be no need for the Imputation 
Regulation. In the meantime, PRTC can address this matter to the 
Board.70 

The fact that PRTC has not seen fit to bring its PRTC's discrimination claim 

directly to the Board in the 3 years since the 2005 ICA was put in place {and since 

2002 before that) seriously undercuts PRTC's claims. Like the Arbitrator found 

in 2005, to the extent there is a problem, PRTC can seek relief from the Board, 

and if PRTC chose to establish a single local calling area, any purported 

10 200S Arbitration Decision, pp. 6-7. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

discrimination (even under PRTC's theory) would be eliminated. I would also 

note that it appears that the federal court has rejected PRTC's claim that the 

operation or existence of the Board's imputation regulation constitutes any sort of 

"discrimination" in this context.71 

MR. BLESSING SAYS THAT THE AGREED-TO DEFINITION OF 

"INTRASTATE TOLL TRAFFIC" COMPLEMENTS PRTC~s 

DEFINITION OF GOVERNING LOCAL CALLING AREA. 72 CAN TilE 

SAME BE SAID FOR CENTENNIAL'S DEFINITION OF GOVERNING 

LOCAL CALLING AREA? . 

Yes. Though Mr. Blessing does not actually come out and say it,73 he implies that 

Centennial's definition of Governing Local Calling Area conflicts with the 

agreement's definition of Intrastate Toll Traffic because the current result of 

Centennial's proposal is that there is a single local caiJing area in Puerto Rico for 

intercarrier compensation between PRTC and Centennial white the definition of 

Intrastate Toll Traffic refers to more than one local calling area. To set the record 

straight, it should be noted that Centennial's proposed definition of Governing 

Local Calling Area is fully consistent with Intrastate Toll Traffic. 

PLEASE ~LADORA TE. 

I have provided CentenniaJ•s proposed definition of Goveming Local Calling 

Area below: 

' 1 S.• PRTC v. T~l•communications &gulatory Board of Pwrlo Rico, Opinion and Order, supra at pages 
12-13. 
72 Blessing Direct, p. 24. lines 7-16. 
n See, e.g.. Blessing Direct, p. 24, 1ines 7-16. 
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Q. 

4.1.2 "Governing Local Calling Area'' means the Puerto Rico local 
calling area or areas as set forth in an Effective Price List that 
applies the fewest number of local cal1ing areas in Puerto Rico 
without regard to the class or classes of Customers to be served 
under the Effective Price List (e.g .• business customers, residential 
customers), subject to the provisions of Section 4.2 of this 
Attachment. 

Centennial's proposed definition of Governing Local Calling Area clearly 

accounts for the possibility of more than one local calling area. And although the 

current result of this defmition is Centennial's single local calling area being used 

as the Governing Local Calling Area. Centennial's proposed language accounts 

for any changes that may occur that would result in more than one local calling 

area for compensation purposes betWeen the companies. To be sure, Centennial's 

proposed section 4.2.4 acknowledges the current single local calling area and sets 

forth procedures that Centennial would take to change from one to more than one 

local calling area (i.e., give PRTC advance notice and an opportunity to respond 

and approval from the Board). 

Perhaps the most convincing evidence that PRTC•s insinuation of inconsistency is 

misguided is that the 2005 ICA between the companies has the same definition of 

Intrastate Toll Traffic verbatim and has the same definition of Governing Local 

Calling Area as Centennial proposes here. 

MR. BLESSING SAYS TIIAT THE "IMMEDIATE EFFECT OF 

ADOPTING OF CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSED DEF1NITION. 

THEREFOREt WOULD BE TO RENDER ALL LANDLJNE TRAFFIC 

EXCHANGED BY PRTC AND CENTENNIAL UNDER THE NEW 
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AGREEMENT 'LOCAL' FOR THE PURPOSES OF INTERCARRIER 

COMPENSATION ... " 74 IS TillS A PROBLEM? 

A. No. In fact, Centennial makes this very point in its proposed Section 4.2.4 of the 

Interconnection Attachment.7s Moreover, Mr. Blessing's statement should be no 

surprise to anyone .given that what he describes is what the Board approved in 

2005 and has been in the companies' ICA since that time. Therefore, contrary to 

Mr. Blessing's insinuation that major changes would occur if Centennial's 

proposal was adopted, the fact is that it would simply maintain the status quo.76 

The only relevant "change" here is that Centennial's proposed language clarifies 

the matter to the point that PRTC would not have any remotely credible basis for 

refusing to accept that calls that begin and end in the Governing Local Calling ~ 

Area arc, in fact, to be rated as local for intercarrier compensation purposes. 

Issue #10: Clllrijication of treatment of VOIP traffic (#10). 

Statement of Issue #10: Should the contract specify when to classify VOIP traffic as 
"local" in order to avoid disputes? 
ICA References: Interconnection Attachment § 4.1.4 

Q. PRTC STATES TIIAT CENTENNIAL DOES NOT DEFINE VOIP 

TRAFFIC IN 11IE AGREE.MENT OR CLARIFY WHEN VOIP WILL BE 

74 Blessing Direct, p. 2S, lines 6-9. See also, Blessing Direct, p. 3·12. 
75 Centennial's proposed Section 4.2.4: "The Parties acknowledp and agree that. as of the Effective Date 
of this Agreement, Centennial has an £ffec:ti.w Price List that applies one local calling area in Puerto Rico 
(hereinafter referred to as the -centennial Single Calling Area») and that. therefore, the entirety of Puerto 
Rico is, as of the Effective DUe ofthis Agreement, the Governing Local Callin& Area. .• " 
76 Centennial's proposal for the definition of Governing LOcal Calling Area is the same as what was 
approved in 200S and bas been in the companies' ICA since. 
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A. 

Q. 

SUBJECT TO ACCESS AND NOT TREATED AS LOCAL. T7 WOill.D 

YOU LIKE TO RESPOND? 

Yes. Mr. Correa's testimony makes these two observations in passing reference,78 

but he does not elaborate on the concerns he has, if any, related to these 

observations. I do not see defining VoiP traffic in the companies' agreement to 

be a wise course of action because any such defmition may not be sufficiently 

flexible to address VoiP technologies that are being deployed rapidly in new and 

innovative ways in the telecommunications market In the FCC's Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking in the IP-Enabled Services case,79 the FCC declined to 

adopt a formal definition of VoiP. The FCC states: "While we adopt no formal 

definition of 'VoiP: we use the tenn generally to include any IP-enabled services • 

offering real-time, multidirectional voice functionality, including, but not limited 

to, services that mimic traditional telephony/.ao There is no indication that a lack 

of a fonnal definition of VoiP traffic would cause any confusion between the 

companies as it relates to the Agreement, and if there was an indiattion that 

confusion would result from a lack of a formal definition, obviously the FCC 

would have adopted a fonnal definition ofVoiP in its IP-Enabled Services NPRM 

when it sought comment on the proper treatment ofVoiP traffic. 

IS IT A F.All..URE OF CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL THAT IT DOES NOT 

SPECIFICALLY SPELL OUT WHEN VOIP TRAFFIC WOULD NOT BE 

77 Cortea Direct, p. 20. 
71 &e, Correa Direct, p. :zo. lines 11-20. 
79 we Docket No. 04-36, releaxd 3/10/04. 
10 IP-Enabled Services NPRM,, 3, footnote 7. 
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TREATED AS LOCAL AND ACCESS WOULD APPLY TO IT, AS PRTC 

INSINUATES? 

No. Centennial's proposed section 4.1.4 of the Interconnection Attachment is 

designed for clarity in the contract as to when VoiP traffic is to be treated as local 

and reciprocal compensation applies (when the TDM-IP conversion occurs in the 

same local calling area as the PSTN end of the caJl): As noted in my direct 

testimony,81 non-local VoiP traffic will be treated as access.12 If PRTC had 

wanted to add specific language to that effect in the ICA, it could have made such 

a proposal during negotiations. but my understanding is that it did not do so. 

Even so, it is my understanding that Centennial would not object to including 

such language even now. The fact that PRTC has been aware of Centennial's 

proposal for months, and not proposed language to clarify when PRTC can collect 

access charges for VoiP traffic is not a failing of Centennial's proposal . 

WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE TO PRTC'S RECOMMENDATION FOR 

THE BOARD TO AWAIT THE FCC'S DECISION ON VOIP TRAFFIC?13 

I addressed this issue at pages 38-39 of my direct testimony and will not repeat 

those arguments here. The Board should instead adopt Centennial's proposed 

language for Section 4.1.4 of the lnterconn~tion Attachment. 

11 Oates Direct, p. 38, line 19-p. 39, line 4. 
n For example, if traffic starts as VoiP on a SIP phone in Colorado and Is converted lo 1DM in Miami 
before comin1 to Puerto Rico in 1DM, that would be non~local VoiP traffic that is subject to ~. If 
tcaffic statts as 1DM in San Juan and is sent to New York, when: it is converted to IP and delivered to a 
SIP phone in Los Angeles, that would be non-local VoiP traffic that is subject to access. 
13 Blessin~t Direct, p. 21, lines 18-20. 
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Issue #11: Treatment of toll-free traffiC. 
Statement of Issue #ll:Sbould the agreement conform the intercarrier 
compensation arrangements for "8YY" traffic to the general rules applicable to 
traffic the parties exchange? 
ICA Reference: Interconnection Attachment § 7 

Q. BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE COMPANIES' POSmONS ON ISSUE #ll. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Issue #II as it relates to 8YY traffic is an extension of the larger disagreement 

between Centennial and PRTC related to whether the geographic end points 

should determine the classification of traffic for intercarrier compensation 

purposes or whether the retail treatment of a call should determine the 

classification of traffic. Centennial, consistent with the Board's conclusion on the 

matter, believes that geographic end points should determine classification, while 

PRTC argues that retail treatment should prevail. Centennial's proposed language . 

for Section 7 incorporates the Board's prior decision that the geographic end 

points should govern into 8YY traffic, while PRTC's proposal ignores this 

precedent 

PRTC STATES THAT CENTENNIAL BUYS SWITCHED ACCESS 

SERVICES TO "VOLUNTARILY""' PROVIDE SYY TRAFFIC AND IS 

ATI'EMPTING TO AVOID THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE 

ACCESS TARIFF AND AVOID PAYING ACCESS CHARGES.15 HAVE 

YOU ALREADY ADDRESSED THIS PRTC CLAIM? 

Yes. I addressed this at pages 42 and 43 of my direct testimony. As I noted there, 

it is inappropriate for PRTC to suggest that because Centennial has agreed to pay 

14 Blessing Direct, p. 36, line 22. 
u Blessing Direct, p. 3S,lines 13-20. 
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the tariffed database query charge, that Centennial should pay all switched access 

charges. Mr. Blessing makes this same error at pages 37-38 of his direct 

testimony. 

SPEAKING OF MR. BLESSING'S DIRECT TESTIMONY AT PAGES 37-, 

38, HE FOCUSES ON CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL FOR SECTION 7.3.4 

OF THE INTERCONNECfiON ATTACHMENT AND CLAIMS THAT IT 

SHOWS THAT CENTENNIAL IS ATI'EMPTING TO AVOID PAYING 

ACCESS CHARGES. IS TIDS AN ACCURATE CHARACTERIZATION 

OF 7.3.4? 

No. Mr. Blessing's example instead shows that PRTC is being compensated 

appropriately for all functions of 8YY traffic under Centennial's proposal. In Mr. 

Blessing's S<:enarlo, an 8YY call "originates on Centennial's network, is handed 

to PRTC for translation of the 8YY number, is returned to Centennial as the 8YY 

carrier, and then is delivered by Centennial to PRTC for tennination!'16 Under 

this scenario, Centennial would pay PRTC the following: (1) local tennination 

rate [for tennination]; (2) tariffed intrastate tandem switching rate [for returning 

to Centennial based on translations); and (3) the tariffed translation charge (i.e., 

database query) [for translation of the 8YY number]. When viewed in this light, 

it is obvious that PRTC's real concern with Centennial's proposal is that 

Centennial is proposing to pay the local tcnnination rate instead of the terminating 

access {see #1 above) rate. 

16 Blessing Direct, p. 37, lines 19-21. 
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This is where the companies' differing views on how traffic should be classified 

for intercarrier compensation purposes comes into play. Under Centennial's 

proposed 7.3.4, Centennial (i.e., the first party in Mr. Blessing's scenario) would 

deliver the traffic to PRTC at the companies' meet point interconnection -this 

traffic would originate and terminate within the same governing local calling area 

(i.e., Centennial's local calling area). As such, the local termination rate should 

apply. Centennial should not be required to pay terminating access charges for 

this traffic simply because the call is a toll free call from the end user customer's 

perspective, as PRTC's proposal would require.87 Rather than attempting to avoid 

paying access charges, Centennial's proposal maintains prior precedent as to how 

intercarrier compensation between the companies is to be rated. 

17 Mr. Blessiog testifies: "Under dtis scenario, the calls are routed to Centennial only because Centennial 
chose to serve as an SYY service provider in Puer1o Rico and, more importantly, affinnatively chose to 
acquire access services, including specifically the database query service, IS set forth in PRTC's TariffK~ 
2." (Blessing Di~t, p. 36, lines S-8}. The fact that Centennial is a toll free provider to retail customers 
should not be the determining factor of how these calls are compensated as between PRTC an Centennial, 
and to Mr. Blessing's point that Centennial chose to use PRTC's database query service from its access 
tariff; Centennial has agreed to pay PRTCs tariffed database query charge when PRTC provides this 
fUnction. 
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MR. BLESSING REFERENCES THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF 

PRTC'S K-2 TARIFF AND SUGGESTS TIIA T THE TERMS AND 

CONDITIONS OF THE ACCESS TARIFF SHOULD TRUMP THE 

TERMS OF THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT." DOES MR. 

BLESSING CLARIFY WIUCH TERMS AND CONDmONS TO WHICH 

HE IS REFERRING? 

No. Though Mr. Blessing refers to the ''terms and conditions" of PRTC's K-2 

tariff no fewer than four times at pages 36-37 of his direct. he does not provide a 

cite to the specific terms and conditions in the K-2 tariff that should trump the 

ICA and the Board's previous decision that the geographic end points should 

serve to classify traffic. In fact. he is simply making the generic point that PRTC • 

has an access tariff and that in his view that access tariff should take precedence 

over the Board's finding that intercarrier compensation between the parties is 

based on geography. This is not a correct interpretation of the Board's role in 

determining what intercarrier compensation applies. PRTC's position would 

allow a party to essentially nullifY the Board's orders based on the terms of a filed 

tariff. Indeed, to the extent that PRTC is actually asserting that it can nullify 

Board rulings by filing tariffs, the Board should clearly specify that its rulings, not 

PRTC's tariffs, control. 

11 Blessing Direct, p. 36 ("Since this (sic] a service that is provided unda- only tariff and requires 
acceptance of the terms and conditions of the tariff, the definition of local traffic and the reciprocal 
compensation provisions of the intercoMcction a,rcemcnt should have no bearina on Centennial's 
obligation to pay the access char,a set forth in the tariff .. . "] 
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Issue #12: Prevention of PRTC regulatory arbitrage in connection with transit traffic. 
Statement of Issue #12:Sbould the agreement make clear that PRTC may not 
simultaneously (a) prevent Centennial from establbhiog an efficient direct 
connection to a third·party carrier but then (b) cbaree Centennial for having to 
reach that carrier through PRTC's tandem switch? 
ICA References: Interconnection Attachment§§ 8.5.3 and 8.5.4 

Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY EXPLAIN THE DISAGREEMENT UNDER ISSUE 

A. 

#12. 

Perhaps the best way to address this is to explain what this disagreement is not 

about Despite claims to the contrary by PRTC, this disagreement is not about 

Centennial attempting to get transiting for nee or trying to force a direct 

connection between Centennial and PRTC's wireless division - Claro. This 

disagreement is about PRTC exploiting its position as an incumbent local 

exchange carrier and forcing Centennial to pay transiting rates by refusing to 

allow Centennial to directly interconnect with a third party. On the one hand, 

PRTC argues that it has no legal obligation to provide transiting,19 and on the 

other hand PRTC contends that Centennial should be forced to use PRTC as a 

transit provider because ofPRTC's unilateral decision to block direct connections 

between Centennial and PRTC's wireless carrier. This disagreement is about 

PRTC attempting to have it both ways, and extracting monopoly rents in the 

process. 

"Blessing Direct, p. 42,1ines 13-15. 
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Q. PRTC REPEATEDLY CLAIMS THAT CENTENNIAL WANTS TO GET 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

FREE TRANSITING SERVICE.90 IS TillS AN ACCURATE 

DESCRIPTION OF CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL? 

No. The fact is that Centennial does not want to get transiting service from PRTC 

at all. As explained in Centennial's direct testimony,91 it would prefer to establish 

direct connections with third parties, including, in this instance, a direct 

connection with Claro- PRTC's wireless division. However, PRTC is blocking 

Centennial's efforts to establish that direct connection with Claro. PRTC should 

not be financially rewarded for blocking direct connections between carriers, 

which is precisely what would occur if Centennial's proposal is not adopted. 

PRTC REFERS TO THE ARBITRATOR'S DECISION IN THE 

TLDIPRTC ARBITRATION AND CLAIMS THAT CENTENNIAL IS 

"ATTEMPTING TO ACHIEVE THE SAME RESULT INDIRECTLY ••• " 91 

IS TIDS CORRECT? 

No. Mr. Blessing notes that the arbitration decision .. ruled squarely that PRTC's 

commercial mobile radio service ("CMR.S") operations arc not treated as an ILEC 

for the purposes of Section 251 ( c )(2), and that a direct connection between a 

CLEC and that CMRS-provider is not required under the law ."93 As Centennial 

has explained, 94 it is not pressing the claims that were not adopted in the 

TLD/PRTC arbitration, as evidenced by the fact that Centennial is not seeking to 

"'Blessing Direct, p. 38,lines 124 13; p. 39, Jine 20; and p. 41, line Jl. 
" Su. ~.g., AnJUio Direct, p. 10. Centennial has established direct connections to all wireless canien in 
Puerto Rico except for Claro (due 1o PRTC's refusal). · 
92 Blessing Direct, pp. 40-41 • 
• , Blessing Direct, p. 40, lines 3-6. 
~ Su. ~.g., Centennial Petition, p. 20. 
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have PRTes CMRS operations to be treated as an ILEC or to force a direct 

connection between Centennial and Claro. Issue #11 raises a different question: 

should PRTC be able to demand monopoly rents when it decides to exploit its 

position as an incumbent LEC? If the Board agrees that the answer to this 

question is no, then Centennial's proposal should be adopted. Under Centennial's 

proposal, PRTC's wireless carrier would not be treated as an ILEC and a forced 

direct connection between Centennial and Claro would not be required, but at the 

same time PRTC would not be allowed to collect monopoly rents based on its 

position as the incumbent.9s 

MR. BLESSING ALSO REFERS TO TilE PETITION FOR 

INTERCONNECTION WITH VERIZON WIRELESS THAT NEUTRAL 

TANDEM FILED AT THE FCC RELATED TO DIRECT CONNECTIONS 

BETWEEN NEliTRAL TANDEM AND VERIZON WIRELESS. PRTC 

STATES "THAT PETmON HAS BEEN PENDING BEFORE THE FCC 

SINCE AUGUST, 2006, AND THE FCC HAS NOT RULED ON THE 

MATTER."96 IS THERE A GOOD REASON WHY THE FCC HAS NOT 

RULED ON THE MATI'ER? 

Yes. On January 14, 2008, Neutral Tandem withdrew, without prejudice, its 

Petition, indicating that Neutral Tandem and Verizon Wireless had entered into an 

" PRTC is engaging in costly rentMseeking which results in unnecessary and anti-competitive coses for 
Centennial. The Department of Justice provided an opinion on tbis type of activity in Pennsylv.nia last 
year. Sec, Comments of the United States Department of Justice, Docket no. M-00960799, dated March 
27,2007. . 
96 Blessing Direct, p. 40. 
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agreement that provided for physical connection of their respective networks,97 so 

the idea that the FCC is busy pondering the question raised in Issue # 12 is 

incorrect. I would also note that. while it is true that the FCC did not expressly 

require direct connections between Neutral Tandem and Verizon Wireless, that 

decision was avoided because the companies came to agreement on direct 

connections between the two- something that PRTC has refused to allow for its 

wireless division Claro. Again, Centennial is not seeking under Issue #12 for the 

Board to require direct connections between Centennial and Claro, rather 

Centennial's proposal would provide for economic consequences for PRTC when 

it blocks these direct connections and deprives Centennial of efficient connections 

with a third party. 

Issw #15: Transiting l'flle. 

Statement of Issue #lS:Sbould PRTC be required to impose only its tandem 
·switching rate for handling transit traffic? 
ICA Reference: Pricing Attachment § VD.l 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN TilE 

COMPANIES UNDER ISSUE #15. 

A. This issue relates to the appropriate rate to apply for transiting. It is Centennial•s 

position that the transit rate should be equal to the tandem switching rate 

contained in PRTC's Puerto Rico access tariff($0.001289 per minute). PRTC, on 

97 Letter nom Rusacll M. Blau to Marlene H. Dortch. Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 
we Docket No. 06-1S9, dated t/14/0B. 
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the other hand, is proposing a Tandem Traffic Tandem Switching rate of 

$0.005236.98 

WHY DOES CENTENNIAL PROPOSE TO ELIMlNA TE 1HE TRANSIT 

TRAFFIC TANDEM SWITCHING RATE PREVIOUSLY NEGOTIATED 

IN 200599 IN FAVOR OF 1HE TANDEM SWITCIUNG RATE? 

The problems Centennial has with the previously negotiated rate from 2005 that 

PRTC proposes here are addressed in my testimony at pages 53-55: PRTC has 

provided no cost support for its proposed rate and it results in discrimination 

against Centennial vis-a-vis PRTC and IXCs. PRTC provided no cost support for 

its proposed transit rate in its direct testimony. 

PRTC TAKES ISSUE WITH CENTENNIAL'S STATEMENT THAT 

WHEN PRTC SENDS ITS OWN TRAFFIC TO THE NEW CARRIER VIA 

PRTC'S OWN TANDEM IT DOES NOT INCUR COSTS OTHER THAN 

THE TANDEM SWJTCIDNG COSTS.100 PLEASE RESPOND. 

Mr. Blessing claims that when PRTC sends its own traffic to a new carrier via 

PRTC's tandem PRTC incurs costs related to: (1) transport from the central office 

to the tandem, (2) terminating circuits, {3) equipment needed to bring traffic from 

tandem termination to tandem port; (4) tandem switching, and (5) PRTC's side of 

91 Mr. Blessing states: "I IDiderstand that PRTC has no statutory legal obligation to tnmsit traffic between 
Centennial and a third party carrier." (Blessing Direct, p. 42. lines 14-15). I addressed the policy 
framework related to transiting obligations at pages SO-S2 of my direct testimony and explained that not all 
ll.ECs share PRTC's view in this regard. 
"See, Blessing Direct, p. 42, lines 4-S. 
100 Blessing Direct, p. 44. 
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Q. 

the POI with the other carrier.101 Mr. Angulo addresses the details, but at a high 

level (1) Centennial would deliver to--be·transited traffic to a preexisting meet 

point at PRTC's tandem; (2) circuits are already functioning on the meet points to 

tenninatc such traffic; (3) equipment linking the meet point to the tandem is 

already in place; (4) Centennial proposes to pay for tandem switching; and (S) the 

only way that PRTC could act as a tandem provider to a third party carrier is if 

connections between PRTC and that carrier were already in place. 

I would also note that agreed language in the parties' interconnection agreement 

already provides that Centennial is to establish direct connections with any third 

party, and that PRTC's obligation to provide transiting service only extends for 

180 days. See Interconnection Attachment § 8.5. It follows that the only costs 

that should reasonably be counted in setting a transit rate are short-run costs, since 

the agreement language assures that in the long run, there will be no transit costs. 

It is widely acknowledged that the short·run incremental costs of adding a 

relatively small amount of traffic to an existing interconnection are close to zero. 

As a result, Centennial"s proposal to pay the Board-established tandem switching 

rate for this function is actually extremely generous. 

MR. BLESSING STATES THAl' "IF THE BOARD AND/OR THE 

ARBITRATOR DESIRE TO MANDATE A COST-BASED RATE FOR 

TRANSIT TRAFFIC TANDEM SWITCHING", THE INTERSTATE 

101 Blessing Direct, p. 44,1ines 5-14. 
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TANDEM SWITCHING RATE (S0.00739/MOU)1
0l WOULD BE A COST

BASED RATE.103 IS PRTC PROPOSING TilE INTERSTATE TANDEM 

SWITCIDNG RATE TO RESOLVE ISSUE l#lS? 

No. First. as noted above, given the limitations on transit service in the parties' 

agreement, only short-run costs are appropriately used in setting transit rates as 

between these parties; by contrast. the FCC uses an embedded, fully distributed 

cost methodology to set access rates for carriers such as PRTC that have 

historically been rate-of-return regulated. Second, as Mr. Blessing states at page 

43 of his direct testimony: "To resolve Issue 15, PRTC proposes to retain the 

negotiated rates for the purposes of the forthcoming landline interconnection 

agreement and the forthcoming wireless interconnection agreement."104 This is 

conflnned by PRTC's Proposed Pricing Attachment at Section VII(l). 

Accordingly, the interstate access tariff filing infonnation Mr. Blessing provides 

as Exhibits DCB-1 and DCB-2 arc irrelevant to the proper resolution oflssue #15 

(as they do not relate to the proposed transit rates of either of the companies}. 

And despite providing cost development infonnation for a rate that PRTC is not 

proposing, PRTC has still not provided cost support for the rate it is proposing to 

resolve this issue.1
0j 

102 &Iessin& Direct, p. 4S. Note: Mr. Blessing cites paae 4 of Volume~ provided in Exhibit OCB- 1 as the 

summary for the interstate Tandem Switching Rate development. This shows the interstate rale to be 

$0.007369 instead ofdte $0.00739 rate ci~ by Mr. Blessing (see, Blessing o;rtet, p. 45, line 4 and p. 43, 

Une4). 
"' Blessing Direct, p. 4S. 
104 Bless in& Direct. p. 43, lines 4-7. 
105 See, Gab:s Direct, p. S3, lines 11-13. 
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Q. 

A. 

WOULD IT BE APPROPRIATE FOR THE ARBITRATOR OR THE 

BOARD TO ADOPT PRTC'S INTERSTATE ACCESS TANDEM 

SWITCIUNG RATE FOR TRANSITING IN THE CENTENNIALIPRTC 

ICA? 

No. For starters, PRTC has not proposed the interstate access rate for transit in 

this proceeding - rather, PRTC is proposing an entirely different rate for transit 

altogether. Therefore, responding to PRTC's arguments regarding its interstate 

access tandem switching rate is really irrelevant. It is worth noting, however, that 

the appropriate pricing mcthodoloi)' that would apply to transit traffic is currently 

under review in the FCC's /nterca"ier Compensation FNPRM. 106 Generally 

speaking, ILECs advocate market based prices or special access prices for 

transit, 107 while CLECs and CMRS providers advocate Total Element Long-Run 

Incremental Cost (TELRIC) based pricing for transit.101 But as noted above even 

the TELRIC methodology - a funn of"long nm" costing- would actually over

compensate PRTC in this case, because the agreement itself ensures that there 

will be no "long run" obligation to provide transiting service. But these different 

proposals at the FCC highlight the reasonableness of Centennial's proposed 

transit rate in this proceeding. As I mentioned in my direct testimony, Centennial 

is not proposing a TELRIC-based rate for transit in this proceeding (even though 

a credible claim for TELRJC pricing for transit can be made, and is beini made 

by the CLEC community in the FCC's FNPRM), and is not proposing a short·run 

,.,. In tlw Matter of Developing a Um~d l'*rcarr~r COfrr{¥nsation Regime. CC Docket No. 01-92, 
Further Notice of Proposed RuJemeking (FCC lntercarrier C:lmpensation FNPRM). 1 132. 'Releued March 
3, 2005. 
101 FCC lntm:anier Compensation FNRPM, 1 122. 
141 FCC Inten:anier Compensation FNRPM, 1 123. 
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incremental cost rate (even though that is what would be most appropriate based 

on the restrictions on transit service included in the parties' agreement). 

Centennial's proposal is more modest: seeking to apply the existing tandem 

switching rate in PRTC's intrastate access tariff. Yet, despite the conservative 

nature of Centennial's proposal, PRTC apparently believes that the intrastate 

tandem switching rate is too low and contends that the interstate tandem 

switching rate is better reflective of PRTC's costs to provide transit in Puerto 

Rico. I find it difficult to believe that PRTC would propose a rate for transit in 

this proceeding ($0.005236/MOU for wire line) . that is 41% lower than the rate 

that PRTC contends is needed to recover the costs incurred by PRTC. 109 

Issue ##16: Clarification of application of rr~erse toll bUling. 

Statement of lssae #16:Should tbe agreement clarify that reverse toll biUiag charges 
will not apply if the trafllc: carrying capacity of an end omce meet point is adequate 
to meet the blocking standard in the a&reemeat? 
ICA Reference: Wireless Interconnection Attachment § 4.3 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 

COMPANIES ON ISSUE ##16. 

A. As explained in Centennial's direct testimony, reverse toll billing charges may 

make policy sense when a wireless carrier is not directly connected with a 

landline carrier at the end office and the landline earner carries the traffic to a 

tandem-based connection between the wireless and wireline carrier. In such a 

case, the landline carrier would be in a position to assess toll charges on its end 

user customers for making the connection ftom their serving end office to the 

109 Bl=ing Direct, p. 45,lines 5·7. 
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tandem-based interconnection with the wireless carrier. As the FCC and the 

courts have recognized, in that case - where toll charges to end users could be 

assessed - the wireless carrier can reasonably agree to accept reverse toll billing 

charges. so that the landline carrier will waive charges to its end users. On the 

other hand, if the landline carrier could not reasonably charge its end users toll 

charges (such as where the wireless carrier picks up the traffic at the originating 

end office), no toll charges could reasonably be assessed on the Jandline carrier's 

end users, so there would be no such charges to waive. In such a case, reverse toll 

billing is not appropriate. In that situation, a purported reverse toll billing charge 

is really just a· charge by the landline carrier for originating traffic to the 

interconnected wireless carrier- a type of charge that the FCC's rules specifically 

forbid. See Mountain Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 355 F.3d 644 (D.C. Cir. 

2004), for a discussion of these regulatory points. 

Consistent with these principles, and as emphasized in Centennial's direct 

testimony, ItO reverse toll billing charges do not make sense when a wireless 

carrier is interconnected with the wireline carrier at or near the end offioe. Note 

in this regard that the entire logic of reverse toll billing is that it uses the point of 

interconnection between the two carriers as a surrogate for the location of the 

wireless caller. This is an option that is cx.prcssly acknowledged by the FCC in 

the Local Compdition Order, at 1 1044. where the FCC observed that "LECs and 

CMRS providers can use the point of interconnection between the two carriers at 

the beginning of the call to determine the location of the mobile caller or called 

110 Oates Direct, pp. S7-S8. 
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party." If that point of interconnection is at a distant tandem, not part of the 

originating caller's local calling area. then a toll charge could be applied to get the 

call to that interconnection point. But if the point of interconnection is near the 

originating caner's end office, then no toll charges would apply. As a result, 

reverse toll billing simply makes no sense if there is a direct connection between 

the wireline and wireless carriers at the end office and, therefore, the wireline 

carrier does not need to carry the traffic to the distant tandcm~based connection. 

This is the case here, because Centennial has established fiber meet points at each 

of PRTC's end offices. As a result, there is no need for PRTC to carry traffic 

from a PRTC customer destined for a Centennial wireless customer to the tandem. 

Accordingly, Centennial has proposed language stating if Centennial has 

established a meet point at a PRTC end office that meets the capacity 

requirements of the ICA, then no reverse toll billing charges apply, and if 

Centennial has not established a meet point at a PRTC end office (though 

Centennial currently has meet points at each PRTC end office}, then reverse toll 

billing charges would apply. 

Note that Centenniat•s proposal is actually more generous to PRTC than a strict 

application of the logic of reverse toll billing would suggest Specifically. if 

Centennial has a meet point at the end office, but traffic is routed to the tandem 

nonetheless because of overflow traffic, Centennial has agreed to pay the tariffed 

tandem switching rate. PRTC could never practically impose any toll charges on 

its end users for the intermittent, random calls at the busy hour that might 

overflow to the tandem, so in practical terms there are no potential end user toll 
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charges to waive via reverse toll billing. Even so, PRTC objects to Centennial's 

language and instead proposes language stating that high reverse toll billing 

charges will apply if PRTC carries a call from its customer destined for a 

Centennial wireless customer across PRTC's local calling boundaries, as well as 

indemnification language holding PRTC hannless in virtually every aspect of the 

reverse ton billing arnngcment. 

WHAT PROBLEMS DOES PRTC RAISE ABOUf CENTENNIAL'S 

PROPOSAL F'OR ISSUE ##16? 

PRTC raises three primary concerns, none of them valid. First, PRTC claims that 

Centennial's proposal would preclude reverse toll billing charges whether or not 

the Centennial POI is performing appropriately and if Centennial is the cause of a 

performance problem.111 Second, PRTC states that Centennial has not explained 

why it should PaY less for the same work during nonnal overflow.112 Third, 

PRTC claims that many detenninations would need to be made under 

Ccntennial"s proposal, including whether the POI is configured in accordance 

with 2.6.6, whether it is normal overflow traffic, or whether PRTC is at fault for a 

performance problem,113 which according to PRTC would be "virtually 

impossible" to make and would lead to further disputes before the Board. 

111 Correa Direct, pp. 25-26. 
112 Correa Direct. p. 26, lines 6-9. 
m Coma Direct. pp. 26-27. 
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Q. 

A. 

PLEASE ADDRESS PRTC'S FIRST CONCERN - PRECLUDING 

REVERSE TOLL BILLING CHARGES REGARDLESS IF THE POI IS 

PERFORMING APPROPRIATELY. 

Mr. Correa states: "Centennial's proposal would eliminate reverse toll billing 

charges even if Centennial was the cause of some performance problem at the 

POI causing the tandem overflow."114 I disagree. Centennial's language for 

Sections 4.3.4.1 and 4.3.4. 1.1, would require Centennial to pay reverse toll billing 

charges to PRTC if Centennial establishes a meet point that does not meet the 

technical specifications of Section 2.6.6. For example, if Centennial did not 

install sufficient trunking on its side of the POI to provide the Grades of Service 

required by Section 2.6.6, causing tandem-routed wireline-to-wircless traffic, • 

then, under Centennial's proposal, Centennial would pay the reverse toll billing · 

charge. Contrary to Mr. Correa's suggestion, Centennial's proposal is imminently 

fair: (i) if the wireline to wireless traffic is exchanged at the end office meet point, 

then reverse toll billing charges do not apply (this is fair because there is no need 

for PRTC to carry the call to the tandem); (ii) if wireline to wireless traffic is 

exchanged at the tandem because Centennial has not established an end office 

POI that meets the technical specifications of Section 2.6.6, then reverse toll 

billing charges do apply (this is fair because Centennial has not taken the steps 

necessary to avoid tandem-routed traffic); (Hi) if wireline to wireless traffic is 

exchanged at the tandem because of a PRTC-caused problem at the POI, then 

reverse toll billing charges do not apply (this is fair because Centennial should not 

••• Correa Direct, p. 26. 
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Q. 

A. 

pay PRTC for PRTc•s failure when Centennial has taken the steps (and made the 

investment) necessary to avoid tandem-routed traffac). 

CAN YOU EXPLAIN WHY, AS PRTC PliTS IT, CENTENNIAL SHOULD 

PAY LESS FOR THE SAME WORK (EXCHANGING TRAFFIC AT 11IE 

TANDEM) DURING NORMAL OVERFLOW CONDITIONS (PRTC'S 

SECOND CONCERN)? 

Yes. Mr. Correa states: "with respect to the case where a call blocks at a POI due 

to normal conditions (what Centennial apparently refers to as 'normal overflow"), 

Centennial never once has explained why it should pay PRTC radically less for 

doing the same work."115 The answer is straightforward: Centennial should not 

be required to pay a premium rate to PRTC when Centennial has taken the steps -

and made the investment necessary to establish end office meet points that meet 

the technical specifkations of the Agreement and are sound from an engineering 

perspective. If there was not an exception for normal overflow traffic, then to 

make sure that Centennial could avoid reverse toll billing charges in every 

instance, both CenteMial and PRTC would have to over--engineer its meet point 

facilities, which would be unnecessarily costly and inefficient. Otherwise, 

Centennial gets hit with a "double whammy"' whereby Centennial makes the 

investment to establish properly-sized end office meet points and then also gets 

hit with a premium reverse toll billing . charge. Centennial has agreed to 

compensate PRTC for the normal overflow traffic at the tariffed tandem switching 

rate - rather than the premium reverse toll billing charge. 

11 s Correa Direct. p. 26. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

WAS THE TANDEM SWITCHING RATE CHOSEN BY CENTENNIAL 

TO APPLY IN NORMAL OVERFLOW CONDmONS "RANDOMLY-

CHOSEN", 11
' AS PRTC STATES? 

No. The tariffed tandem switching rate for this traffic was chosen because the 

overflow traffic would be exchanged at the tandem. 

DO YOU AGREE mAT IT WOULD BE "VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE" 

TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE POI MEETS REQUIREMENTS OF 

SECTION 2.6.6, TO DEFINE OVERFLOW TRAFFIC, AND DETERMINE 

WHETHER PRTC CAUSED A PROBLEM AT THE POI (PRTC'S THIRD 

CONCERN)?117 

No. Mr. Angulo addresses this issue in more detail, but on its face this seems to 

be an unsupported statement. Section 2.6.6 states that the meet points wi11 be 

engineered to maintain an acceptably low probability of blocking at the busy 

hour. This is standard in the telecommunications industry, and for PRTC to 

suggest that the parties could not detennine whether that standard was being met 

is absurd. 

PRTC STATES TIIAT THE AMOUNT OF REVERSE TOLL BILLING IS 

"RATHER SMALL," SO CENTENNIAL'S PROPOSAL IS "A SOLUTION 

IN SEARCH OF PROBLEM. " 118 ARE YOU SURPRISED THAT PRTC 

11
' Correa Direct, p. 2S,Iine 12. 

117 Correa Direct. pp. 26-27. 
111 Coma Direct. p. 27, lines 9-1 I. 
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WOULD NOT SEE TBE PROBLEM CENTENNIAL-S PROPOSAL 

ADDRESSES? 

Yes. This issue touches on the overarcbing issues in this arbitration: (1) PRTC' s 

reliance on its local calling areas for detennining intercarrier compensation 

between the companies and {2) the need for the contract to recognize the 

extensive fiber meet point interconnections Centennial has established with PRTC 

at each PRTC end office. PRTC's proposed language for this issue presumes that 

reverse toll billing charges will apply based on PRTCs local calling areas (rather 

than the local calling area defined by the Board for the past six years), and focuses 

only on when reverse toll billing charges apply (and given that there are 

Ceritenniai/PRTC meet points at each PRTC end office, in most instances, reverse • 

toll billing charges would not apply). Therefore. the presumption in PRTC's 

language is misplaced. Centennial's language, on the other hand, properly 

recognizes when reverse toll billing charges should and should not apply, while at 

the same time maintaining the Board's prior decisions on how intercarricr 

compensation should be dctennined between the companies. 

IN SUPPORT OF PRTC'S EXTENSIVE INDEMNIFICATION 

LANGUAGE RELATED TO REVERSE TOLL BU.,LING, MR. CORREA 

DESCRIBES A SITUATION WHERE REVERSE TOLL BILLING, 

LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY AND NUMBER POOLING HAS Pur 

PRTC IN A SITUATION WHERE IT CAN'T BE SURE THAT IT IS 
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A. 

RATING WIRELESS CALLS CORRECTI..Y.119 WOULD YOU UKE TO 

RESPOND? 

Yes. Mr. Correa states: "a call to a non~local telephone number that is a 'native 

wireline' number, but that is now assigned to a wireless carrier, will continue to 

be rated and routed as a wireline number and calls may be rated as toll calls for 

which 'reverse toll billing' would not be applied."120 In essence, what PRTC is 

saying is that because PRTC may mistakenly charge toll charges to its landline 

customers (in a reverse toll billing situation) when it calls a Centennial wireless 

customer with a ported "native wirelinc" number, its indemnification provisions 

are necessary. As far as I am aware, however, based on discussions with 

Centennial employe~, this situation has simply not arisen in practice to any 

significant degree in the many years since intennodal number poning has been 

implemented. If such problems had actualJy occurred with any frequency, it 

would have been a simple matter for PRTC to so indicate in its testimony. The 

fact that PRTC has made no such showing indicates that PRTC's concern about 

this point is overstated. 

lit Coma Direct. pp. 27·32. 
120 Con-ea Direct, p. 30. 
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Reply Testimony ofTunothy J Gates 
JRTM2008-AR-0001 

On Be:halfofCenn:nnial 

Issue #18: Application of Wholesale Discount to Exchange Access Facilities. 
PRTC's Statement of Issue #18 (as indicated in PRTC's Response): Should tbe 
Draft 2008 Laudline Agreement extend the wholesale discount developed under 
Section 2Sl(c)(4) of the Communications Act to special access circuits that PRTC 
provides uuder access tariffs? 
ICA Reference: Resale Attachment § 1.1 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANIES' POSITIONS ON ISSUE ##18. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Centennial's position on this issue is straightforward: the companies shou\d 

continue to comply with the Board's decision in Case Number JRT-2003MQ-0070 

regarding application of the wholesale discount to exchange access facilities. 

PRTC's position on this issue, on the other hand, is confusing. 

PLEASE ELABORATE. 

A close reading of PRTC's Response to Centennial's Arbitration Petition shows . 

that, even though PRTC is careful not to come right out and say it, PRTC's 

recommendation is for the final sentence of Section 1.1 of the Resale 

Arrangement (Sec, Exhibit TJG-2, p. 10, underlined sentence) to be eliminated 

from the agreement - language that is in the existing ICA.121 Then, in PRTC's 

direct testimony, PRTC changes its tune and recommends that "the Board ... direct 

Centennial to pay PRTC an amount that, at one point in this process, it did not 

dispute was owed."122 

DO EITHER OF THESE PRTC PROPOSALS MAKE SENSE? 

No. There is no reason for the Board to revisit its decision regarding resale 

discounts on private lines (special access circuits) sold at retail, so PRTC's first 

121 Sec, PRTC Re.sponsc, pp. 41-43. 
•n ConuDirect, p. 35, lines 7-9. 
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·~QSI 
~f consulting, inc. 

Reply Testimony ofTimothy J Gates 
JRT-200&-AR-000 1 

On Behalf of Centennial 

Q. 

A. 

proposal - to eliminate the requirement that the parties comply with that decision 

- is baseless. Second, there is no reason for the Board to fix in stone the 

percentage of special access circuits to which the discount applies, based on one 

study Centennial submitted several years ago. I have been informed that 

Centennial has provided more recent data to PRTC and has also proposed an 

alternative methodology for dealing with this issue going forward - to which 

PRTC has not responded. It seems as though PRTC simply does not want to 

either acknowledge the validity of the Board's original ruling on this point 

(which, Centennial acknowledges, remains on appeal in federal court) or to work 

with Centennial in good faith to implement that Board ruling in an orderly 

fashion. 

Centennial's Mr. Khoury addresses this issue in somewhat more detail. 

TO THE EXTENT THAT PRTC IS STILL RECOMMENDING THAT 

THE LAST SENTENCE OF SECfiON 1.1 OF THE RESALE 

ATIACHMENI' BE DELETED, IS SUCH A RECOMMENDATION 

REASONABLE? 

No. The language in question simply states: "The Parties shall comply with any 

effective ruling of the Board in Case Number JRT-2003-Q-0070, without 

prejudice to the right of either Party to seck reconsideration or review of such 

ruling, and subject to the final resolution thereof." This language does nothing 

more than state that the parties will abide by the Board's earlier decision on the 
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·v4.QSI 
~t• COrlSUHing. inc. 

Reply Testimony of Timothy J Gates 
JRT -2008-AR-QOO 1 

On BehalfofCenteMial 

question of resale of retail private lines/special access circuits. There is no reason 

for the Board to revisit that detennination now. 

3 IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

4 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS. 

5 A. I recommend that the Board adopt Centennial's proposed language for the 

6 

7 

8 Q. 

9 A. 

wireline and wireless interconnection agreements for Issues 1, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 

12, 15, t6t and 18. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REPLY TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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BEFOitE THE FLOIUJ)A PU$IC S$RVICE C-OMMISSION 

In Re: P~tition for arbitration of certain terms 
and conditloris ofAil interoorirtecti:on agreement 
With Verizon Fioti'd~ LLC by Btight Hotts~. 
Networks Information Services (Florida}, l,LC. 

BRIGHT HOUSE~S RESPONSES TO VEIUZON f -LO'RQ)A LLC'S -8ECQ'N.D' AND 
TIDRD SETS OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 12~41) AND TltmD AND FOURTH 

~Qt:JE.$1'$ FOR l)o(ttll\$N1'.P"RODUCT.IQN (NOS. 10 >;; 11) 

Bright: House NetWorks. lritOrmatioli Se.rvic~ (Flttrlda); LLC, (•'Unght House''}: hereby 

submits its ~$pOn~· to t;h~: ~c()nd and thir4 sets ofinterrogato.ties (Nos. 2241) and thit.d tmd: 

iO'urth req~est$ fq.r produtitien of doouinen'ts (_N()S. 16. -l2) .of Y~rit.on. Flcmc:b.l LLP: C"V~mn") 

in the atxw.¢~aptlone.d pAA:~in$; tJ$ fQlluws: thi~ cqvey :page.. Service has: beefl; .liUidc, in 

accor<ianc~ witll t,he att11¢h~: Cert:ifioate of Service~ Because in these intmogatprie$, S~:ft'' :bas \ 

sought a description of Bri~t :House•s legaJ. po.siti9.1):$ andlot eQnten:ti&ns i~ this prooeedimg,. the 

resP.QilSes have~~~; by C9WlS~L 

{TL22S689;1) 

~' ~ft~~ 
Akemwt Sentetfitt 
10..6 Ba$t C4)lle~_.ven~ Stp1Q 1~00 
P"O~ l;J~x N~71 (12.3(!?<} 
T~~~~i Florlda-3230l 
(850} 521:406..2 
betb.k~atidai(etman.cotn 

Christopher W, Savage 
)Janie lie :Fmppim-· 
Davis Wrigbt Tremain~ I..LP 
t9.l9Pennsy•V@ia t\ven~'NW 
Suit¢~0Q 
Wasl;ljngto~ D.c : 20006 
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Bright House N~orks Information Setvices (FlOrida), LLC 
. . . DacketNo.090501·'rP 
Response to Verizon's Second and Tllird ~t$ 6f 1rttQif9g~tbiie$ l!ild 

Third and Fourth Requ$S!Sto.tP~o~uctibh 

2 
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Bright House Networks Information services (Florida), LLQ 
Docket No. 090501.;TP· 

Response to Ve~on'~S ·~ and "i'hh:~ S~$-()t lnterr:Pgliitoriei ai:lQ 
Thit~ ancLF~ R~~~~ ~Production 

23. Where does Bright Bouse couider the p:ot, pd.rsuaot to ·aectiO:tt. ZSl'(e){2}(~)., to ~· 
m. .. itimstilig··pbyt~etd mtettolln~cm -attang~mentswith V~on? 

Th~re atti four &ueh: POls to.day. FCC nues ®:tin.~· ~'d.irte.r~e¢t.i<">~' AA ~'tbe li11king of 
two netWQt'b fQt th~ .m\'lt®l ·C$,~b;ange qf tl1dfic/' .41 ·C~F.~ § ,SJS.~. Inc the parties• 
l>~t ~pfigtll"AU'QR,.'Bti~t l!~ })~ ~ten<!ed its networ~, via its fiber optie tac1lit1es, 
intq:the .oo1Iqcmion ~c; it ·rents &om VeriMn at each af·tbe ti:JJee co~ now hi 
pia Bright HOust's eq~nt ,in those .spaces· is~ itt eacK ~ J;h~ ~~ A1• 
v~n~• .·netwMk• ectwJ)ItlM by ·ntC$'1$ of ·Qm,~~~~ ~;.·that ~~~ to 
v~~$~P (int~di~ :dfm1ntt.i~ fraln;!. At~l ~i~ ~· ~~ ~f ~ tw~. 
n.~. ~ •., . ~-~ lP)f tm'tJi~ ~Mn&. m~BrighiHou~~ VmZOJilus$ Qtomd• 
t)Ie "?.fuW''Qnto Verizon .. s n~- In addition, .8$ nOted"abbV•r 'Vetwn ~'Q.~ that .a 
=~!:~=t~~£~'"partye.xenanp· a®~ttdn¢ bo¢S~e4 :at-~ 

. ; . .- . 
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24. 

Bright House NetwOiks lnform$tion S~ice$ (florida), LLC 
Docket No. OQOSp~-TP 

Reapooae-to Ve.iU:on~& S~ $r1d .'Q.iitdSet~tC)f 11'1~9.~ ~ 
~rd ai'lt.l Fourth Requests forf>rOducilon 

As lo~~ ~· Blight _Hou&e keeps itS W~Jthtl: .phy$ieal. bltettQnaettiq• ~~~~m~t$ 
~ith ~eJiUil.. under 'tlie new ib.tento~ne.¢6~ tl.~it woqld tbtt P.~~t .of 
inte.rcorurection.;Jay in .the-tato~ p:laee as it 111 naw? lf ~aot,_ eq~~~lly it,;would not. 

·Bright Ha,._ is ~nutted ~er S~tio~ 4~1( c)(~) te determine the -teebriieallt feasible 
pQip.t(~) $ : whieb it ·wiJl ~n~r~t wjtb Verizon• fer the ttansmissi.on and roudnt of 
·l<:t~ ~hangc ~ce (toW} traffic .and.exc~ @e$S (~lt)uafii¢_. l&~ti~y •. 
Blipt .Koa ~· -~. VcriZOB'$ ~.st: 'that tbe, POl :_f.qr lmt'P~ o.f ~~p~-
~~~~ acce-ss ttaftic WQU.ld be· the po~ on, V~n's ~denl:• ~pt Houae has the. 
tight. u.nd~t S~Qtt -:!SHe-).(2), l<J 4~~ne ~t U.~ POt. for· purJ.ICi)Si:S 0.£ that 'tntffitf 
~~; ·'t'e.i:t$ -~i9.f.tl.~ c.~J1~9~•- In·tbat' cw.ent,tlie:PO.Il'6t thiStramc wOUld~Qb~ge. 
ey~ Ul~-Bright·House•s own physical netvrork wnuld n6t cf:umg~. Qnthe qUi~ 'J'mild~ . 
•• .1..:•~-. · .......... ........... the.···- ··· ·"' ..... A- ·f'h · •· -• .. - · w a~"". ·...,.• ·-o~ttht Hon""" ·~~··'d; retain.' · adrnmi. · · • • . ··stnw .. ·. ·;v.e. · wuuc Uu\Ka" -r---es ~ . ""1:1-"'"""~·L.,.. .• .., ~ue ..... _.,.,....... ~·!V·~ _. . . .. ..... __ 

resp.on$ibil1.W tot the· tr~~til$ ®.ll'yi:ng the ~~hange a~ ~u.;am.e. between itS end bffice 
Q~~Qil$.-:&ix<t v•~~${taM~, .. B~gb~ H9lJSe. woukll\\o ·~get have eontro~ QV« tl-t~ 
~fitpJl~.~q~··tw·~t~,~-it~to.~, · ~.,Vtm·~;:~-
~ C9.11~ Qf~e faoilt~~ and woUld 8.116 beomvohi d(iJnd.. ~- ~tJAS q _ .-- _ .. _ . -~ : 
· . . ... ~ t .-;;..~;.;.:.;~~;.;.. -. •-..: ... ; .. 'lSG~ ·. - • . ..t.A . ...,_,. .._.....,t; ... · d ~d~ tab.-~ w :decrease .theili oo ..... ._.v ~ ·~Hil~ ~ ~ .... en ~ "~ 1\P_: ... .. . . _. _ .. _ .. . 
:.'~~ ·r~ii[ioil¥.- -·-""*- ,.,..1,. .... ..,"'"'tne~. n~VQ.I. 1 -;f wlii(~~ w ~. ___ __ __ .-.·. .. _ ... 
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Blight Hovse Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket,No. OSOS01~TP 

Response io Verlzon'• &scond a.od>1fili:d ~· f)f' lot~-~~ ·IJ~iid 
'l'l)ird Jtld F~rtti R~\.ilf., ror ·Production 

25:. At..pap,M, lines::6-ofbis.Rehtta1 Ta:timoliji~ Mr. Giitei ref~to ·:uns~~-~D: 
ind_ r-ulings"= ot' the i'Cc. :P-l~e ·p~d;e, ~;:ompi~. t~••tlorrs' to tll.~ '~r..t~ al)._· 
rutiii&J~--to w1liell Mt~ Gf.tes· •nuct~. · - · -

~~~®t;t is -to. F-00 ltuJ:e S.LS()l(h).,and, ~~G.ciated (ti8cussi~ncof'TELRIC pricing of 
!acilitit$ -~ JW· -fu.~~Qn., - ~ct~~ 'the Trimnilil R~iew Rem-and £Order; 2o 
FC<; ~ ·~33: (ZQ05), ~ 7-riemlial R~;ew ~ t& ·:;cc RG.d: :to978I ~)and the 
Luaal.C:- -etit: · fX'liH.- H P'Ce ltCtt l54~· (- 1996) 3 : ~~- :+...: :ittm .No~ ·28 : ongJ 'lOll .. 'IJ . _,. ~. . _ .. . . _ . .. .. ' . • .. -~¥{ .,_!:'!_ .. w . .- .~ .. ~ ..... ·~·- • 

below . . 

. . : 
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Bright. House Networks Information S~l'ijces (Florida), LLC 
.OQckel No. 0905o1·TP 

·~pon.etQ.V~~·as~ctand. ·UJi!'ti s~·of l!'l~~o,f:~ ~.~~ 
· Third and 'Fourth Req~& torPtoductlon 

26. Mt:..Gates . ··· :· •·· · tbt -theia ·ilin··. itr · .. bi· ..... lJ~n-•• u us• • - ~ .. .....-:~ lUC" · tJ;...-exp .ma . . . ~ es o . w .. w.a Htr"!!"' ¥-9 , '~' ... ~M ~~~- .. . '-~- "-~·-
tlia.n t•rdfed.: $peemt .t;Q¢esj). lJrl~bll s.re Q~ed by ·~· ·u.o'J$e to ,.e~d: tQ:Qie ·to 'or 
~iv., ·ltaflie ~- I.CJ~~t•n¢•· c:arriers. (Gat~ ItOC' • 4041~) 'With: relp.ett to 
tbese r.eilifl~: 

•· Do~ Bdpt ~•se;:i:~ ~'charge. these·thinL.p.at.ty Jong dilunet :eam.e~· 
for thc .. us.eet these faeiUtin·.thit Btight:Ho!Ui! ,b"'* tl'()m Vet~n? 
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Bn!!Jht House Networks Information Services {Florida)~ LLC 
. Docket NO. 090501~TP 

Response to V'eiizon'sSecxmd ~nd tlllrd Set$ oflnt .. k>n~ •tid 
Third ittld F04ifh R~~ fQrProd~ 

26. Mr~ G•tes ·~Jai111 that·tb.e fA~~ for wbWh Bright Hiluse DekS. 'fELRIC (taPiti" 
than 'tariffed special acass) priliing ue u.w·~. ·Bright ~~-ro~"•)t<f l~ftit fu ot 
receiVe. triflie :from Iong·dmante 'atnim~ (G•~, 1\T at 4041-..) W1th :~p~ tl) 
tht$e f•ciliti~: · · · 

b. If til~· •uswer to· &ubpari • ts · ,., *-ow 4~>~ Bright U:~~e set the priees it 
e'~~ tlre lo~··n~e"-nim:1f9r tJI~.~oftJJese. &cllitie.t? 

htWr• OPRG ~ss c;Jnq~ are ·contained m tariffs filed with thee FC·~ au(l 
~ .sUbject to what 1s essentia.Uy a ptiee tap: regime. With ~t tQ~ !Ul~~~ 
·access dtar&~~ CLECs"iile ptl(;e.liSfS Witlt.the ·Col:ilt:nis8i~ -

1 
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Bright House Networks Information Services(Fioiida), LLC 
oo~et No, 090S01 .. TP 

Responae:Jo Verlzon's Second and Third Sets Otlnter:rogatories and 
Tbfrd a'nd FQI.IrUl ~uew; fQtPtgdt!etion 

26. M:r. qa• q;p).ir,at tha;t ... , t.~ilities for· which Briglit HOuse ~·TELRlC'(mtb~ 
than taMed spedall aceeis) l)ricmg ar~ used· by Bright H~.Uc' to. send ltfl,(fic t() or 
rece~e tullic, irnm loh~te ·carriers~ (G#ta RT •t 4041~) W*db ·:r~et to 
the$~ r•eum~: · 
·e. ~·-~~ lJulJ$~·!f prites :tor tb~e t.eili~ ·r~gulated .• h¥ th.e Florida Public 

S..n~·Ctm..-~QJi::•r·tJI,'FCC? l.ffo, pl~se describe the.nature and swr,ce 
of 1ueb reg~~lation"' 

See response to· Jtem No .. 26(b) 

8: 
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BrightHouse NetworkS fnfonnatiQn 5ervic:eS(FIOrida)', LLC 
()o(%et No. 00050t~tP 

~ponse:to Verizon•s,S:ec:ond and Thlr:d Sets. ()f 1nWn:o~$ .find 
ThiiiUiOd: ~ ~ f.QI':Pro.c:fuef!9n 

·z,6. Mr~ G:~-~ .. ·- tlm:Hite ,.,,Uf~ for:'lfhieb ;Bright .HDuie·ieekS:"''BLRiC ·.(raib~ 
than tar.ifl'ed special' access.} ;primtl: a-te aHd ,fir Br~Jin HCNit m ·•~ncl ra'dlc -to ·ctt 

receiVe_ traftit tto1n loot-diiiUntt~ ·~mm {Gatea M ti ,404t,) -~ ---~ ~ 
fhe$e tacilitf~~ " ' · 

d• 'D& Jhi-kf II-••; · ·-twii ........ --oaa"'-...a w·fh tb' «--nw- -· r ·iD Bri .... s.t 
. - · 51' - -"- '$pa,~- ~- -----~ ·- l __ · *I~~Q~ _I!;"-

Qe>1JI~~ pr.i'~ A4t: ~ 'wijh .~:' C9m-.fmorif If not, ·where: ar-e th~ pdc~ 
·~te4~ 

Yes. 
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Bright House Netwotks lnformation·Services {Ftorltl$), LLC 
Doeket No. 09o5o1-. TP 

Response t() Veri%on's Second and Third Sets oflnt8fll)Q$ri~ and 
Thl.r~·and 'FQUrth R!i!QQE!$1:$ fOfPtod®ti6i1 

Mr. C•t• mt-.i~ tb3t(he: fatilititll' fC)r whleh Bright Bouse'seeks TELIUC (ridher 
than tariffe~ :speda) ~cass) pricing are used 'by' Bright douse• to send tnatli~ ·(() or 
reeei\te traffic~ from lo~4f&tiUtee arrten. (GateS . RT •at 4041~) Witt.. •r•p~t to 
these radlities.: · 

e. Ii: ru Ct.mmlssion orden: V"rizQn. to s~ll lJI"igJJt· .Bo\131· ·these tadlities at 
T.~l.UC r.te$,: .-ath~t ·tha.~ at ~~i~tplg tar,iff~d rates, will BrigJlt !lfb.use 
·~~~ (h~ n~t~ it charges (be .. tbird-.party long~mstalice earrie:rJc to:r uing 
tiles~ ,fBeilifies? If not, why not? 

Not necessarily. AS Bright Hbuse· understand$ the ~pli¢4bl~· re&1ll~twY 
reqtiitements~ it may~ but is not· req~d, tQ l(}wer aec.es~r ~ges in·response to 
com• ~- TQ •t))e ®ntlWf; as llt>i«l. abov~,.its accesS' charges (like Vetizt>Ie.t) 
~ repl~ic;d· \m~~ ·wQat: a:m~ts;to a price. cap regime. one benefit ofJr•rlce cap. 
~~~ is 11,1~· itgives the earner an incentive: to imptov~ ~ ~tli~i~~7 qf. ~ts· 
operations (inCluding -· as. releliallt hett ·- c>\')t$.ining ·~'Jqwe~'t~le rates 
ftbta .~ett)? and.:at the·$£®¢ ·t.UtiC!. ~;ait# Jb~-~~r ~ ~emise :~ busUi~t 
~Ud~t ~ b:ow ·ti>· ~· rnake: use: af'·uny.reBUlting.~~ One yoSSible. 
J~)~···'~O.ts~-~ wotildbc;totower-~~~~n«,J)~(m.J 
'--"'=- · ;o~ . ..t-.u...... . . · 'ftPti•,:-: · · ·· · · · ·a·· ·. J<U;'I;;.- conm""""""ft ........ it ri'latl. be ... nrc ~~· P."''. ~Ji'N'"~~"5 on oom~uve. an v~J· . ~~~Q-... ~~ . ~ .· .•.. ~~ .• 
appropriate to in-vest ill ~otk txpansro~ <)£fQ<.$hort .. 1erm ptiQU,.g .mm1tives· on 
smne .services,, a&~ .fcatms· to (or Q~ intpwve. the qualit;y of) the services 
~,~:~t~~. 

. .·= 

1() 

249 



9r1ghtHouse Networks lnfol'l'l'lation Services (Ftonda,),LLC 
Ooc:l(et No. 090501-,TP 

R$$~1o Verlzon's;Second and Third Set$ oflnterrqgatories.and 
Third. ~nd'Fo4tttl ~ fQiP,t.qdu¢rllm 

1/':1: Dot$1Jrigbt "ouse dir~ ~~ct~ any long tlistance.'•GarrienJ,or·ifiteri¥tbli.l:t 
eam"n without the· UK:of'auy faeilitiet pnmdeci IJy·ViriMn?· IflO,. With tww li'ljJ'iy 
sl'lth C.ITien bas Bri3ht House established &teet cou~ons~ 

Yes~ ThiS topic was addt~ in the dq>ositi()l) ()/ Ms. M~ Jq1m~n. We re-fer 
V«izon.··tnthm dist~im,. 

·n 
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Bright House Network$ InfOrmation 5ervie$S (Florid!!)~ LI...C 
OccketNO; 090501~TP 

:R~to v~n!s:~d en~ Third SWi oflnterro~rt8.$ !i® 
Thltd ~nd f:O!Jrth R~Qtl~S~ 1t>l' P~ction 

JO. Has tJw :'J.l.Ce ever lhtfiaect or· described ~..,.. Jacilltiil to.· incl•le> ~c,tt: 
tatilitift a etic ol>tiUDJ: from, ••• .ILEC. to ·t&Rf·. tbitd"f#Cy t.•et1'b~g~ 
.... ~:~· ·· ......... m· · ·~t·o· .. ·d' ... ,.m·· ··· "-'L·-- ,,..:~r-... ".end · · ·· .... ., lfi •o'· ri•-•e:N' ... ~."~""~om-nl. ete.···.·. • ~··u:,~:o~ ~··!Ill . ""·· . U 1.,0 . \11.1:: \.i;'l;;lll.i'-'lll . • IJ$e ..... ,. .,. ,-~·~ .r"'!I!P""l'l;l.,.,.. r 

dtatiQD • the.do~Wlt-cm(a:).tfll~·tb~t d~itiQn or d•dpti.,~. 

~t. tQ Drigllt H()~'l: 'lQ:t.Q.W.l~ -~·· tl:U,.~ has ~ :if anything; toe do ·With·. Bri~t 
H~e~s ·~n ·in :ttt• ·ca.w... The transport faeillties· described iA ~ ~tit>D are. 
d~ ·~f1m~. of .. ohfaiiin&' mtet~O'tion!' ·w1tliin th(f tA~~ .:ot· 41 ·C..lt.:a.. ~
st.sOl(b)f and.~ li:uth~ (~· Q th~ 4~a of ~lmi~Y ~~Pl~/l .-tlJ.~-
tle~ifo:f'"~~-~8'¢~/' ~·~- · 

lS 
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aright House NetworkS lilformatiol'l Service& (Florida), LLC 
. . . ·· .. · ·. . .. ·. . . Oo<;:kelNo. 000®1-TP 
R~.lP Verb.:on's Socopd ·~~ Thi~ Sel$ ofiJ'lret109al9.~-~ 

· . . . . Thlrti and Fourth R~uests for ProdUctiOn 
A·' fio:e. 44 o···~ ··•h11"" n..;.bu-1 'ir,-.·· ·~-n*V:. JLA-·, ::t.-2.0M··. r.·. roft>t·'aii: :>1; • ........,, .:.· ..... - a.n· ... ··.~··on ._ P~ ....... ~: .. - ··-- :A'~-.,._-?,. w..- ~ .. ·.~.·· ... u ... ¥1l' \1!~.~~ ..... ~~· ··· 
underwhieli Drigbr lluse w()uld ~d@.ip.•t~ the <:oll~'d~s at Ver~~~'• ~ ffffices 
$s th~ pc)iJ:lt Of mtet®ua ... l)Jl. J.,r pQI]JC)SOI ~~ e~manging access tndlic~'' With 
mp®t to fltls' op.tio-.. 4~~~$$~ by Mr~ Gsltes: 

a. WoQ)j tbt "pqi}Jt. of ;mterc~nmection for purposes of ueban:gil'lg . a~e.,s· 
·traftie" 'be ditTerent .rr.-. tile. point of iDtetl;oiintmon ·fbr. pu:rp,ose~ qt 
exehangmgothet tnftle ·'IUidti' the inte~ot~uedmn a~m~~t? .. . . 

N. ot ;f .. ·a· . ·.· 'n:'ht .a··.· ·. ·· ·· e ·.···. ·.· · ·. · 'ised '.r. :ts.. o". t. imi.to d~•on~+e the' same P. C>ls .. as. ·.a .. nn .. ·:·Ji·.". cabl. e. . . 1 n~~ .. ous ex~~t . . . .. .... . y. ... . . ..... ~e&...... . . .· .. · . _ .. · . ... . . . . :r""" 

t0 ~l~e 'CKcn~ '$cmti~ ~c. ln this fe.8at4. see msponse .toltem No. 23~ 
abo~. " 
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bright House Networks InformatiOn ~efVices {Florida), u.,c 
Docket No. 090501~TP 

RlaSp(lnaewVenzon's Se:cond and Third S~tS oHn~®g~orl6!i a!ld 
Third an(! FOVtlh ~ fi:)i'Ptoduction 

.Ai pa;go '44- -Qf bis lq})uttaJ Testimony, lind· ].;20): Mr~ GjM diS~U ... aiJ v_pd.J)n 
underWIU_da Bright Roue would "~tt:the-cofiodtli&tllJ.~~~--elltl ·f.'ff'IAA~ 
as the (tiltt of ttd~nneettoJJ for "p· ·· · •· of •~w~.w ... -•: -trad&e_._ -~"-: w. itb p . . Qll)CL .. . . . . .. . sa.ue - .. 
tespeeUo tb&· option dtleus..:J by ~. Gttt$; · 

b. lt)'Ollr -anfW'e ... -~ --~P•tt •ll- is:-~- wllere-wot.~-... th• point of iate~Unnection 
.Jje·(or p~ .g: ~c:Jl-.m Jlaee,lber (no..,..«eas)lril~ 

~91· appl~ca~Je. 

17' 
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Bright HOuse Networks Information Service& (Florida),. LLC 
DOcket.No. 09050~-TP 

R~$pgi'J.,. .to V•fiZPn;~ -~~~.M Third Sets ·bflnteaogatoties and 
'thifd and t=oqfth R .. ~ torP.~u~ 

31. At pag¢· 44 Qf ht$; 'R.tbuttal 'l'mimP~'t) tm~·· ~~p, Mr··· ~~-~~ ~~ses -an option 
wxd:~rldaltfa 'Qtiglt.IfW~ ~Uta ~;~gu.a..,·,~ ·~ollocatiom at.Verizoll'-ll ::~ .. o~~~~ 
o .._e po.t.lf= 9f. m'•~P.JJ~,. m-· purposes. or udiaJ'l.iting .a@as· ttdic:~"' W:ltb, 
~peet-to this: option discusseilby Mr. Gift;;;, 

·C!- Woald·eadJ.,eoJJo.eation be a se,-....u :po:int :ofiotereon..tecti()nfo~ PI.I.,QJ~ ()f 
ftebjqtglij.;ae¢e.s&.tntfiic1 · · · 

Bach coll®.tion. Wbuld be. 4 ~P~~ POl (qr pmp~~ Qf'·ecxchanP.l&: exe~~e: 
6~~~c• -~i.: J"·••ot: -- eadl ...... n~;Aticnn othll .. v. is a 'S-1\'atc ·pQJ tot ·pllri'l~~ rif ~·· Y..~~~ ' ~ :.~ ····-· . . ~~- ._.. '-~ol . -r- ' . . . ' ... . -.p.-. ' ... 

~~~-,h~e ~gm~e serviee~tiiftic. · . _ .. · 

.. . ·: : .. 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Floiida), LLC 
. . . .. . . . . .. OOQketNo. 090f)Q1~ TP 

R•~ n>Velizon'sSecond and TJilini Sets of lnteJ1098teri~ and 
Third il1d F9Urtt.l R~ ~r Pi'Odi,i¢lfbll 

31. At P_,f # c»f b.Q• ltt~buttJI ·t:~Any.lin~ a~, Mr. ~ates ·dUeussei *B option 
under whim lll'i.glri HCJWJ~e WCJl.ll<l ~designate the eoDoeamms at Vei'b!til's.·"nd Jlfitces 
as the point of mtereonnection fOii ,parpGS.ti oi enhangmg a~ t~•fGv.-'~ Wijh 
respecfto thi& o.p.tion dUcussetl·by Mr. Gat,¢s:: 

a. Could 'B·rigt..t Bod$~ deaipat¢ its· ~xbtillg end· o~e; ~oUo~tlQIIS as the P.OI 
(or POlS) .. Witbout ch#-.1~ ib pbysi~-- ~o~ inlereonnedion, 
~nJ•m.~nts with v~~? · · 

.;:~~!?s~~~==l~=~~::=:~tt; 
response to .Item No. 24~ ab'ove~ 

19. 
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Bright House Network$ lnform~tion Services (Floridl:l). Ll.C 
Dookel NO. 090$01-TP 

Response to Verizon'-s S~nd and thiro Sets of lnten:o~tortes Md 
Third .and' Fourtt\ RequEi$fs for Prod0¢1i¢n 

, At page 44 . of h~ .Rebuttal Testimony, lines 3~20, Mr. GateS diseustes ali optioll 
u·nderwbi"h Bright House would ~d:esignate th~<eolioeatiolts at Veriz<trt's end ott'iees 
as tile point of ifitercotnrettion for purposes tlf elch2inging ae~e$~ (rlftit;:~" With 
l'espett to this optfon diseuJS~ b~ Mr~ Gates; · 

e• Do• Brigld :Bouse ~ntead that, Ul'lder tbJs opti91:1, it wo1.dd not have .to pay 
V~rizon a~laing tor tlt.- V~nzon tadlfties Bright House uses to transport 
thircJ~pa~ long--distance carriers' traf'fiC? 

This question mischaracterlzes the situation that wotdd· then exist. Under this 
option Verlzotr would provide flil.llSPott ~· the third"'patty IXCs ~ its ae~~ 
tandem to the end.;.Q.ffi~POI$ with Bright flpus~( antt· JJ!jght House would 
ptt>vide ~tt t'Q ·~ ··O'Cs from ih~ emi-o~;Po1s.b3ck to Brl3ht House~$ 
~ swifcl.). Qn.dertbl~ a,pyon1 .. Verizon would btli the IXCsfor Verito:n'$ pmtion 
of the ~ provided,, and Bright House wot.lld bill the IXCs .fQT Bright 
House's: pORion of the ttansp.Ort ptQVid.¢4. Sf>. it, •i$ $imply macc~te, :to say that 
und.er· tbis optitm, ~~~tnt It~~~·~, th~ "V~Jt: f@c~~·'' Tbe,tftird plii.tj 
IJ,(f.ll.·~· the ~ntities :~ ~utd ~~ll~'t '""'" and he clmfled .f0t the use o.f - tliQS(: 

facilities .. 

20 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Revised Response to Verizon's Second and Third Sets oflnterrogatories and Document Requests 
· heW 

REVISED RESPONSE MAY 19, 2010 

32. At page 128 of his Direct Testimony, lines S-12, Mr. Gates states that because of the 
high volume of traffic exchanged by Bright House and Verizon, a requirement that 
interconnection occur at the DSl level serves no purpose "other than to 
accommodate Verizon's (apparently) obsolete switching equipment." Does Bright 
House contend that it exchanges a sufficient volume of traffic with Verizon at any 
end office to warrant a DS3 circuit between Bright House's network and the end 
office? 

Yes. While Bright House does not send a ufull" DSJ's worth (that is, 28 DSls) of traffic 
to any specific Verizon end office, standard engineering practice in the 
telecommunications industry is to convert from multiple DS l s to a single DS3 at much 
lower levels than that. Based on Bright House's review of current trunking 
arrangements, between 15 and 20 Verizon end offices either already have enough DSl 
trunks to justify conversion to DS3 arrangements, or are on the verge of reaching that 
traffic level (and, therefore, may well do so during the tenn of the new ICA). 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 09050 1 ~ TP 

Revised Response to Verizon's Second and Third Sets oflnterrogatories and Document Requests 
Pa e21 

REVISED RESPONSE MAY 19, 2010 

32. At page 128 of his Direct Testimony, lines 5-12, Mr. Gates states that because of the 
high volume of traffic exchanged by Bright House and Verizon, a requirement that 
interconnection occur at the DSl level serves no purpose ''other than to 
accommodate Verizon's (apparently) obsolete switching equipment." Does Bright 
House contend that it exchanges a sufficient volume of traffic with Verizon at any 
end office to warrant a DS3 circuit between Bright House's network and the end 
office? 

a. If your answer is "yes," please identify each end office where a DS3 circuit is 
warranted and state the volume of traffic being exchanged between Bright 
House's network and the end office. 

Under standard engineering practice, a group of multiple DS 1 s would be 
converted to a DS3 when the number of DSls on a route reaches 5 or 6. At 
present this level of traffic exists with respect to the following Verizon offices: 

Verizon Switch DSls 
BRNDFLXA68H2WL IH 10 
CL WRFLXA44H2WL IH 6 
LKLDFLXA68H2WL IH 6 
NPRCFLXA84H2WL IH 6 
STGRFLXA78H2WL IH 6 
BRBAFLXA 75H2WL JH 5 
BRTNFL:XX74H2WL IH 5 
CNDSFLXA79H2WL IH 5 
CRWDFLXA96H2WL IH 5 
HGLDFLXA64H2WL IH 5 
LKLDFLXN85H2WL IH 5 
LRGOFLXAS8H2WL IH 5 
NGBHFLXA39H2WL IH 5 
SPBGFLXA89H2WL IH 5 
T AMPFLXEDS02WL IH 5 
TRSPFLXA93H2WL IH 5 
UNVRFLXA97H2WL IH 5 
WLCHFLXA97H2WL IH s 
WNHNFLXC29H2WL IH 5 

As traffic volumes increase over time, other Verizon offices may well fall into 
this category during the tenn of the new I CA. 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida}, LLC 
Oocket.No. 090501-TP 

Responseto Venzon's SeCQr.id W\d Tlitrd S~ts Qf' lnterrog~of!~$ iind 
Third and'fOUrth R&c:~u~~ fcitProdudion. 

32'.. At. page U.S of his Direct Testimony~, lines S.-12, Mr. ·Gat~ sote-8' that b:eCM.il$e of $~ 
high volume of tr.flic :exehang~ cby Briglrt Hous.e and V~rizQn, a tequit•men~ tha.t 
interco~tte:ttion occur at: •th(; DSt level terves nQ purpose "otltcr than to 
21ecoounodat~, V•r®:n's (ap~arently) obsolete switching ~quipment~'" Does Bni.gbt 
Opus~ ~ontencl that it' t~tcll~n_ges .._ ~-.fficlent volume of traffic with. Veriton at any 
·end: office to warnnt a DSJ' cir-~uit between BtlgJtt H~-uae's network atl4 the end 
oemce? 

b. Does Bright Hoil$e tonte-.d t~t ~ny Ve~ll ~nd qfii:¢e swi~h shouJd have a 
·DSl biterta·te to acc§lnilnodat~ $right fl~9~¢'~ tt~ff:le even though Bright 
lf:C)use •nd VeriZ~ut d~ not e~¢ba~g~.a sufficleat V1)lume of taffie.:t(J war:rant 
a DS3 clr~~dt (Khveen Bright House?:s network .and the: elid o·ffice'l If $97 
pleasee~plain the basil f.o:ryour aiUfir. 

No. Bright House contend$ that il should::~ p_eonitted. tQ deliver i~ Veri:wn
OO'ui:rd ·tmfiieAo: VeriztJJt,;~. th~ POl~ ·•t ~·'1)$,1 or h.ighor lev.el .and that, i£ and tQ. 

th~ txtent. jt~t .<i¢mu:1t~Rl.exing i~ required in order to accolttth.Qdate m¢ 
ce>nfi~tio~ Qf V~p~n;?.s netwC!>rk,. Vmiott p-etth.nt thal ibn~tion at i~ q~A 
e . · ·. · .·~ ·. This, result • . , · ·. 'o ri~ .-or tWO t"'"c.oh.. !i...,. under the TELRJC xpense IS appr p ~'IW ~· • . • . .. """"'· .v~. - Lq.-, . . . .. . . .. 

standard :os1. Jilt~~· would ntn bt used f~t p~~ of calewatmg the 
appropriate tate~ as Mr~ Gates· expl~ed i~ his testimony and d~position. thus 
even if V~rizon ha$ $\l9h interfaces their TBLRlC cost, aad therefore the 
apprqpria,tt; mi~~: ~.~ ~r~··, Second~ Bnsht HOuse ·@d Vm-aon .have agreed on .,.. 
int~ ·~rt and ·temlln.ation'"· tttte 41f $1)~()®1 ~r mit;nrtc for l)?affie: they 
,ex.chanue. Under'the FC.C""s rules= (47 C . .F ;~ ~·5 1.701 (~}l ~~; ·~sport', functioo 
begijl$ at• th~ POl. ~' • ..,. tbe ·po~ 3t w1Uct. ·~~ traffic ·is. physically .Utctllsf~b.'«l. 
fqm ~t:f:lPJ,lSe,$ J!~rk 19>· V'erimn~s •. Tbatj()fut oc®l'S ¢ltlter a.t the .~W®"· 
~onn«latta0he4 tQ· ~ript !J:ou#7:$: ijetW'Qtl{ ~pnient: ~ it~· ®JI~q~ :0r, ·~· 
the latest; at ·the Yeri7.6Ji IDF (mt~ed.t~e ·4i'$t,tib.u®n tram~). Anythi~g- that 
t;(:C'tim on v~";.s: Sidb e.f that. ~nt is ·~pari ~ ·tb~ }(~port functi'Qfi, .and so 
cannotbe·tbiu's~ rot ila~. over •nd abGvc· the;'$Q,:0007·rate. 
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Bright Wl)use Network$ Information Services (Florida), LLC 
. . _ ~c_ket ~Q. 09.0~1-TP 
a~nae tQ:V.;;t90'' Set:Qo4 an<Hhltl2 s•~ of lm~rrttJet~rJ~~ ~nd 

Third and Fourth Requests for P~n 
33.. At pJl.ge. lSI or his Dited T:Cstmaony:, Una 14-tt• a~ <h..J.- , 4Me..U,~ pu.rp~~¢$. tq,r 

wbi¢b businesses-·.ro.,e. ~ -.omt.:to- -~•·: dillii<.. :lerri~" Pl•\:0• · · 'ideDt=~ the.<~ es: of' . ,_ .. P ... -. IJOJAq, -~-"" - -- . -· .. --~~ ... . -- ... 1 . . . .. •;1-P 
·•~:Jhtight::Uolllo:- cia:rt'eatly ·pto~d~ U> :it. cq,~•"" umg-~,Pomt-to..poiDt ·data 
:~*" tllitQ~1·JlOUJ~-b~•·~ 9r¥erizon'-"so.FJamcfa-.bltna'WjaU.as'talilL 

·· '$tigi¢HQuse-<iaes_J,l,otp.t;S~IltlY l?~· an.y sueh servkes outof'\1~'$ tariff$.. Jla#Q! 
JPe point of Issue Mo. 4'9. isoto estabii§frthlt :atiP't Hou~ ~ .d.Q $0 $t :an ~pJ;Qpg~ly 
discounted tate. 

'. 
. - .. ·.· . 

o • : . •• • : ~ I ··:: 
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. . 

·Whether. iild to.:whal ~-ll.~btJtq~>WRlJ?~~-~PlansJn ·detail-®pe.lidS::Qn;, a: 
· n.tmi~x- --Q! ~c;ns '~u<ti~ !~·· Wtte&--_-. · -th~· -w.m ·lle any c~m or · ==~1:t:t1=J=•=~J=~a at its _collocatfunS or remov~g ,. ~~w- @O(ctyJ; -~tt·: (C}' ·aw muefi Venmn· 
wOuld cltat_: · ·· · :e. :a_ >n_ • .,._ .. :J.. t Ho'USC ..... A_- . ~-...:' :W:t.._ ,.. ·_·· · .,.~._-ctt __ ... . ns_ · _ -· -_ under each _.··; . ssi_ ble scenatib t 1ntil . So ~· . . . . -~ w.o~ . .t,~- - - -~~ ' C:t .. >- . . . . 1\)6 ' ... f ""' . 

· · •etivety-~tbt !lttieahd t~ed ~ -- '"' Item(a}~~J., ~'!ib« 
--~ts)~ -----.n._·_~ue--i~~Jiiw~i..:~:_ :l~.~b.·i~~-~·~~~~.;-~"-~--
l~e'Nh$ · -~- 32 3~ and 47 -~ • -:tbts~J ·In mt·@~~of' ·d~fuitiY•~(or 

· F~~~~~~~··· 
; 
I ... . 

;:-=_· • • ~ ·-: • .. I 
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- ~ 
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I 

. . ! 
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:35 •. 

Bright House NetwQfks Information Servi_ces (Florida), LLC 
Docket NG. 090501-TP 

·R~>$PQn~WYQQtl'~S~ arid Thiil:J Set$ oflrit·~~ri~\BnCJ 
Thi«hnd F~rth Requests '*ProducUQn 

Is .Bright llou.e eenificated k• · u fut~c_ .... Jlg~ ~-11Ft~ ·~n'4'.,r .does It prqvl~ 
mter~tban~ sem~ in Fleirl.cJ!i't .-... --

As .I\.t[ght·ffo1J$~ '(lt.ld,tt;$t®ds it, .. Qn.c>.~not h~~e ~~ce.x1jfl~~~~· as anJXC in.Floridf\; 
on~ ''registers'j as an lXC. With tbat-clarifieafioBt ;aright House i5 -registered as~an :ttc; 

.. ; , .. 

' . 

... 
I • • 

I ~ ' 
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BrightHotlse Networ'kS Information serviCes (Fioricta). LlG 
Doclcet Nf). 090501-TP 

Rn~to~'$,,~ afitfrtiirQ. St$ Qf li'itet'r:~i'ie$ ·~ 
~ #,od ~ R~l$1or-PtodoCtlon 

3tt Doa:·Brigbt House pmvfde mtnlstate ~-senti.ce(~)t 

Yes. 

. ·.· .. : 

41:1 ' 
~-'·1 
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-Bright House Networks Information SerVil::es(Fiorida). LI ... :C 
DOcket No• 09050~. TP 

~espotlse;t~ veiizon's Second and Third Sets of lnterrogat~ .ari.d 
Thf"' an4 Fq~i'th R@e.t$ ror P:toCiq¢.Ci'(m 

\Vjt,b r~ptet t.o Jmc: fT.· in t~~ ;•r.,l~ .. on, if the Commission detmutki• lhqt 
Bright lihue is 'll~t '"aired .to ·pay Venzoa'-s tariffed ltl.mtstate sw~ -ac.ct;ss' 
ttht~l•ges,. would Bright> HotiSt agree:, nOt t'O ~har,g¢·V.e~n ·an-y :i•tr:ut.te: switcbeCJ 
teet$~ ~es?lf it would not~ pleue eK.pfsiinwb; .not~ - . 

A5 t«plamed.in -Mt. GateS'S rebuttal te$tlmony,. Jri.Wtll9g$C~S po~~Qn with respcct_ro 
this~~t ofl$~~41$7 is thatlte 'pa~-9f~~~ cAAr~:Showa be determined lt;)t'the 
$.PI~~ l~ll.l calling: zo~e ~•m • ;LATA that ·the: oti:gmating carrier offers ·to .. i~ ¢t:td. 
'*rs:. :So. ,jf V-erizon ·established amiriim~ mand.idoq .tA'tA:-'W'id¢ !()cal e~il)g ZQnq. 
for .its ·cuSt6me$1tt th~ ·T,ampli 'LATA, Srlght :Jlotl$~ W<)\Jld eer.ta,inly ~gree n.Pl ~o c~ge 
verwm mttasWe :twileb~ ~ -~ f'!t ~cit$~~-~~ sen~· dirootl)' .to Bn~t_ 
HoU$e. via the pllrti~ iniel'tP11n~otitm .facU.ities. _ 1Tjhe ·que9tiori is broildet, i.e~. ·rf'lhe 
q1,1~9n ~· ~~ ~~t House: :would .~ee WithVerlmn,'tQ .Jt:tule lltld¢r wnith. tb~t 
iQ~Jd not charge: ·each other fntraSWe: .il®'e'Si .chat(es ~e¢tiv¢ of end ~!=r l~cBJ 

.c8J. lf ... SIMH ~· ·.· .--. ·tterstabdin ...... -.-- " ·, ' ... {$·that_·-..... V~ ~i~ed~ ~USid~f3.UOll of sue .. h. an. · (}.ntm.' n ng -~our un .. ._;I .. _ .. .. _ . _ . . . .., . . _ . . .. ,_ . . . ........ __ ..... _ _ .. .r; . 

. d.,.~ ... <it ~L- .. ·~-~~ ne- . m_:M;;M'f~~- If a_~w-. 1. .. t; ltQ\I$e ~· misundel'St.OOO' v~n:~s. M.Sitiotl -~ j,IJ.e ~""""' ............ -. g,.,-.""',.._ -- --- ·---- --~-. -.. - ·- .. - .. ·- - . ,,. ...... 
·~that ~bili~~·pJ~~ t• ~ ~w~ ·anghlUo\JSematoonsidet'it. 
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Blight House Networks Information S8rvlces (Fiofida), LLC 
Doc~(¢ No; 090501 ~TP 

'Re$~M'to Verizon~s Second and Third Sets of :lnterrog$rlea and· 
th!«< ,atid Fourth Requ$st$ tor:~~~uctioltl 

38~ !>~~! ·.~trl.Pt ll~• i'-av~ .!1 .. -m·· ~I)(~) intere:oanedfoa agreements with any 
incumbent local exchanJe carrien ("mE~,othslhm 'Verii.Ob in ~!lorida' If so, 
YeS; 

. ...... 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Revised Response to Verizon' s Second and Third Sets of Interrogatories and Document Requests 
Pa e29 

REVISED RESPONSE MAY 19, 2010 

38. Does Bright House have section 25l(c) interconnection agreements with any 
incumbent local exchange carriers ("ILECs'') other than Verizon in Florida? If so, 

a. What ILECs does Bright House interconnect with? 

As discussed in the deposition of Ms. Johnson, Other than Verizon, Bright House 
also interconnects with AT&T, CenturyLink (Embarq), GTC/Fairpoint, Smart 
City, and Frontier. 
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Bright House Networks lnfol'fTiation Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501~TP 

Response ·to Verlz«t's Se®nd arid Third Set$ Qf·lnteff'QQ;itp~ and 
Third ~rid Fourth R,equestt for Production 

38. Does .Bright House have. section 2Sl(c) mtettonnectl~n agreements 'W'Itb 31ty 
incumbent local exchange carrien (t'ILECll'') other than Veraon itt "F,lor.id.a? If S9; · 

b. Do those lLECs assess their tariffed intntst(tte switdte(f a.teeu ch.-rg~ Oil 
any traffi(: Bright House delivers to the ILJ,4JC(s)7 lf so~ is the application of 
intrastate access charges determin~ by reference to the exeh·ange areas o.f 
the ILEC(s)? . 

Und~r its curxent ICA with AT&'l~ Bright House has a "LA.TA~widt local'' 
arrangement under wlticll riei:ther party c~es the other intra$tate swi~c)l~ 
access- chatges for traffic direetly exth~ ~t~ th~. Under its current 
ICA with Brnbarq, each party · iinposes access charges on the other based otl 
Emb.ttrq'$1ocal callingz~:mes. 
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Bright House Networks lrifonnation SeNices (Florida}, LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to V~nzon's Sec»nd and. Tllitd $et$ Qflnt.,;rog<.ttolieS and 
Third and Fourth Requ~sts for Production 

38. Does Bright House have sec.tion 25l(c) intertO:IUiecfion agreetne ... ts with ally 
incumbent local exChange carriers ("ILECs'') oth~t tb,t~n Verizon in Florida? If$~, · 

c. Do.eS Bright House lease o:r otbenvi$e o.b®· tt.JlY tarifferl spCJ:i~J acees~ 
faciJities from the lLEC(s )? . It so, please destribe the facilities Bright House 
obtains from the ILEC(s) Jtnd the purpose(s) for which Bright Rotise uses 
tbtm. 

No, 
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Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Revised Response to Verizon's Second and Third Sets of Interrogatories and Document Requests 
P e 31 

REVISED RESPONSE MAY 19,2010 

38. Does Bright House have section 251(c) interconnection agreements with any 
incumbent local exchange carriers ("ILECs") other than Verizon in F1orida? If so, 

c. Does Bright House lease or otherwise obtain any tariffed special access 
facilities from the ILEC(s)? If so, please describe the facilities Bright House 
obtains from the ILEC(s) and the purpose(s) for which Bright House uses 
them. 

Yes. When Bright House initially configured its interconnection arrangements in 
Florida with Verizon and other ILECs, it generally pursued the same architecture, 
including the use of ILEC special access facilities in connection with the use of an 
ILEC tandem as the meet point for meet-point-billing of third party IXCs. At the 
time Bright House believed that this provided an appropriate mix of efficiency 
and redundancy. Bright House is in the process of considering alternative 
network configuration options with the ILECs with which it interconnects. In 
Verizon's case, because Bright House and Verizon are in the process of 
renegotiating and arbitrating their interconnection agreement. the issue of the 
proper rating of these facilities in different scenarios has come to the fore. 
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Bright House Networks lnform~tion Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No. 090501-TP 

Response to Verizon's Second and Third Sets of Interrogatories and 
Third and Fourth Requests for Production 

39. Is it Bright House's position that an ILEC's tariffed switched access charges would 
never apply as between the IL.EC and an interconnecting CLEC unJcss the parties 
agree that such charges would apply? If that is not Bright House's p9sition, please 
explain t'be situation(s) in which such access char.g.es would apply to calls the iLEC 
delivers to the CLE C. 

Not qu·ite. The parties could ce.ttainly agree that no switched access charges would apply 
in either direction, between them. That is the arrangement currently in place, for 
example, between Bright House and AJ&T. But Bright House's position is that, in the. 
absence of an agreement, the proper interpretation of the rules. for application of 
reciprocal compensation (47 C.F.R. §§ 51.701 et seq.) is that reciprocal compensation 
(or, in this case, the FCC's transitional rate of $0.0007/minute) applies to traffic that is 
not "exchange access." As discussed in response to Staff Interrogatory No. 27, that 
means that when and ILEC and CLEC are interconnected, neither one should pay access 
charges to the other with respect to traffic that is not "telephone toll service,', so that if 
either one has a mandatory minimum local calling area that is LATA-wide or larger, 
reciprocal c0mpensation applies to traffic that would be sent from one to the other. As 
discussed in Mr·. Gates's testimony, this approach is also competitively neutral and will 
encourage all LEGs to provide their customers with large "free" local calling areas. 
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Bright House Networks lnfprmation Services (Florida), LLC 
Docket No, 090501-TP 

Respon&QtO V~n·~ s~nd ~q Third ~etG ()f IJ:lteit~iitorte$ and 
. . .·_ . . . . . Third ~® Fourth Requ&SfS for Production 

Is it Bright HGuse's position: that. an ILEC's ta~d $pedal .~u;c: .. c¢b4t'ge. would 
never •pply as between the ILEC ·alld an .QI(e~().JlltJeting €LEC um"lJ& t~e parties 
agree. tllat snch chaf'l:es would apply? H ff»at:,i$ not !lright Bo~o's position, ple~se 
~pbdn tltJ::~i-tiffn($)ltt whi®·JUda •~ elaarges would apply. 

That i$ ~ot·:8ri$bt_ HQUSo~s positip~. ~J.kigbtfffouse"s position is 'that a CLEC.;may require 
~. 1~0. ~ provicle· technically feasible ~'sp®tal aceess"ftJCilittes to use :as 4 .method of 
ol>c'taining .itii~ibri fot .-the 1tanSmim<>-n·-and .rouJil)• Qf tol.~b.cm~ mJ:umg~ ser,vice 
an ... -.d/1. ··Qt····· __ •.· .~. :chan_·· a-c:cess.·· .... ....:r th_at: ·' · . .....,.,., · ··_-..• n~.·' ·Mtt~ those ~acilities m ......... _ .. ·. · .. be.·· ·._. · riced ... · ... at ~ ' ... ;. ~ •. ' Ill w .... ~~'(~~ ... . ' '., '"'~····· '' '. '·· ' · ... ,~~ . . p 
tBt,lttC .-~- tt.tb¢r than t8tiffe4 tale$.• ln ~~!iljt;jo~~ .• ~. CLEc maY obtain my lLBC 
~~ :(;)-~. $t retail ~ ~d~ to ~n ·tllat .service ro end·~ at a discOunt <df·the 
·~~··~rate for the·. servi~ Special ~l.setVice$ ~()~~·by ·~· ILEC m 
~~· c~ at .re~land .~· ~ef<lte ~b~ tQ tb~ 'Wllole~a,le ~unt. .. The 
FCC~~ rules (47 C.F~R § S L605(b)) .~ ~ .,~~~ ~ceess scrvie~. as ~efined in 
sedi(}n, 3 'Of th¢ $\.Qt" (tha~ ist 41 tt.s.e. § l$~(lo)) are not 'treated as being oitered ~at 
,m~u~» 'by ·~" U.l'$0. So~ tbe ~olosate .diseount would atWlY 'Wb-e.tt· :t,he re®:l .~~ial 
-~~ ~t' is used~ e.g.. f&r data. ~tt . or lo.oal· (AAt tpll) vo~~ or other 
oommunications. S;peclal aece$8; nsc~ tot tQU ::S~rvi~ ($~~h. ~··a ·~.link betWeen a 
~~ h'll:Siifc$8 customer Md an t;t¢).· -~AAt -~~ ~exchange aece8s semc~s~ II$ 
defin~.ltt'secti.On 3 'Jf ~ Act;"- so. tbe (U~unt woul<l'not apply~ 

In otbet W<lrds. ·other than (a) ~ CLPC~s \ISe of special access. facilities as a rn(;thQd of !~ 
QbWni~. i~~~un, ~4 (b)· a CLE(:'$ ··resale .. cit reutii. ~ia\t -~ ciJ'()l.Jit$ not 
U$~~~ ~ tq0 ~ fUUlLEC tatll'ted. speci_.., a®tS$ .l'$es WtJt~ld apply to a- CLBC.'s 
pll1'0hase•amt useofsuehll.l!C facilitit8. ·· 

/ 
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Snght.HouseN¢tworl<s. hiformationServiCes(Fiolida}. LLC 
o·ocke:t No. 090501-TP 

~~lOVeriJM'll .See®d ~d Thlrtl S~t.s ofloter1'09litolie$ an(J 
Thftt:l'and Fourth RequestS fer Production. 

4i.. Ia re$]JOQS~fb requat niblib.er3 in Staffs F1:rJt·$et (),t Jijtft'J'i»plQri~•JJtiJhtH~--R 
n~te$ tJu.t 'fbi .1M1* seffled tlte! .._. ''*'M *o ·dM'J "''~"., bl.ll 8~1- ~~~· 
n~rtb;~~ •~ th• . .-.q11est t&Jijag" ... p~MJ a.tt ~~a:ltl(~) ·olt~Aet 
cl~ .g~t ~e. ·~Jros t9 in~ ··u lhe·ILEC'• netWol'kt but within . th~ 
ILEC's. serving territory.. n.,es Br.igb.t H.()Uie ~ly nn thu ~o~tiOll 'for j:($ ):l()$ition 
oh any fssllam tliis·a~bitra:tion thatJlull.,tldta? rr·so1 WbitliiiftQ~$)1• 

lllat s~'t eonteiJ.tiOncd()es n<f¢ ~ t<>.Bl'ignt·l!P~ tq·;~la.te w ~ ~ammg issu~ 
in tM ·$rbttnlliQt1, ·1®·.· b~ q~n· qt •. w~~ .~n~9~~1itm~' spcelfroa~ oocms 
~ lb.¢ pt()per te$Ql\1Uon Qf 1.~~ ~. ~~ ~·No. 32; mue. NO. ~ and :ce.rtam 
~ (J{I.~·~(), ~7. &wcver-~as the:msue~:fiM;m)}\redst&etw~n·thc'~ie$; in lisftt 
of their mous setttemenb• the lik~ly in:teret>liDeeU\m ~···~ $ri)ht HQUSe>and 
V~nz(»twill cithet.bo at some $~·~lnt:witbiD a Viid~tt~~·of1.[~ ~~l(fin,g (end 
<>fnce P.t'utn.d~1 ().t at. a: fiber ,t,neet~ · · 

274 



Bright Hou$eNetworks Information Services (Florida), LLC 
. . Docket NQ. 09()$01~ TP 

R~9n~to Ver:IZOn'& ~co!)CJ ~d Thh:d Set$ of lntt:m"ogatones and 
Third and'Fourth Requests forProc:h,lctic::m 

DOcument ReQuests 

i.o. Pleasi produee the J)riee .tist C):t other sou~e or prices. id~t .. ~~- in response to 
Interto~JQey ~o •. 2~(-t). 

p~,see a~ed ~ns; 

11"' FI.Ms' P~• ,.,,~ 4>f'~.qr Jt1)¥i~l•4•- ~1Jsite-reference.·t0) all tarifl's and prl~e 
1tm ttc$mJmtg the i~~dlim,g~·aenicefs) Btiglif.Bo1ii~pm'Vi4eal m.Fl~rida .. 

Please see res})dnseto -POb Ht 

tz~ .l'l~·:pro ... e~e ~iQ Qf·{,r, pmvide.awebsite rer.euc~:-to) ·aD t~ ••nJ•pJ'iH~ 
:J:·_~- d.eserihin . tile · ·_ ·. ·_ ·_ · · ..•. _ .. ···~~·_u' ........ _~\_. ,n...;_ . ·_·. • .... _._ ...... t'H ·s.e_""'*''\l'ides !fit Flori_ aa. · · -~ . . g .. aueuservt~,.,.u~ ... OJI ._..--... . --·-·· .. , . 

Please see =spense to BOD 10. 
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Bright H()U$8 'Networi<s lnfoc'rriatien ServiCes (Florida), LLC 
Docket· No. 090501· TP 
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.. .. · :J;~Irtt ~(t Fol;l~ R~e,~t& ~ Prod.uetion· 

CERTIFICATE·OF.SERVI'CE · · 
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Verizon Fl()ri~ LLc 
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:():fti~'.Pf~tbP ~~ Cp~J 
254ll S.~ ~Blv&, 
Taltalmssee1 :PLi2m-otso 
tb~Qt)lCS@jlje.•tcj}_~us 

:' 

:~'?4·~~* ' .: 
v.~~ Pl ... ·.d.~ l'M~-· 
lO:ci~~l~M Ave. 
-~FL 3:231Jl,.;;1748 
Jlilliittirl~e~«nn· 
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EXHIBIT NO. 2 

OCKET NO.: 090501-TP 

ITNESS: N/A 

PARTY: Verizon Florida 

ESCRIPTION: Composite of Responses to Bright House Networks' 
Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents from V erizo 

lorida . 

. Item Nos. 1-12 ofVerizon's Responses to Bright House's First Set of 
nterrogatories and First Request for Production of Documents Item 
os. 1-4. Pages 1-12 . 

. Item Nos. 13-49 ofVerizon's Responses to Bright House's Second 
Set of Interrogatories. Pages 13-36. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 
conditions of an interconnection agreement with 
Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks 
Information Services (Florida), LLC 

} 
) 
) 
) 

--------------------------------- ) 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

VERIZON FLORIDA LlC'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 
BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS INFORMATION SERVICES (FLORIDA), LLC'S 

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1 -12) 

Verizon Florida LLC ("Verizon") hereby objects and responds to the First Set of 

Interrogatories (Nos. 1-12) ("Discovery Requests") served by Bright House Networks 

Information Services (Florida), LLC ("Bright House"). 

General Objections 

1. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests and all Definitions associated 

with the Discovery Requests to the extent they purport to impose obligations that are 

different from. or go beyond, the obligations imposed under Rules 1.280, 1.340, and 

1.351 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedures and the Rules of the Commission. 

2. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work

product doctrine, or any other applicable privileges or doctrines. Any inadvertent 

disclosure of such privileged documents or information shall not be deemed to be a 

waiver of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work-product doctrine, or other 

applicable privileges or doctrines. 

3. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they are 

vague and ambiguous, particularly to the extent that it uses terms that are undefined or 

vaguely defined. 
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4. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the_ extent they seek 

confidential business, financial, or other proprietary documents or information. Verizon 

further objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek documents or 

information protected by the privacy protections of the Florida or United States 

Constitutions, or any other law, statute, or doctrine. 

5. Verlzon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information equally available to Bright House as to Verizon through public 

sources or records or which are already in the possession, custody or control of Bright 

House. 

6. To the extent Verizon responds to the Discovery Requests, Verizon 

reserves the right to amend, replace, supersede, or supplement its responses as may 

become appropriate in the future, but it undertakes no continuing or ongoing obligation 

to update its responses. 

7. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they seek to 

impose an obligation on Verizon to provide documents or information concerning its 

affiliates. 

8. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and not relevant to the subject matter of this proceeding. 

9. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek information 

from Verizon affiliates. No Verlzon affiliates are parties to this arbitration and 

information from or about any such affiliates is not relevant to any issue in this 

proceeding. Therefore, unless otherwise stated in these responses, Verizon will 
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respond on behalf of Verizon Florida LLC only, not any Verizon affiliate or "Verizon 

Entity," as defined in Bright House's Discovery Requests. 

INTERROGATORIES 

1. Please state the number of Verizon voice service customers at year end for 
2007. 2008 and 2009. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to Interrogatory No. 1 because it would be 
unreasonably burdensome for Verizon to determine precise customer counts as 
of those dates. Verizon does not maintain such customer counts in the normal 
course of its business and substantial information technology work would be 
required to attempt to obtain and compile that information. Subject to and 
without waiving this objection or the General Objections, Verizon has provided 
approximate customer counts In confidential Attachment A. These approximate 
customer counts were derived from Verizon's access line data. 

2. Please state the number of Verizon voice service customers in BHN's franchised 
territory at year end for 2007,2008 and 2009. 

RESPONSE: Verlzon objects to Interrogatory No. 2 because it would be 
unreasonably burdensome for Verizon to determine precise customer counts as 
of those dates. Verizon does not maintain such customer counts in the normal 
course of its business and substantial information technology work would be 
required to attempt to obtain and compile that Information. Subject to and 
wHhout waiving this objection or the General Objections, Verizon has provided 
approximate customer counts In confidential Attachment A. These approximate 
customer counts were derived from Verizon's access line data for wire centers 
that are entirely or predominantly within Bright House's service territory. 

3. Does any Verlzon Entity provide voice service using IP technology to connect to 
any of its customers? If so, please: (a) identify each such Verizon Entity, and (b) 
for each such Verizon Entity, provide the number of such customers as of year
end 2007, 2008 and 2009. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this interrogatory relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

4. Does any Verizon Entity provide connectivity to the public switched telephone 
network to any Interconnected VoiP Provider? If so, please identify (a) each 
such Verizon Entity, and (b) each Interconnected VoiP Provider to which a 
Verlzon Entity provides such connectivity. For purposes of this question, to 
Hprovide . connectivity" means to provide connections to the public switched 
telephone network that include the use by the Interconnected VoiP Provider, for 
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that entity's customers. of telephone numbers assigned to the Verizon Entity by 
industry numbering authorities. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this interrogatory relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

5. Does any Verizon Entity exchange traffic with any carrier or Interconnected Vo!P 
Provider in IP format? If so, plea~e (a) identify each such Verizon Entity, and (b) 
identify each such Interconnected VoiP Provider. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verlzon states that 
this interrogatory relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

6. Has Verizon or any Verizon Affiliate studied. considered or planned to modify 
Verizon's network in Florida to include the capability to receive, transmit, or 
deliver to third parties, traffic in IP format? If so, please describe, in reasonable 
detail, any such study, consideration, or plan, and identify the individuals involved 
in such study, consideration or plan. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this interrogatory relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

7. Please identify each local exchange carrier in Florida with which Verizon directly 
exchanges traffic. For purpose of this questions, do not include local exchange 
carriers (if any) that only resell Verizon's retail services. whether formally as a 
"reseller' or by means of a commercial agreement providing arrangements 
similar to so"called "UNE·P· arrangements. For purposes of this question, 
"directly exchanges traffica means an arrangement in which there are trunks 
connecting one or more switches in Verizon's network to one or more switches in 
the other carrier's network. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this Interrogatory relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

8. Please describe, In reasonable detail, Verizon's network configuration in Florida, 
including the type and location of each voice network device, including without 
limitation each application server, media server, voicemail server, ENUM, DNS, 
Sl P Redirect server, softwitch, media gateway, firewall, session border controller, 
router switch and circuit switch. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this Interrogatory relates to Issue 25. which has been resolved. 

9. With respect to Verizon's contention that Bright House is not entitled to IP 
interconnection with Verizon: 
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a. State the basis for Verizon's contention; 
b. State all facts supporting Verizon's Contention; 
c. Identify all witnesses supporting Verizon's contention; and 
d. Identify all documents supporting Verizon's contention. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this interrogatory relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

10. With respect to Bright House's proposal in General Term§ 42 that Verizon "shall 
be solely responsible for the cost and activities associated with accommodating, 
in its own network," specified changes in the Company's network: 

a. State the basis for Verizon's opposition to that proposal; 
b. State all facts supporting such opposition; 
c. Identify all witnesses supporting Verizon's opposition; and 
d. Identify all documents supporting Verizon's opposition. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections, Verizon 
states that the basis for Verizon's opposition to Bright House's proposal Is 
provided in the Direct Testimony of Paul Vasington, which is being filed today. 
Verizon has not yet identified documents it may use to support its position. 

11. For each directory listing function stated below, please: (a) state the activities 
Verizon undertakes in fulfillment of each order type and whether these activities 
are performed manually or by means of mechanized processing: (b) state the 
price that Verizon proposes to charge Bright House; (c) state Verizon's per~listing 
cost of performing that function for Bright House; and (d) provide a reasonably 
detailed explanation of the basis for Verizon's stated cost and how it was 
determined. 

(i) Transferring "ownership .. of an existing customer's listing from Verizon or a 
third party to Bright House, with no change in listing information 
(sometimes referred to as simple "port in"). 

(ii) Establishing a new listing for a Bright House end user (that is, an end user 
obtaining VoiP service BHN) (sometimes referred to as "new native" 
listing). 

(iii) Establishing a new listing for Bright House end user (as described above) 
who wishes to have a Non-Published or Unlisted number in Verizon's 
directory/directory assistance systems. 

(iv) Changing the information in an existing listing for a Bright House end user 
(as described above). 

{v) Deleting the listing for a Bright House end user (as described above) for 
whom an existing listing already exists. 
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RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this interrogatory relates to Issue 23, which has been resolved. 

12. Does Verizon provide subscriber list information that includes listings of Bright 
House end users (that is, an end user obtaining VoiP service from BHN) to any 
Verizon Affiliate or third party as contemplated by 47 U.S. C. § 222(e)? If so, 
please identify each such Verizon Affiliate or third party and provide reasonably 
detailed explanation of the terms and conditions on which such subscriber list 
information is provided to each such Verizon Affiliate or third party. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verlzon states that 
this Interrogatory relates to Issue 23, which. has been resolved. 
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REDACTED 

ATTACHMENT A 

Approximate Customer 2007 2008 2009 
Counts 

Total Verlzon Customers 

Verlzon Customers in BHN's 
Franchise Area 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Frank App who 

deposed and stated that the answers to the First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-12) 

served on Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks Information Services 

(Florida), LLC in Docket No. 090501-TP were prepared at his request and he is 

informed that the responses contained therein are true and correct to the best of his 

information and belief. 

DATED at Tampa, Florida, this 26th day of M~rch, 2010 .. 

?~tt(/t' FrankAfJP} 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 26th day of March, 2010 . 

... ~a;t?~xf~ 
Notary Public 
State of Florida 

My Commission Expires: . 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 
conditions of an interconnection agreement with 
Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks 
Information Services (Florida), LLC 

) 
) 
) 
) 

-------------------------------- ) 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 
BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS INFORMATION SERVICE (FLORIDA), LLC'S 

FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (NOS. 1 ~ 4) 

Verizon Florida LLC (11Verizon") hereby objects and responds to the First Request 

for Production of Documents (Nos. 1-4) (the .. Discovery Requests") served by Bright 

House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC. 

General Objections 

1. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests and all Definitions associated 

with the Discovery Requests to the extent they purport to impose obligations that are 

different from, or go beyond, the obligations imposed under Rules 1.280, 1.340, and 

1.351 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedures and the Rules of the Commission. 

2. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information protected by the attorney~cllent privilege, the attorney work

product doctrine, or any other applicable privileges or doctrines. Any inadvertent 

disclosure of such privileged documents or information shall not be deemed to be a 

waiver of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work-product doctrine, or other 

applicable privileges or doctrines. 

009 



3. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they are 

vague and ambiguous, particularly to the extent that it uses terms that are undefined or 

vaguely defined. 

4. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

confidential business, financial, or other proprietary documents or information. Verizon 

further objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek documents or 

information protected by the privacy protections of the Florida or United States 

Constitutions, or any other law, statute, or doctrine. 

5. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information equally available to Bright House as to Verizon through public 

sources or records or which are already in the possession, custody or control of Bright 

House. 

6. To the extent Verizon responds to the Discovery Requests, Verlzon 

reserves the right to amend, replace, supersede, or supplement its responses as may 

become appropriate in the future, but it undertakes no continuing or ongoing obligation 

to update its responses. 

7. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they seek to 

impose an obligation on Verizon to provide documents or information concerning its 

affiliates. 

8. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and not relevant to the subject matter of this proceeding. 
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9. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information from Verizon affiliates. No Verizon affiliates are parties to this arbitration 

and information from or about any such affiliates is not relevant to any issue in this 

proceeding. Therefore, unless otherwise stated in these responses, Verizon will 

respond on behalf of Verizon Florida LLC only, not any Verizon affiliate or "Verizon 

Entity/' as defined in Bright House's Discovery Requests. 

DOCUMENT REQUESTS 

1. Please produce all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response 
to Bright House's Interrogatory No. 6. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this document request relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

2. Please produce any graphical depictions or diagrams supporting or otherwise 
relating to your response to Bright Houses' Interrogatory No. 8. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this document request relates to Issue 25, which has been resolved. 

3. Please provide all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response 
to Bright House's Interrogatory No. 11. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this document request relates to Issue 23, which has been resolved. 

4. . Please produce all documents supporting or otherwise relating to your response 
to Bright House's Interrogatory No. 12. 

RESPONSE: Subject to and without the General Objections, Verizon states that 
this document request relates to Issue 23, which has been resolved. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 
conditions of an interconnection agreement with 
Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks 
Information Services (Florida), LLC 

) 
) 
) 
) _____________________________ ) 

Docket No. 090501-TP 

VERIZON FLORIDA LLC'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 
BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS INFORMATION SERVICES (FLORIDA), LLC'S 

SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS.1349) 

Verizon Florida LLC ("Verizon") hereby responds to the Second Set of 

Interrogatories (Nos. 13-49) ("Discovery Requests .. ) served by Bright House Networks 

Information Services (Florida), LLC C'Bright House"), subject to the General Objections 

stated below. 

General Objections 

1. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests and all Definitions associated 

with the Discovery Requests to the extent they purport to impose obligations that are 

different from, or go beyond, the obligations imposed under Rules 1.280, 1.340, and 

1.351 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedures and the Rules of the Commission. 

2. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work

product doctrine, or any other applicable privileges or doctrines. Any inadvertent 

disclosure of such privHeged documents or Information shall not be deemed to be a 

waiver of the attorney-client privilege, attorney work-product doctrine, or other 

applicable privileges or doctrines. 
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3. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they are 

vague and ambiguous. particularly to the extent that it uses terms that are undefined or 

vaguely defined. 

4. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

confidential business, financial, or other proprietary documents or information. Verizon 

further objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek documents or 

information protected by the privacy protections of the Florida or United States 

Constitutions, or any other law, statute. or doctrine. 

5. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

documents or information equally available to Bright House as to Verizon through public 

sources or records or which are already in the possession, custody or control of Bright 

House. 

6. To the extent Verizon responds to the Discovery Requests, Verizon 

reserves the right to amend, replace, supersede, or supplement its responses as may 

become appropriate in the Mure, but it undertakes no continuing or ongoing obligation 

to update its responses. 

7. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent that they seek to 

impose an obligation on Verizon to provide documents or information concerning its 

affiliates. 

8. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek 

information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and not relevant to the subject matter of this proceeding. 
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9. Verizon objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they seek information 

from Verizon affiliates. No Verizon affiliates are parties to this arbitration and 

information from or about any such affiliates is not relevant to any issue in this 

proceeding. Therefore, unless otherwise stated in these responses, Verizon will 

respond on behalf of Verizon Florida LLC only, nQt any Verizon affiliate or "Verizon 

Entity, .. as defined in Bright House's Discovery Requests. 

INTERROGATORIES 

13. Please refer to the direct testimony of Mr. D'Amico at page 1, lines 1-4. Please 
state whether Mr. D'Amico is employed by Verizon Florida, LLC. If so, please 
state whether Mr. D'Amico maintains an office in the state of Florida. If not, 
please state the entity that employs Mr. D'Amico. 

RESPONSE: Mr. D'Amico is not employed by Verizon Florida LLC. He is 
employed by Verizon Services Corporation. In that capacity, he provides support 
to · various Verizon Communications Inc. operating telephone company 
subsidiaries, including Verizon Florida LLC. 

14. Please refer to the direct testimony of Mr. D'Amico at page 1, line 24 through 
page 2, line 3. Please provide a succinct description of the subject matter of Mr. 
D'Amico's testimony referred to there, in sufficient detail to reasonably ascertain 
whether any of his prior testimony is relevant to issues or subject matters at issue 
between the parties in this case. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to Interrogatory No. 14 because It is overly broad 
and unduly burdensome in that Mr. D'Amico has testified in more than 50 
proceedings in nineteen states dating back to 2000. Subject to those objections 
and the General Objections, Verizon states that to the best of Hs knowledge, Mr. 
D'Amico has not previously testified concerning matters addressed in Issue 32, 
which is the only unresolved issue that he addresses in this case. Subjects Mr. 
D'Amico has addressed in his prior testimony include the following: 

• Geographically Related Interconnection Point ("GRIP") 
• Virtual GRIP 
• · Transit traffic 
• Verizon section 271 long-distance entry (interconnection 

requirements) 
• Local interconnection two-way trunks 
• Meet~point billing 
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• Operator-dialed traffic 
• 800 traffic 
• 976 traffic 
• Tandem vs. end office application for CLEC switches 
• Access toll connecting trunk ports 
• Point of interconnection on Verizon's Network 
• E911 

15. Please refer to the direct testimony of Mr. D'Amico at page 3, lines 8-9. Please 
confirm that his reference to "interconnection" refers to "interconnection" as that 
term is defined by the FCC at 47 C.F.R. § 51.5 If Mr. D'Amico intends some 
other meaning of the term, please clearly state that other meaning. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

16. Please refer to the direct testimony of Mr. D'Amico at page 3, ·lines 12-13. 
Please confirm that a fiber meet arrangement would entail the following facilities 
and equipment. If additional or different equipment would be involved, or if 
Verizon would normally combine the functions of different pieces· of equipment 
identified below into a single device, please specify what such different or 
additional equipment would be needed and/or what that would be. For ease of 
reference the description below begins at the Verizon end of the fiber meet: 

a. A cross-connect or similar item linking a Verlzon switch port with a 
multiplexing device 

b. A multiplexing device. 

c. A cross-connect or similar item linking the multiplexing device to a Digital 
Access Cross Connect System (DACCS). 

d. The DACCS. 

e. A cross-connect or similar item linking the DACCS to a fiber optic terminal 
(FOT). 

f. The FOT. 

g. Verizon's portion of the fiber used to establish the fiber meet. 

h. The other carrier's portion of the fiber used to establish the fiber meet. 

i. The other carrier's FOT. 
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j. Facilities on the other carrier's side of its FOT needed to link the FOT to 
the other carrier's switching equipment. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so. 
no response is necessary. 

17. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 3, lines 14-16. With 
reference to your response to Question 16 above, please identify which portions 
of the two carriers' equipment and/or facilities must be "matching" · and 
•compatible," and describe the ways in which they must be "matching" and 
"compatible." 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

18. Please refer to Mr. D'Ami~'s direct testimony at page 4, line 10, and at page 5, 
line 1. Please explain what it means for .a point of interconnection to be -within" 
Verizon's network. Explain the basis for your answer. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

19. Please refer to Mr. · D'Amico's direct testimony at page 4, lines 13-16. Has 
Verizon constructed fiber facilities in order to connect with any other carrier, any 
customer, or any affiliate of Verizon? If so, for each such instance, please briefly 
describe the nature of those facilities. In your answer for each such fiber build, 
please specifically state whether (a) Verizon constructed more than 500 feet of 
fiber; and (b) whether the connection to the other carrier, customer, or Verizon 
affiliate occurred within three miles of a Verizon central office. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necesSary. 

20. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 5, lines 18-21. Does Mr. 
D'Amico agree that interconnection with pre-existing Verizon equipment located 
within the 28 square mile area to which he refers would constitute 
interconnection af. a point -within" Verizon's network? If not, please explain in 
detail why not. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 27, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

21 . Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 6, lines 1-11. Please 
confirm that there is no technical reason that would interfere with the use of a 
fiber meet for any switched traffiC, irrespective of the regulatory classification of 
that traffic. By •technical reason,• we mean some condition or situation that that 
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would prevent traffic from flowing over a fiber meet as a matter of engineering or 
physical arrangements. If you contend that such a technical reason would exist 
for any class of switched traffic, please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 28, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

22. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 6, line 19 through page 7, 
line 11. Please confirm that there is no technical reason that would interfere with 
the use of a fiber meet to carry unswitched traffic between the two carriers' 
networks. Please specifically address a configuration in which an unswitched 
circuit from one carrier at the DS1 or DS3 level were multiplexed onto the fiber 
meet (via any needed multiplexing equipment, to the carrier's fiber optic 
terminal), carried over the fiber to the other carrier, transmitted through the fiber 
optic terminal, and then demultiplexed as required. Do you contend that there Is 
any technical reason such a configuration could not be established? By 
.. technical reason," we mean some condition or situation that would prevent traffic 
from flowing over a fiber meet as a matter of engineering or physical 
arrangements. If you contend that such a technical reason would exist for 
unswitched traffic, please explain in detail. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 28, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

23. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 6, lines 18-21. Do you 
agree that local interconnection trunk groups today carry traffic subject to 
different billing rates? If not, please explain in detail. If so, please explain how 
Verizon is able to apply different billing rates to traffic it receive·s over a single 
trunk group. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 28, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

24. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 10, line 17 through page 
11, line 4. Please confirm that Verizon is technically capable of configuring its 
network to "screen incoming calls to determine where they came from in order to 
determine whether or not to route the call over" separate trunks. Does Verizon 
today provide such screening of calls incoming to any of its switches for any 
customer, any other carrier, or any affiliate of Verizon? If so, please briefly 
describe each such arrangement. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 29, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 
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25. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 11, lines 6-8. Please 
explain why Mr. D'Amico assumes that the new trunk groups that might be 
established to handle transit traffic inbound from Verizon to Bright House "would 
be likely to operate at less than full capacity"? Please also explain in reasonable 
detail how and why trunk groups operating at "less than full capacity" would 
"Introduce network inefficiency," and explain the nature ofthat "inefficiency." 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 29, which has been resolved, so 
no response is necessary. 

26. Please refer to Mr. D'Amico's direct testimony at page 12, lines 18-19, where he 
states that -verizon's switches typically have lower-capacity, DS1 ports and 
cannot accommodate higher capacity trunks. • With respect to that statement: 

a. Please provide a list of each end office and tandem switch in Verizon's 
network in the Tampa LATA, indicating whether it Is an end office switch, a 
tandem switch, or some other type of switch (specify). 

RESPONSE: Please see Attachment A. 

b. For each such switch, indicate when it was placed into service by Verizon 
or a Verizon predecessor or affiliate. 

RESPONSE: Please see Attachment A. 

c. For each such switch, indicate the maximum transmission capacity that 
such switch can accommodate - DS1, DS3, OC3, or any other capacity 
that applies to the particular switch. 

RESPONSE: Please see Attachment A. 

27. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 1, lines 1-4. Please 
state whether Mr. Vasington is employed by Verizon Florida, LLC. If so, please 
state whether Mr. Vasington maintains an offtee in the state of Florida. If not, 
please state the entity that employs Mr. Vasington. 

RESPONSE: Mr. Vasington is not employed by Verizon Florida LLC. He is 
employed by Verizon Corporate Resources Group LLC. In that capacity, he 
provides support to various Verizon Communications Inc. operating telephone 
company subsidiaries, including Verizon Florida LLC. 

28. Please refer to Mr. Vaslngton's direct testimony, passim. It does not appear that 
Mr. Vaslngton notes or describes any prior testimony he may have provided to a 
regulatory body regarding issues arising under the 1996 Act. If Mr. Vaslngton 
has never provided any such testimony, please expressly so state. If he has, 
please identify the proceeding(s) in which it was given, and provide a succinct 
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description of the subject matter of such testimony, in sufficient detail to 
reasonably ascertain whether any of his prior testimony is relevant to issues or 
subject matters at issue between the parties in this case. 

RESPONSE: Mr. Vasington has testified or provided an affidavit regarding 
issues arising under the 1996 Act in the two cases listed below. Mr. Vasington 
has not previously testified concerning matters addressed in Issues 16, 24 and 
49, which are the only unresolved issues that he addresses In this case. In the 
first case listed below, Mr. Vasington filed testimony concerning jurisdictional and 
policy issues related to the provisioning of line sharing as an unbundled network 
element in Maine. In the second listed case, Mr. Vasington joined in an affidavit 
concerning the joint marketing restrictions placed on Bell Operating Companies 
and their affiliates. 

• Maine Public Utilities Commission, on behalf of Verizon Maine, 
related to line sharing requirements, Docket No. 2004-809, filed 
February 9, 2005 and March 21, 2005. 

• Federal Communications Commission (CC Docket No. 96-149), on 
behalf of SBC Corp., Affidavit with Dr. William E. Taylor concerning 
joint marketing restrictions. Filed November 15, 1996. 

29. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 5, lines 1-2. Please 
explain in detail why and how Bright House's proposed language would "create 
contractual obligations running between Verlzon and Bright House Cable. u fn 
your answer please reconcile Mr. Vasington's cited direct testimony with (a} the 
fact that Bright House's cable affiliate would not be ·a party to the new 
interconnection agreement and (b) the parties have agreed on the language of 
General Terms and Conditions, paragraph 44, disclaiming the establishment of 
any third-party beneficiaries under the contract. If you contend that these are 
legal questions that Mr. Vaslngton is not qualified to answer, please explain why 
he is qualified to make the referenced statement at all. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 4(a), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 

30. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 5, Jines 6-7. Please 
explain in detail why the manner in which a VoiP customer served by Bright 
House's cable affiliate Is transferred to Verizon "does not concern" Bright House. 
In your answer, please specifically address the fact that the volume of Bright 
House's business with its wholesale customer is affected by the number of end 
users to whom its wholesale customer sells service. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 4(a), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 
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31 . Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 5, lines 16-18. Do you 
agree that "[Verizon] should not be able to obtain regulatory benefits for 
[Verizon's unregulated affiliates) while shielding [them) from regulatory 
obligations?· If your answer Is anything other than an unqualified "yes," please 
explain your answer in detail, including a description of the "regulatory benefits• 
that Verizon "should ... be able to obtain" for Its affiliates, •while shielding [them] 
from regulatory obligations." 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issue 4(a), which has been resolved, 
so no response is necessary. 

32. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 13, line 6 through page 
14, line 11. Over the last five (5) years, has Verizon invoked the assurance of 
payment provisions in any interconnection agreement against any facilities-based 
CLEC (defined, for these purposes, as a CLEC that has interconnection 
arrangements with Verizon for the exchange of traffic, but that does not resell 
Verizon's services and does not use any exchange of traffic, but that does not 
resell Verizon's services and does not use any Verizon unbundled loops or 
switching)? If so, please briefly describe the situation surrounding each such 
invocation of such assurance of payment provisions. 

RESPONSE: Verizon has interconnection agreements with nine active facilities
based CLECs (defined as a CLEC that has interconnection arrangements with 
Verizon for the exchange of traffic, but neither resells Verizon's services nor 
uses unbundled loops or switching) in Florida. According to Verizon's records, 
Verizon has not invoked the assurance of payment provisions in any 
interconnection agreement against such a CLEC in Florida. Verizon has, 
however, requested adequate assurance of payment from one of those nine 
facilities-based CLECs under Verizon's tariffs (intrastate, including Florida and 
other states, and federaO. Verizon's request resulted from the CLEC's repeated 
failure to timely pay undisputed charges of approximately $10 million throughout 
the Verizon ILECs' nationwide footprint. 

33. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 16, line 20. Does Mr. 
Vasington agree that a CLEC "has the right to modify and upgrade its network"? 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issues 20(a) and (b), which have been 
resolved. so no response Is necessary. 

34. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 16, lines 22-24 and note 
6. Please explain in detail the basis for your statement that nUnder the 1996 Act, 
CLECs are only entitled to interconnection with ILECs' existing networks." In 
your answer, please distinguish between (a) the scope and content of rules that 
the FCC is permHted to establish, under the 1996 Act, with respect to which 
unbundled network elements a CLEC may obtain; (b) the scope and content of 
rules that the FCC Is permitted to establish, under the 1996 Act, with respect to 
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the nature and type of interconnection for purposes of traffic exchange that a 
CLEC may obtain; (c) any limitations on the scope of a state commission's 
authority to determine, in an arbitration proceeding, which unbundled network 
elements a CLEC may obtain; and (d) any limitations on the scope of a state 
commission's authority to determine, in an arbitration proceeding, the nature and 
type of interconnection for purposes of traffic exchange that a CLEC may obtain. 
Also, in your answer please state the specific language in the legal case cited 
that you content stands for the proposition for which you cited it. If you contend 
that these are legal questions that Mr. Vasington is not qualified to answer, 
please explain why he is qualified to make the referenced statement at all. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issues 20(a) and (b), which have been 
resolved. so no response is necessary. 

35. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 17, lines 14-15. Of the 
"about 150 interconnection agreements" referred to there, how many are with 
facilitiesMbased CLECs (defined, for these purposes, as a CLEC that has 
interconnection arrangements with Verizon for the exchange of traffic, but that 
does not resell Verlzon's services and does not use any Verizon unbundled loops 
or switching)? Please identify, by name, each such CLEC. 

RESPONSE: This Interrogatory relates to Issues 20(a} and (b), which have been 
resolved, so no response is necessary. 

36. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 22, lines 10M14 and note 
9, and also to his testimony at page 22, line 16 through page 23, line 2. With 
respect to that testimony: 

a. Please state the specific language from the FCC order cited that you 
contend supports the referenced statements in Mr. Vasington's testimony, 
including in your answer the specific paragraph number(s} of the cited 
FCC order on which you rely. As an alternative, please provide a 
photocopy of the relevant page(s) of that FCC order, with the language in 
question highlighted. 

RESPONSE: Order on Remand, Unbundled Access to Network Elements; 
Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange 
Carriers, 20 FCC Red 2533 ("TRR0"),1nf136-141 (2005). 

b. Do you contend that the question of whether a CLEC Is or would be 
"impaired" without access to ILEC-provided transport facilities has any 
bearing whatsoever on whether those facilities must be made available by 
the ILEC for purposes of interconnecting a CLEC and ILEC network for 
the exchange of traffic (not access to network elements)? If so, please 
explain in detail the bearing that you think "impairment" has on that matter 
and the basis for your answer. 
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RESPONSE: To the extent that Bright House's argument depends upon the 
claim that the FCC. in y 140 of the TRRO, held that ILECs must provide CLECs 
with entrance facilities at TELRIC rates pursuant to§ 251(c)(2), the FCC's rulings 
in the surrounding paragraphs that CLECs are not impaired without TELRIC· 
priced access to entrance facilities under section 251(c)(3) of the Act undermines 
such a reading of 1J 140. It makes no sense to contend that the FCC 
simultaneously ruled that CLECs may not obtain such facilities at TELRIC prices 
under section 251(c)(3) of the Act but may obtain the exact same facilities at 
TELRIC prices under section 251(c)(2) of the Act. Indeed, in 1{140, the FCC 
explained that it did •not alter- any pre--existing rights to obtain "interconnection 
facilities" - a term the FCC has told the federal courts it did not define - so that 
CLECs can "have access to these facilities . . . to the extent that they require 
them." The FCC's "no Impairment" finding in the surrounding paragraphs is 
based on the FCC's conclusion that CLECs do not require entrance facilities from 
ILECs, because CLECs are self~eploying those facilities and because 
"wholesale alternatives to entrance facilities provided by incumbent LECs are 
widely available." TRRO 1J1J139, 141. Thus, it follows that the FCC, in 1}140, 
was not adopting a new finding that section 251 (c)(2) requires ILECs to provide 
entrance facilities at TELRIC rates. 

To place Bright House's question in the context of this case, Bright House 
contends that, even though CLECs are no longer entitled to entrance facilities as 
unbundled network elements, they can still receive those same entrance facilities 
as interconnection faciiHies at TELRIC prices. (See, e.g., Gates Direct 
Testimony at 79~82.) This contention, however, is not relevant to any issue in 
this case, because Bright House is not seeking to obtain any entrance facilities 
from Verizon, at TELRIC prices or otherwise. As Mr. Vasington explained in his 
Rebuttal Testimony (at 13~14), entrance facilities are transmission facilities 
connecting CLEC and ILEC networks. Bright House does not need and does not 
obtain any such facilities from Verizon because Bright House has built its own 
transport facilities to connect its network with Verizon's. What Bright House 
seeks at TELRIC rates in this case are not entrance facilities, but the access toll 
connecting trunks that carry calls from third-party interexchange carriers ("IXCs") 
to the end users of Bright House's cable company affiliate (and some 8YY toll
free calls from those end users to interexchange carriers). (See Gates Rebuttal 
Testimony n. 28.) Those trunks run from Bright House's collocations in Verizon's 
end offices to Verizon's tandem switch. (See diagram in Attachment B.) These 
trunks are not entrance facilities-they are not for exchanging traffic between 
Verlzon's network and Bright House's network-and they were never unbundled 
network elements (UNEs) (like entrance facilities were) or otherwise priced at 
TELRIC. They have always been tariffed special access facilities, and Bright 
House charges IXCs, in tum, for their use of these facilities Bright House that 
obtains from Vertzon. Moreover, as Mr. Gates admits, Bright House could 
entirely avoid any charges for the access toll connecting trunks at issue by simply 
receiving the interexchange carriers' traffic at Verizon's tandem, without any 
routing of this traffic through Bright House's collocations. and Bright House "may 
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indeed reconfigure its network, in the future, to do so." (Gates Rebuttal 
Testimony at 42-43.) Indeed, as shown on the diagram in Attachment Band as 
Mr. Gates admitted in his Rebuttal Testimony (at 43), Bright House already is 
collocated at Verizon's tandem and, therefore, already is able to receive the 
IXCs' traffic at the tandem without having to route it over the access toll 
connecting trunks at issue. 

In short, the debate Bright House seeks to raise, about whether the FCC requires 
entrance facilities to be provided at TELRIC for interconnection under section 
251(c)(2), has nothing to do with the access toll connecting trunks that Bright 
House has long purchased from Verlzon's tariffs but now seeks to obtain at 
TELRIC rates. Bright House, like every other CLEC that buys access toll 
connecting trunks, must pay tariffed rates for these facilities. 

c. Do you contend that the question of whether a CLEC is or would be 
"impaired" without access to ILEC-provided transport facilities has any 
bearing whatsoever on the price that an ILEC is entitled to charge for 
those facilities when they are made available by the ILEC for purposes of 
interconnecting a CLEC and ILEC network for the exchange of traffic (not 
access to network elements)? If so, please explain in detail the bearing 
that you think "impairment• has on that question and the basis for your 
answer. 

RESPONSE: See Verizon's response to subpart b of this request. 

d. If you contend that any aspect of the above are _legal questions that Mr. 
Vasington is not qualified to answer, please explain why he is qualified to 
make the statements referenced in his testimony. 

RESPONSE~ The issue of whether Verizon must provide access toll connecting 
trunks at TELRIC prices is a legal issue. A number of issues in this case are 
legal or have legal aspects. As Mr. Vasington states in his testimony, he is not a 
lawyer and legal issues will be addressed comprehensively in Verizon's briefs. 
However, it is appropriate for Mr. Vasington to state Verizon's positions on issues 
and refer to the support for those positions, leaving detailed legal interpretation 
and analysis to the briefs. 

37. Please refer to Mr. Vasington's direct testimony at page 25, line 14 through page 
26, line 18. With respect to that testimony, please state (a) how many special 
access customers Verizon has in the Tampa LATA; (b) how many of those 
customers are carriers; (c) how many special access circuits Verizon currently 
sells in the Tampa LATA; and (d) how many ofthose circuits are sold to carriers. 

RESPONSE: Verizon responds to the subparts of Interrogatory No. 37 as 
follows, but emphasizes that this response contains information that is 
highly confidential and should not be viewed by or otherwise disclosed to 
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any Bright House employee. Verizon understands that no such employees 
have signed the confidentiality agreement, so none will be provided access 
to this Information. If that understanding Is Incorrect, Bright House 
counsel Is asked to contact Verlzon counsel as soon as possible and not to 
provide access to this confidential Information to any Bright House 
employee: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

In 2009, XX carrier customers purchased special access services in the 
Tampa LATA from Verizon's Florida intrastate access tariff. Retail 
account information is not readily available on a customer-specific basis. 

See response to subpart (a). 

The number of special access circuits Verizon sells is not readily 
available. In an effort to be responsive, Verizon states that Its carrier 
customers had on average XX><.XX special access channel terminations in 
service each month in 2009 that were purchased under Verizon's Florida 
intrastate access tariff. This figure includes channel terminations at the 
050, DS1 and DS31evels. Comparable information for retail cus.toJ11ers is 
not readily available. Verlzon notes that in 2009 approximately XXX of its 
Florida intrastate special access revenue was from services purchased by 
carrier customers and XXX was from retail customers. 

See response to subpart (d). 

38. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 1, lines 1-3. Please state 
whether Mr. Munsell is employed by Verizon Florida, LLC. If so, please state 
whether Mr. Munsell maintains an offiCe in the state of Florida. If not, please 
state the entity that employs Mr. Munsell. 

RESPONSE: Mr. Munsell is not employed by Verizon Florida LLC. As stated in 
Mr. Munsell's Direct Testimony at page 1, lines 1-3, Mr. Munsell is employed by 
Verizon Services Corporation. In that capacity, he provides support to various 
Verizon Communications Inc. operating telephone company subsidiaries, 
including Verizon Florida LLC. 

39. . . Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 1, lines 16-25. It does not 
appear that Mr. Munsell notes or describes any prior testimony he may have 
provided to a regulatory body regarding Issues arising under the 1996 Act. If Mr. 
Munsell has never provided any such testimony, please expressly so state. If he 
has, please identify the proceeding(s} in which it was given, and provide a 
succinct description of the subject matter of such testimony, in sufficient detail to 
reasonably ascertain whether any of his prior testimony is relevant to issues or 
subject matters at issue between the parties in this case. 
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RESPONSE: On page 2, Jines 1-13 of Mr. Munsell's Direct Testimony, Mr. 
Munsell describes the scope of his experience with respect to interconnection 
agreements under the 1996 Act. including that he has "testified before state 
commissions on behalf of Verizon companies in approximately 40 proceedings 
on various issues concerning interconnection of networks... In the normal course 
of business~ Mr. Munsell does not maintain a complete list of his prior testimony 
or the subject matter of his testimony in each proceeding. However, Mr. Munsell 
has testified in at least the following arbitrations regarding the establishment of 
terms and conditions for interconnection: 

• California: Docket Nos. 96-08-041. 96-09-012. 03-01-027, 00-09-031, 02-
06-024. 01-12-026. 

• Texas: Docket Nos. 16355 (1997), 16355 (1997), 24306 (2004). 
•. Florida: Docket Nos. 960847-TP (1997), 960847-TP (1997), 010795-TP 

(2001), 011666-TP (2001). 
• Illinois: Docket No. 02-0253 (2002). 
• North Carolina: Docket Nos. P-140, Sub 51 (1997}, P-141, Sub 30 (1997), 

P-1141 Sub 1 (2002). 
• South Carolina: Docket No. 96-375-C (1997). 
• Georgia: Docket No. 14529-U (2001). 
• Pennsylvania: Docket No. A-310771F7000 (2003). 
• Delaware: Docket No. 02-235 (2002). 
• Massachusetts: Docket No. 02-45 (2002). 
• Maine: Docket No. 2002-421 {2002). 
• New Hampshire: Docket No. 02-107 {2002). 
• New Jersey: Docket No. T002060320 (2002). 
• New York: Docket No. 02-C-0006 (2002). 
• Ohio: 02-876-TP-ARB (2002). 
• Rhode Island: Docket No. 3437 (2002). 
• Vermont: Docket No. 6742 {2002). 

Mr. Munsell also has testified in such arbitration proceedings in Georgia, South 
Carolina and Wisconsin, but lacks docket number information for those 
proceedings. 

In addition, Mr. Munsell has testified in at least the following arbitrations 
regarding the performance of the terms and conditions of interconnection 
agreements. Primarily, this testimony concerned the meaning of the terms and 
conditions for interconnection, typically in the context of billing disputes. 

• California: Docket No. 08w02w013 (2008). 
• Illinois: Docket No. 03-42797-kjm (2007). 
• Michigan: Docket Nos. 51 181 Y 00757 06 (2006), 06-C~03-165 JOH 

(2006). 
• New Jersey: Docket No. T000110893 (2003). 
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• Oregon: Docket No. 75 181 00113 03 JISI (2004). 
• New York: Docket Nos. 03 CV 5073 (1997), 08-CIV-3829 (2009). 
• Pennsylvania: Docket No. C-2009-2093336 (2009). 

Mr. Munsell also has testified in such arbitration proceedings in Florida, 
Kentucky, North Carolina and Texas, but lacks docket number Information for 
those proceedings. 

40. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 2, lines 12-13. Do you 
have any factual basis that wou.ld reasonably lead you to question whether Bright 
House is a "facilities-based CLEC"? If so, please specify that factual basis in 
detail. 

RESPONSE: No, in the sense that Bright House does not provide service using 
unbundled network elements or resale under sections 251 (c)(3) and (4) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

41 . Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 3, lines 13-15. Do you 
agree that traffic sent from a third-party IXC to Verizon's access tandem, then 
handed off to Bright House for delivery to Bright House's wholesale customer, 
and then ultimately to an end user receiving VoiP service from bright House's 
wholesale customer, is ••exchange access• traffic? If your answer Is anything 
other than an unqualified "yes," please explain in detail the basis for your answer, 
and explain, in detail, what kind or class of traffic you contend such traffic to be. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to this question on the ground that It Is not a 
proper inquiry into any contention that Mr. Munsell made. The portion of Mr. 
Munselrs testimony that is the supposed basis for this question simply quotes the 
text of the statute. It makes no reference to traffic of any kind, let alone the 
specific call routing scenario raised in the question. Verizon objects further on 
the ground that the classification of the traffic as "exchange access• or otherwise 
is irrelevant to the question of the rate that applies to the access toll connecting 
trunks, which Bright House (like all other CLECs) currently purchases from 
Verizon's tariffs, but which Bright House now seeks to obtain at TELRIC rates 
under section 251(c)(2) of the Act. For the reasons explained In Verizon's 
response to request number 36, above, even assuming the traffic Bright House 
describes meets the statutory definition of •exchange access," Verizon would 
have no obligation under section 251(c)(2) to provide Bright House with TELRIC~ 
priced facilities to carry that traffic. 

42. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 3, line 25 through page 4, 
line 2. In your view, is that testimony consistent with the terms of 47 C.F.R. 
§51.100(b) and the FCC's statements at paragraph 995 of Implementation of the 
Local competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Report and 
Order, 11 FCC Red 15499 (1996), where it states that We also conclude that 
telecommunications carriers that have interconnected or gained access under 
sections 251(a)(1) (or] 251 (c)(2) .. . may offer information services through the 
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same arrangement, so long as they are offering telecommunications services 
through the same arrangement as well. Under a contrary conclusion, a 
competitor would be precluded from offering information services in competition 
with the incumbent. LEC under the same arrangement, thus increasing the 
transaction cost for the competitor. We find this to be contrary to the pro~ 
competitive spirit of the 1996 Act. By rejecting this outcome we provide 
competitors the opportunity to compete effectively with the incumbent by offering 
a full range of services to end users without having to provide some services 
inefficiently through distinct facilities or agreements." 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to Interrogatory No. 42 because it is ambiguous 
and not relevant to any issue to be resolved in this arbitration. Notwithstanding 
these objections and without waiving them, Verizon's response is yes. 

43. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 6, lines 1-3. When Mr. 
Munsell wrote that testimony, was he aware that (a) Bright House and. Verizon 
agreed, as part of the settlement of a dispute under their existing interconnection 
agreement. that they would negotiate a new one; (b) Verizon proposed a 
complete new draft agreement to Bright House; and (c) that complete new draft 
agreement changed "hundreds of provisions in the parties' existing ICA"? If he 
was aware of those facts, please state whether Verizon Is now proposing to 
completely replace the parties' existing I CA. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to 
state facts that are not in evidence and because it is Irrelevant to any issue to be 
resolved in this arbitration. Subject to and without waiving those objections. Mr. 
Munsell was not and is not involved in the negotiations between Bright House 
and Verizon and therefore did not know at the time of his Direct Testimony all of 
the details surrounding those negotiations. Nevertheless, Mr. Munsell affirms his 
testimony that "Bright House seeks to profoundly alter» the parties• existing 
interconnection arrangements and that ''Bright House would change hundreds of 
provisions in the parties' existing I CA. n 

44. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 8, line 9 through page 9, 
line 8. Are you aware of any other provision of the FCC's rules or other 
applicable law that is similar to the example given, under which Verizon's 
obligation to provide a service can or will be extinguished as a result of a change 
in factual circumstances? If so, please specify each such other provision. 

RESPONSE: Verizon objects to this request as overly broad, unduly 
burdensome, and calling for speculation. Verizon cannot be expected to identify 
every possible scenario in which a change in factual circumstances might 
extinguish its obligation to provide a service under the parties' interconnection 
arrangements. Nevertheless, subject to and without waiving its objections, by 
way of example, Verizon states that. if a switch was converted to packet 
switching, Verizon no longer would be required to provide UNE loops off that 
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switch. Similarly, if Verizon no longer provided a service to retail customers, it no 
longer would be required to provide that same service on a resale basis. 

45. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 12, line 18 through page 
14, line 23. Within the last five (5) years, has Verizon (a) ever back-billed Bright 
House for services that were provided more than one year prior to the rendering 
of the back-bill? Or (b) ever protested a Bright House bill that had been rendered 
to Verizon more than one year prior to the protest? If so, please provide a 
succinct description of each such situation. 

RESPONSE: Verizon responds to the subparts of Interrogatory no. 45 as 
follows: 

(a) No. 

(b) No. 

46. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 15, line 21-22, and also to 
his testimony at page 10, line 18-19. If, as Mr. Munsell states at page 10, the 
ordering of services under the ICA does not necessarily ·mean that a change will 
apply, •how will the fact that Bright House may have •ordered a service" allow it 
to "know" that it will or should be 11billed" for it? 

RESPONSE: Bright House should know which services it orders are associated 
with charges and which are not. Indeed, those details are spelled out in the 
interconnection agreement. Therefore, if Bright House orders a service for which 
it is aware it should be charged, but has not yet received a bill, Bright House 
should know that it will or should receive a bill for that service at a later date. 

47. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 20, lines 8-14. Please 
identify any language in Verizon's proposed contract that would prevent Verizon 
from imposing Limitations on the number of orders that Bright House Is permitted 
to place via Verizon's OSS to a level that is well below Bright House's current 
ongoing daily or weekly rate of orders? If no such language exists, please so 
state. 

RESPONSE: This interrogatory relates to Issue 22(b), which has been resolved, 
so no further response in necessary. 

48. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 24, line 25 through page 
25, line 17. With respect to that testimony: 

a. Please explain in detail that basis for the statement at page 25, lines 7-9, 
that .. it could not work from a network routing perspective• for Bright House 
to provide tandem switching to a third party IXC with respect to inbound 
long distance traffic bound for a Verizon end user served by a Verizon end 
office. In your answer, please identify and summarize any industry 
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documents or Verizon tariffs that you contend explain or illustrate why "it 
could not work from a network routing perspective." 

RESPONSE: In order to receive traffic from an IXC, the local exchange carrier 
serving the called party (In this case, . Verizon) must identify the tandem it 
subtends, so that the IXC knows where to route the traffic destined for that 
customer. In particular, the appropriate tandem information must be entered into 
the industry traffic routing tables - i.e., the Local Exchange . Routing Guide 
("LERG"). Verizon currently subtends its own access tandem and that 
information is entered into the LERG. So, when IXC traffic is destined for a 
Verizon end user, the LERG dictates that the traffic be sent through the Verizon 
tandem in order to reach that end user. 

However, under Bright House's proposal, Verizon also would be required to 
subtend a Bright House tandem (at least in some instances). But the LERG will 
not allow a local exchange carrier to enter two different tandems. Accordingly, 
Bright House's proposal that Verizon be required to subtend both its own tandem 
and any Bright House tandem Is not workable from a network routing 
perspective. 

b. Please explain in detail the basis for the statement at page 25, line 11 that 
"Verizon cannot work in the way Bright House proposes." In your answer, 
please identify and summarize any industry documents or Verizon tariffs 
that you contend explain or illustrate why ~~verizon cannot work In the way 
Bright House proposes." 

RESPONSE: The quoted language from page 25 of Mr. Munsell's Direct 
Testimony is just one line extracted from a much longer answer to a question 
appearing on page 23, lines 1-3. As explained in that answer, Verizon cannot 
send outbound calls destined for IXCs over local Interconnection trunks because 
they would lack the necessary information (the carrier identification code ("CIC")) 
to route those calls properly - i.e., to the IXC chosen by the calling party. 
Likewise, as addressed in the Response to No. 48.a, above, for inbound traffic 
from IXCs, Mr. Munsell explains that Bright House's proposal would not work 
from a network routing perspective. 

49. Please refer to Mr. Munsell's direct testimony at page 33, line 3 through page 34, 
line 4. With respect to that testimony, please state whether Verizon bills any 
other carriers (including other LECs, IXCs, and wireless carriers) on the basis of 
"factors," such as "percent Interstate use" factors. •percent focal use" factors, or 
similar factors. If so, please Identify the Verizon tariff provisions and/or 
interconnection agreement provisions that provides for such factor-based billing. 

RESPONSE: Yes. Verizon's intrastate access tariff section 6.3.3 provides for 
percent interstate usage factors. Verizon's interconnection agreements also 
typically provide for the use of factors to the extent that the information on the 
calling/called number fields does not provide enough information to determine 
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the jurisdiction of the call. Verizon objects to identifying each interconnection 
agreement provision addressing factors because Verizon has approximately 150 
such agreements that are publicly available. Reviewing each interconnection 
agreement for sections addressing factors would be unduly burdensome and 
would involve research into these publically filed documents that Bright House 
can perform itself. An account of such provisions would, in any event, be 
irrelevant to the approach Bright House asks the Commission to adopt here. In 
all instances where Verizon uses traffic factors for CLEC and interexchange 
carrier traffic, it is, as noted above, only to the extent that the jurisdiction of the 
call cannot be determined from the calling/called number fields. Bright House's 
proposal, however, would require Verizon to factor traffic for which its systems 
are today set up to record and identify the jurisdiction of the calls for which Bright 
House proposes to use factors. In other words, Bright House is proposing a 
giant step backward, from a system that can and does identify the jurisdiction of 
calls, to a system that uses factors because jurisdiction cannot be identified. 
That approach makes no sense-even aside from the technical problems Bright 
House's proposal would present, as discussed in Verizon's response to question 
48. above, and in Mr. Munsell's pre-filed testimony. Verizon cannot simply turn 
on some feature In its recording and billing system that says that for Oust) traffic 
from Bright House, ignore the jurisdiction that was set based on the calling/called 
telephone numbers. Therefore, Verizon would likely have to handle all traffic 
from Bright House on a manual exception basis, as a post-billing adjustment
which would obviously be unnecessarily burdensome for Verizon. 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
. ) ss. 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Frank App who 

deposed and stated that the answers to the Second Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 13-49) 

served on Verizon Florida LLC by Bright House Networks Information Services 

(Flo.rlda), LLC in Docket No. 090501-TP were prepared at his request and he is 

informed that the responses contained therein are true and correct to the best of his 

information and belief. 
..dlJ 

DATED at Tampa, Florida, this ot9 day of April, 2010. 

oJOU . 
Swom to and subscribed before me this &tr day of April, 2010. 

~a,~~.>/~ 
Notary Public 
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1 PROCEEDINGS 

2 The following deposition was taken on oral 

3 examination, pursuant to notice, for purposes of 

4 discovery, for use as evidence, and for such other uses 

5 and purposes as may be permitted by the applicable and 

6 governing rules. Reading and signing of the deposition 

7 transcript by the witness was not waived. 

8 * * * 

9 Thereupon, 

10 TIMOTHY J. GATES 

11 the witness herein, having been first duly sworn, was 

12 examined and testified as follows: 

13 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

14 BY MR. 0' ROARK: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

. Q. Good morning, Mr. Gates. I'm De O'Roark. 

represent Verizon in this case. We've met before. 

A. Yes. Good morning. 

Q. Mr. Gates, you've had your deposition taken 

19 before? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Many times? 

Yes. 

About how many? 

Perhaps a dozen or more. 

Then you know the general ground rules. 

ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC. 
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1 Please try to give an audible response to my questions 

2 so that the court reporter can take the response down. 

3 If I ask you anything that you don't understand or it's 

4 unclear, don't hesitate to ask me to clarify my 

5 question, and I'll do my best to do that. And if you 

6 need a break at some point, please let me know, and I'll 

7 be happy to accommodate that. 

8 A. Thank you. 

9 

10 

11 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Fair enough? 

Yes. 

Let me ask you to start by looking at your 

12 Exhibit TJG-1. 

13 

14 

15 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Is that my direct? 

It's in your direct, yes. It's your resume. 

Yes. Ironically, that's the one thing I 

16 ~i~'t bring just to save 38 pages. 

17 Q. That's the one thing I didn't copy, but since 

18 is it sort of your life, I think we can probably get 

19 through it without you having the paper in front you. 

20 After you or as you were completing your 

21 education, it looks like your first position was with 

22 Bonneville Power Administration, which I gather did not 

23 concern telecommunications. 

24 A. Yes. I actually did that as an internship 

25 over a year, my last year of graduate school. It was 
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1 strictly energy issues. 

2 Q. How about your time with the Oregon PUC in 

3 1983 and '84? What were your responsibilities there? 

4 A. My responsibilities were limited to the 

5 telecommunications division, and I spent the vast 

6 majority of my time, perhaps all of my time, looking at 

7 Qwest cost studies for access charges and for local 

8 service and doing a rate case. 

9 Q. Then you moved on to the Texas PUC from '84 to 

lQ I 85. 

11 

12 

13 

- A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes. 

Were you doing-the same kind of work there? 

Yes. There I was in the engineering division, 

14 but doing telecommunications, and focused primarily on 

15 private line issues. 

16 Q. When you. say you were focused on private line 

17 issues, does that mean reviewing tariffs, resolving 

18 disputes? What kind of work? 

19 A. Well, I wasn't there very long, less than a 

20 year, . actually, before I joined MCI. And the case that 

21 was pending was an AT&T case, and my focus was on the 

22 private line issues. 

23 Q. So your work with the Texas PUC was mostly 

24 having to do with one dispute? 

25 A. Well, no. I guess I wasn't being very clear. 
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1 I did a lot of things, including doing process flows for 

2 the Commission staff to help them understand how to 

3 review cost studies, because in Texas they had never 

4 used a forward-looking cost construct. It had always 

5 been embedded historical costs. So when I got there, 

6 them asked me to develop some sort of a training 

7 mechanism to help the staff understand how to review 

8 forward-looking cost studies. So I spent some time 

9 working on that and developed an internal document for 

10 use by the staff. -

11 I also did the AT&T case, and my specific 

12 focus was on the private line. issues in that case. But 

13 I also went out with the engineers to inspect outside 

14 plant.· I did a lot of work. on tariffing issues, 

15 r~viewing various tariffs from various companies, and 

16 actually traveled out to small rural telcos in Texas to 

17 look at outside plant and provisioning issues and 

18 technology issues. So I did more than just the private 

19 line·, but that was the one major case that I worked on 

20 while I was there. 

21 Q. Now, in •as you were hired by MCI in the 

22 Southwest Division as a financial analyst III and a 

23 senior staff specialist. What did that role involve? 

24 A. It was a regulatory and legal policy position, 

25 basically focused on cost studies again, because recall 
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1 that at that point in time, the cost basis for rates was 

2 something new, especially on a forward-looking basis. 

3 So based on my experience in Oregon and my statistical 

4 training with my master's degree, I was focused on 

5 reviewing cost studies. So that initial job with MCI in 

6 Texas, I focused on the SNFAs, if you remember those. 

7 Q. It was a little before my time, but --

8 A. It was the shared network facilities 

9 arrangements, and MCI was claiming that AT&T was 

10 received multi-billion dollars in benefits from these 

11 ----kind of secret deals. So I was looking at those a~he 

12 · ' "'COSt studies and the underlying support, financial :;ai!Etl· 

13 accounting support for those __ issues. 

14 Q. Then you moved out to the West Division of::-:MCI 

15 -----.in r 86 and were a manager of tariffs and economic--···- c..:;.;... 

16 ~nalysis. I gather from the title that your job haetga 

17 ~lot to do with reviewing and filing tariffs. --.::::. 

18 A. Yes. I was responsible for getting - the-MIT 

19 tariffs in all· of the MCI West states, which was 

2·0 basically the QWest region, so dealing with all the 

21 Commission staffs to make sure that we had all the 

22 appropriate language consistent with the Commission's 

23 rules arid that they met the business needs of the 

24 company as well. 

25 I also did, of course, other things, testified 

ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

on issues, primarily getting intraLATA, intrastate 

authority for MCI around the country, but at that point 

I was just focused on the Qwest region. 

Q. So when you were with the MCI West Division 

between 1986 and 1988, is that when you started doing 

some work as a witness? 

A. No. Actually, I testified for the Oregon 

Commission in 1983 on two cases, Qwest cases on cost 

9 studies and pricing issues. That was actually my first 

10 soiree into testifying. 

11 

12 

13 

Q. 

---A. 

Q. 

How many cases have you been a witness in? 

Oh, gosh, over 200, I think, since '83. 

Moving forward in the progression, you were a 

14 this is a long heading, Economic Analysis and 

9 

15 Regulatory Policy and Legal, Regulatory and Legislat-ive-

16 Affairs Department (or the Midwest Division of MCI, of 

17 which you were a senior manager from 1988 to 1992. What 

1-8 were your responsibilities in that role? 

19 A. I was in Chicago and working in the Arneritech 

20 -region primarily, but my responsibilities were· to review 

21 the business arrangements between MCI and other 

22 carriers, primarily Ameritech, _to be involved in any 

23 public policy cases that came up. So I was very 

24 involved, for instance, in Wisconsin on their various · 

25 initiatives on how to jump-start competition with 
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intraLATA equal access. So I did a lot of cases, not 1 

2 

3 

4 

only in Ameritech, but around the country, on intraLATA 

equal access in the late •sos and early '90s. As I 

recall, the Florida case here was one of the major cases 

5 in the U.S. on intraLATA equal access. It was 

6 extensive. 

7 Q. From there you moved on to the MCI regulatory 

8 analysis department in Chicago. Were your 

9 responsibilities fairly similar to the previous position 

10 you just described? 

11 A. They were similar. The focus changed a little 

12 bit. My supervisor changed. As I recall, I was 

13 reporting then to the world headquarters in D.C., so I 

14 was doing more than just Ameritech. I was doing my work 

15 on a national basis. 

16 Q. So at that point, you were acting as a witness 

17 in a number of jurisdictions around the country? 

18 

19 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Then you became an executive staff member II 

20 in Washington. Did that involve kind of a similar 

21 witnessing role? 

22 A. Similar, although I was in charge of 

23 formulating publ·ic policy positions and working with 

24 other experts and analysts within MCI to develop MCI's 

25 position for litigation and regulatory activities around 
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1 the country. 

2 Q. And then the last position you had with MCI 

3 WorldCom from '96 to 2000 was senior executive staff 

4 member with the National Public Policy Group in Denver. 

5 Was that sort of a continuation of what you had been 

6 doing, or did that involve something different? 

7 A. No. And actually, I may have misspoke. The 

8 '94 to '96 period, I was actually in D.C. That was when 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

- 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

we were developing the Telecom Act. 

And as soon as that Act passed, I recognized 

that all the activity then was really going to be in the 

states as opposed to at the FCC. -From '94 to '96 I was 

also doing filings with the FCC on behalf of MCI. So in 

'96 after the Act passed, I took the opportunity to go 

to Denver and be involved in the states to help 

:i.mpl~ment the Telecommunications Act. 

· Q. And I gather then that you would have been a 

witness in 271 cases and that sort of thing? 

A. Yes. Many 271 cases, yes. 

20 Q. In your direct on page 2, you say you were 

21 employed by MCI and/or WorldCom, MWCOM, for 15 years in 

22 various public policy divis.ions. Does that fairly 

23 summarize at a very high level your work with MCI and 

24 MCI WorldCom? 

25 A. Yes, although it wasn't just public policy. I 
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1 did get very involved in the merger issues, specifically 

2 with the synergies associated with the network. so I 

3 would like to think that's a little more than public 

4 policy, although I'm certainly not holding myself out as 

5 an engineer. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Since 2000 you've been with QSI? 

Yes. 

Which is a consulting group? 

Yes. 

Can you describe your major activities with 

11 QSI? I assume being a witness, as in this case, would 

12 be one of those activities? 

13 A. Yes. When I was with MCI from '96 to 2000, I 

14 also managed on a national basis the consulting firms 

15 that we used, and there were about 25. One of those 

16 ·firms was QSI Consulting, so I knew those folks very 

17 well. And with the WorldCom takeover, things weren't 

18 the same, as you know, ·so I took that opportunity to 

19 leave and go to work for QSI. 

20 Since I've been with Q~I, I've done many, many 

21 things. That's one of the nice things about. consulting, 

22 is the diversity of issues you get to address and the 

23 diversity of clients. One of the things I do is to 

24 provide testimony in proceedings such as this, but I 

25 also a spend a lot of time working for our public 
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1 utility commission clients, various attorneys general, 

2 consumer advocate groups, and a myriad of other types of 

3 clients other than the CLEC or cable clients that we're 

4 talking about today . 

5 Q. What percentage of your time is spent being a 

6 witness in cases like this? 

7 

8 

A. 

Q. 

Oh, probably 20 percent. 

And the rest of the time would sort of fall 

9 into the category of consulting? 

10 A. Yes, consulting , management consulting, 

11 training. We do a lot of training. We're going to do 

12 some training in June for both the Off ice of Consumer 

13 Counsel in Colorado and for the New Mexico Public 

14 Regulatory Commission. So I do a lot of training···and do 

15 a lot of issue analysis for those types of clients. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. Mr. Gates, do you have with you Bright House's 

-responses to staff • s Interrogatories in this case? 

A. I do not. 

Q. I happen to have a copy handy. 

MR. SAVAGE: I want to just for the record 

make clear, I, for a variety of reasons, end up 

with nothing other than my computer, so if we're 

going to be marking exhibits and using things, it 

would be helpful if there were copies . I can 

probably find it on my computer, but if it's going 
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1 to be an exhibit, I would like a copy so I can make 

2 notes and that sort of thing. 

3 MR. O'ROARK: I was not planning to mark this 

4 as an exhibit. I'm reasonably sure that the 

5 response will be marked as a staff exhibit at the 

6 hearing. 

7 BY MR. O'ROARK : 

B A. I'll tell you what, Mr. Gates. Let me present 

9 this to you. It's my copy, but I'll ask you to confirm 

10 that this is Bright House's response to the PSC Staff's 

11 First Set of Interrogatories, Numbers 1 to 30. 

12 MR. SAVAGE: And what's the date of that 

13 document? 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR . O'ROARK: It's dated February 26, 2010. 

Please let your counsel take a look at it too, 

Mr. Gates,· just so everybody is comfortable that 

that's the document we're looking at. 

MR. SAVAGE: I have no concern that it's the 

right document. - ~ just want to make sure that if 

we're going to . be dealing with it extensiv~ly I do 

have a copy I could note on, but we're fine for 

now. 

MR. 0 ., ROARK: We're not going to be dealing 

with it extensively, but I do want to use it as 

kind of a jumping-off point for a few questions. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

15 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q. If I can, Mr . Gates, let me ask you to flip to 

Bright House's response to Staff Interrogatory 16. Just 

let me know when you're there, please. You'll see a 

couple of things highlighted. I'm actually going to ask 

6 you about the second highlighted piece . Take a moment 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

l7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

to look at the response, Mr. Gates, and let me know if 

this information came from you or if you were involved 

in preparing the response. 

A. Yes, I'm familiar with this response, and I 

was involved in preparing the answer . 

Q. Okay. Thank you. Now, in r esponse to 

Interrogatory 16, Bright House says that the parties 

routinely exchange more than 30 million minutes of local 

traffic per month . Do you see that? 

A. Yes . 

Q. Is it -your understanding that that would be 

-roughly 15 million minutes each way? Is that what that 

means? 

A. I don't know the percentage, you know, 

originating, terminating, which way, but we could assume 

for purposes of discussion that that's . the fact . I 

didn't look at the traffic data. 

Q. Let me ask it a slightly different way . That 

30 million minutes doesn't just refer to minutes that 
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1 Bright House is delivering to Verizon, does it? 

No. 2 

3 

A. 

Q. It also would include minutes that Verizon is 

4 sending to Bright House? 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

That's correct. 

The traffic is described as local . Is that 

7 local as defined by our current interconnection 

8 agreement, the local calling areas we currently use, or 

9 do you know? 

10 A. I don't know. I believe when we put this 

11 together and we referred to local traffic, we were 

12 referring to the jurisdictionality of the traffic based 

13 on the Act, 251(bl (5) traffic for purpo~es of recip comp 

14 and interconnection. So I don't know if it would be 

·1s defined in the same way in the current agreement. 

16 Q. Do· you know whether - ~_his traffic includes 

17 intraLATA toll traffic? · 

18 A. I do not think so, no. This is local traffic. 

19 I think if it's 350 million minutes of use if you 

20 include all the other types of traffic, including toll 

21 and meet-point billing traffic. 

22 Q. And I want to get to those other types, but I · 

23 want to take . it one step · at a time . 

24 

25 

·A. 

Q. 

Sure . 

You understand that at least for the intraLATA 
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traffic, the parties simply send the traffic to each 

other without an intermediary, whether it's local or 

intraLATA toll? 

17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

A. Well, yes. And also, just for purposes of 

clarification, it's my understanding that Bright House 

doesn't have any intraLATA toll, because the LATA is the 

local calling area for Bright House. 

Q. I'm not trying to make this difficult. I'm 

9 just trying to understand what this 30 million minutes 

10 represents. Does it represent all the traffic going 

11 from Verizon customers or between Verizon customers and 

12 Bright House customers in their Florida service 

13 territories? 

14 A. Probably not. I think what it includes is all 

15 of the local traffic from Bright House's perspective. 

16 It would include the local traffic from Verizon that is 

17 local according to Verizon's tariffs and local calling 

18 areas. It would not include, for instance, Verizon's 

19 intraLATA toll traffic that might occur within the LATA. 

20 That would be a local call for Bright House. So it. 

21 wouldn't include Verizon's intraLATA toll. Certainly 

22 there is no Bright House intraLATA toll included in 

23 this.· 

24 Q. As far as Bright House is concerned, its 

25 customers have one local calling area, and they can call 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

anywhere within the Bright House Florida service 

territory and it's considered a local call? 

A. The Bright House Tampa area, the Tampa LATA? 

Q. Yes. 

18 

A. Yes, that's correct. It's a value proposition 

for Bright House customers. 

Q. And I was just trying again to understand the 

30 million. 

Let's talk about the intraLATA toll that 

Verizon sends to Bright House. Are you putting that in 

the meet-point billing bucket or some other bucket? 

A. I believe that would be in the meet-point 

billing bucket. It might be in other buckets as well. 

14 I'm just not sure, but it certainly is other. It's not 

15 local. 

16 Q. When Bright House sends an interLATA call --

17 strike that. Is Bright House's territory big enough to 

18 where the LATA line bisects its territory in Florida·? 

19 Do you know? 

20 

21 

A. 

Q. 

I don't know. 

Let me ask you to flip to 22A, please, of th~ 

22 Bright House response. Just let me know when you're 

23 there. 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

I'm there. 

In response to 22A, Bright House says that the 
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1 parties exchange 69 million minutes of local and 

2 meet-point billing traffic. Do you see that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And if I'm reading that response correctly, if 

we subtract out the 30 million local minutes, that's 

going to give us 39 million minutes of what Bright House 

is calling meet-point billing traffic; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 MR. SAVAGE: Can I just -- as a clarification 

10 point, you may know, but I want the record to be 

11 clear. Answer number 22 was attested to by 

12 Ms. Johnson, who will be deposed tomorrow, our 

13 in-house witness, and so where 16 was Mr. Gates's 

14 question, this is actually her question. 

15 MR. O'ROARK: Thank you for that 

16 clarification. 

17 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

18 Q. Let me then go back to the foundation for the 

19 question. Were you i nvolved in preparing the response 

20 to 22, Mr . Gates? 

21 A. I wasn't involved in preparing this response. 

22 I was involved in modifying this response, because, 

23 perhaps just like you, when I saw the draft, I saw 16, 

24 which said 30 mi l lion minutes of use, and I got to 22, 

25 and at that point it said 350 million minutes of use. 
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1 And I wrote back and said, "I'm confused. Here you said 

2 30, and here you're saying 350. Is this an annual 

3 number and this one is a monthly number? 11 

4 And in discussing this with the Bright House 

5 folks, it was determined that this was a more expansive, 

6 complete response. And I took it as such, but I wasn't 

7 involved in developing this response. 

8 Q. So you reviewed this response and were 

9 satisfied that it was accurate, that the final response 

10 was accurate? 

11 MR. SAVAGE: I think that misstates his 

12 

13 

14 

15 

testimony. Again, he's not --

A. 

MR. O'ROARK: That wasn't the question. 

MR. SAVAGE: Oh, okay. 

No, I didn't attest to the accuracy, because I 

16 don't 'have the Bright House data upon which this was 

17 developed. But I was satisfied in that now I understood 

18 the difference between the two answers, because 

19 obviously we ~ave different amoUnts of traffic. I 

20 appreciated the extra clarification. I assume it's 

21 accurate. 

22 Q. Fair enough. Then I'll ask you about your 

23 understanding of the information based on your 

24 involvement, understanding that Ms. Johnson is the 

25 person that actually stands behind the data. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

·18 

19 

20 

21 

21 

Your understanding is that the 39 million 

minutes of what you call meet-point billing traffic is 

separate from the 30 million minutes of what's described 

as local traffic? 

A. Well, that's what one would take from a 

reading of this response. But I would defer to 

Ms. Johnson on what is included in the meet-point 

billing traffic, because other than a general 

understanding of what that traffic is, I don•t have the 

specifics . 

Q. The response to 22 also refers to 350 million 

minutes, a figure you've already referred to. And I 

gather this is also a figure that is attested to by 

Ms. Johnson rather than you. 

A. Yes. 

Q. That said., do you have an understanding of 

what · the 350 million minutes includes? 

A. No, not specifically . 

Q. Do Bright House cable customers have a choice 

in their interexchange carrier? 

A. You mean a Bright House cable customer that is 

22 "just buying video? 

23 Q. That is buying Bright House's telephone 

24 service. 

25 A. So a VoiP customer, would they have a choice 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
.. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

of 

I 

22 

their interexchange carrier? 

Q. Yes. 

A. I'm not sure. I'm a Verizon FiOS customer, so 

don't know how Bright House does that. I don't know. 

MR. SAVAGE: And again, we went through this 

when I was up with your witnesses last week. 

That's an perfectly legitimate question, but I 

think Ms. Johnson will be in a better position to 

answer how that works than Mr. Gates would. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q. Okay. And, Mr.- Gates, to the extent I ask you 

questions and you don't know, "I don't know" is a 

acceptable answer if true. 

MR. SAVAGE: However rarely that may occur in 

the case of Mr. Gates. 

BY MR. 0' ROARK: 

Q. And if you want to tell me who does know, you 

get Brownie points for that. 

A. Well, the only person I'll be deferring to is 

Ms. Johnson. 

Q. That's good. Do you know if Bright House has 

made any arrangements with an IXC to handle Bright House 

originating traffic destined to an IXC? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. Do you know whether Bright House physically 
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1 interconnects with any IXCs? 

2 A. Well, obviously they do. There is an exchange 

3 of traffic. This is a connection. It may not be 

4 direct, but I'm sure there is a physical connection that 

5 allows the exchange of traffic, but I don't have the 

6 specifics. 

7 Q. Do you know if there's a direct 

8 interconnection straight from Bright House to the IXC? 

9 A. I'm not sure. I would expect that from their 

10 switching center, but again, I don't know. 

11 Q. Why do you say you would expect that from 

12 their switching center? 

13 A. I would think that if Bright House could 

14 switch traffic directly to an IXC there, I think .they 

15 would. I don't think there would be anything that would 

.. 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

prevent them from doing that, but again, I don't know . 

Ms. Johnston would probably know that. 

Q. Do you know whether Bright House sends 

originating toll traffic through Verizon's network or 

straight to an IXC? . 

A. I don't know specifically. They may do both, 

but the answer is I don't know. 

Q. If I were to ask you about interconnection 

arrangements that Bright House might have with ILECs, 

CLECs, or wireless carriers, would your answers be the 
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1 same, that .you don't know? 

2 A. Generally, yes. I'm aware that they do have 

3 direct connections to some carriers at an IP-to-IP level 

4 where demuxing and protocol conversions are not 

5 required. Some of those are very large carriers. But I 

6 don't have the specifics on that. 

7 

8 

9 

Q. For example, you don't know what type of 

carriers those are? 

A. Generally, no. I mean, I think some are 

10 wireless, and some are IP network type companies, but I 

11 don't have the specifics. 

12 Q. Do you know whether Bright House uses any 

13 carrier other than Verizon to transit its traffic? 

A. I don't know. 14 

15 Actually, I think I may know. I think they do 

16 use.Neutral Tandem in some cases. I think I've seen 

17 Bright House listed as one of their customers. But 

18 again, I would confirm that with Ms. Johnson. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. SAVAGE: Arid just as a preview for 

tomorrow, when I assume you might ask Ms. Johnson 

these questions, I'm not objecting on any 

confidentiality basis now because he doesn•t· know 

the answers. If you do want to get into this in 

detail and it's otherwise appropriate, I'll 

probably wanted to have some of these detailed 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

answers be treated as confidential rather than just 

on the public record. 

MR. O'ROARK: And that, of course, would be 

fine. Our confidentiality agreement provides for 

that. If you'll let me know when it needs to be 

confidential, I'll be happy to oblige. 

MR. SAVAGE: On this line, as long as he says 

8 "I don' t know, 11 that ' s not confidential . 

9 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

10 Q. I'm going to keep asking you these questions 

11 just out of fear that tomorrow I will ask Ms. Johnson 

12 something and she will tell me, "You really should have 

13 asked Mr. Gates," even though my batting average may not 

14 be very high. 

15 A. Feel free to call me. I'll make myself 

16 available telephonically if that occurs, if that's okay 

17 with the lawyers. 

18 MR. SAVAGE: Yes, sure. We're not trying to 

19 prevent you from learning things. 

2 0 MR. o 1 ROARK: I appreciate that . That 1 s very 

21 kind of you. 

22 BY MR. 0 1 ROARK: 

23 Q. Does all traffic from Bright House Cable go 

24 through the Bright House CLEC that is the party in this 

25 case? 

ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC. 



1 

2 

3 

MR. SAVAGE: Can I clarify what you mean by 

traffic in this case? 

MR. O'ROARK: Telephone traffic. I'm not 

4 talking about video traffic. 

5 A. So VoiP telephone traffic from the cable 

6 entity through the Bright House CLEC? 

26 

7 Q. Yes. Does it all go through the Bright House 

8 CLEC? 

9 

10 

A. 

Q. 

I don't know. 

Bright House has collocations at two Verizon 

11 end offices and at Verizon's tandem office in Tampa; is 

12 that right? 

13 A. Yes. 

14 Q. Let's talk about the end office cellos for a 

15 second. In your rebuttal testimony at page 48, you say 

16 that there is direct end office --

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. SAVAGE: Give me a second to get there. 

Rebuttal, page 48? 

MR. O'ROARK: Yes. 

MR. SAVAGE: And, De, for what it was worth, 

when I was doing the depositions of your guys, I 

actually marked their testimony as an exhibit and 

their rebuttal as an exhibit so that if we had to 

deal with the deposition transcript, it would be 

right there. Were you intending to do that? 
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MR. O'ROARK: I was not intending to do that. 

These are lengthy pieces of testimony, and we will 

turn a 100-page transcript into a 500-page 

transcript if we do that. I think if we're all 

looking at it, it will be fine. 

MR. SAVAGE: Okay. For now, that's fine. Are 

we going to have an extended line of questioning 

about his testimony? 

MR. O'ROARK: I don't think so, but maybe we 

can cross those bridges when we come to them. This 

11 particular question is not. 

12 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

13 Q. Mr. Gates, I referred you to your rebuttal at 

14 page 48, and I was looking at lines 15 to 19, really 

15 just that sentence, where you say that the parties have 

16 establi.shed direct trunks from those collocations out to 

17 all or essentially all of Verizon's end offices within 

18 the Tampa LATA. Do you see that? 

19 

20 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And so that's actually from the two 

21 collocations at the end offices and the one collocation 

22 at the tandem offi.ce? That's what you • re referring to 

23 there? 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And direct end office transport is sometimes 
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1 known in the telecom world by the acronym "DEOT"? 

2 A. Yes. I always refer to them as direct end 

3 office trunks, not transport. They provide that 

4 function. 

5 Q. If I use the term 11 DEOT," you'll know I'm 

6 referring to direct end office trunks, then? 

7 

8 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Are there DEOTs from more than one of the 

28 

9 collocations to essentially all the Verizon end offices? 

10 What I 1 m trying to get at here is the level of 

11 duplication. Let's just talk about the two end office 

12 collocations. Does Bright House have DEOTS to virtually 

13 all of the end offices from both of those end office 

14 collocations? Do you know? 

15 A. I believe they have DEOTs to all of those 

· 16 Verizon end offices, .~nd I think there may be 80 or so. 

17 But recall that.Bright House•s facilities are 

18 on a fiber ring, so literally, those circuits, that 

19 traffic will travel around that fiber ring whether it's 

20 to the two callas at the end offices or to the tandem. 

21 But there are specific dedicated end office trunks to 

22 each of the Verizon end offices available· from each of 

· 23 the collocations, those two end offices, ·and 1 believe 

24 from the tandem. 

25 Q. And to be clear, that fiber ring links the 
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1 three collocations with Bright House's network; right? 

2 

3 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And the DEOTs are in Verizon's network? 

4 They're not on the fiber ring; is that right? 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

That's correct. Yes, that's correct. 

Okay. And so I think you've told me that your 

7 understanding is that Bright House has DEOTs from each 

8 of the end office collocations to all or virtually all 

9 of Verizon's 80 or so end offices. 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Is that also true for the collocation at the 

12 tandem office, that it has direct end office trunking to 

13 all or virtually all of the Verizon end offices? 

14 A. I believe that's the case, although I'm not 

15 sure that would be necessary. My understand is that 

16 there is significant-diversity and redundancy in the 

17 Bright House network, and that may very well be the 

18 case. 

19 That's my understanding. You might check with 

20 Ms. Johnson to confirm that. · But since all that . traffic 

21 from that tandem is going to those other end offices of 

22 Bright House, it would certain be very redundant to have 

23 them going from the tandem and from the end office 

24 collos as well. 

25 Q. So if understand the way Bright House was 
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1 structured its network, traffic could flow from End 

2 Office Cello 1 over the DEOT, but if that DEOT is full, 

3 it can go over the fiber ring to End Office Cello 2. If 

4 that one is full, it can go to the tandem collocation, 

5 go over that DEOT. And if all three of them are full, 

6 then it can overflow to the Verizon tandem, be switched 

7 to Verizon's network and be completed that way . Is that 

8 the way Bright House's network works? 

9 A. Yes, although I seriously doubt there would be 

10 that much need for overflow. But, yes, that's 

11 conceivable routing. 

12 Q. Even if it might be a rare case where the 

13 overflow to the tandem actually occurred, the way I 

14 described Bright House • s network is accurate as far as 

15 you know? 

16 

17 

A. 

Q. 

From a high level, . general perspective, yes . 

Can we agree that a DSl is generally 

18 considered to have a capacity of 200,000 minutes of use 

19· per month? 

.20 A. Not exact~y. 

21 

22 

Q. 

A. 

How would you put it? 

It's 24 DSOs. It's close to 200,000. I think 

23 · we've assumed that in other cases, but I don't think 

24 that's the precise number. 

25 Q. That certainly would not be the maximum 
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1 monthly minutes of use that could be put through a DSl? 

2 A. No. I think that is about 80 percent or 70 

3 percent of capacity, which is why I questioned the 

4 200,000. 

5 Q. Is it common in the industry to use the 

6 200,000 figure as kind of a rule of thumb just for rough 

7 purposes? 

8 A. It has been used in several cases . Most 

9 people just refer to a DSl's worth of traffic, whether 

10 it's 200,000 minutes or something else. There has been 

11 significant dispute .over the 200,000 minutes . 

12 Q. As far as you're concerned, is that a fair 

13 approximation? 

14 A. I would say a DS1's level of traffic. It 

15 depends on how it's configured, how much management is 

16 . on the DS1, what .kind of traffic it's carrying, the type 

17 of switching equipment. I mean, there are lots of 

18 things. But if you want to assume 200,000 minutes for a 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

DS1, I wouldn't argue strenuously against that. ·. 

Q. That's not a ridiculous proposition, is it? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

No, it is not. 

Twenty-eight DS1s can ride a DS3? 

Yes . 

24 Q. Let's go back to the 30· million minutes of 

25 local traffic that you've described. Using a ballpark 
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1 estimate of a DS1's worth being 200,000 minutes of use, 

2 or MOUs, to throw out another industry acronym, does 

3 that equate roughly to 150 DS1s? 

4 A. Roughly. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: I'm sorry. What's the 

6 calculation you're asking him to do in his mind? 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

MR. O'ROARK: Thirty million minutes divided 

by 200,000. 

MR. SAVAGE: 30 million. 

MR. O'ROARK: We'll go to the fact checker. 

MR. SAVAGE: .Well, I just 

MR. O'ROARK: That's fine. By all means. 

THE WITNESS: And he's using an Excel 

spreadsheet. That's impressive for a lawyer . 

MR. SAVAGE: Yes. I will confirm that 

according to Excel, 30 million divi~ed by 200,000 

equals 150 .. I will direct my witness to accept 

that answer for purposes of this deposition. 

MR. O'ROARK: Thank you, Counsel. 

20 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

21 Q. Now, you said before that Verizon has got 

22 about 80 end offices. Why don't we just use that. 

23 While we're using rough numbers, let's use that too. So 

24 if the 30 million minutes roughly equates to 150 DSls, 

25 that's less than two DSls per end office on average; 
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1 right? 

2 A. Well, mathematically, arithmetically, you're 

3 correct. But we don't want to forget that the two 

4 companies are exchanging much more than just 30 million 

5 minutes of local traffic. We're talking about 350 

6 million minutes of total traffic, and a lot of that 

7 traffic can go over those same trunks. There's no 

8 reason -- I mean, recall that 251(c) (2) talks about 

9 interconnection for both telephone exchange access and 

10 exchange access, which is, for instance, toll. 

11 Q. But I•m really asking you about the 30 million 

12 minutes right now. That was the limit of my question. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. Oh, okay. Well, mathematically, yes . The 

answer is·· correct . 

I mean, you're assuming, of course, a lot of 

things that just are theoretical. You're assuming that 

all of that traffic is distributed evenly across all of 

those end offices, that the trucks are distributed 

evenly between the various collos in the end offices, 

.which, of course, they are not. 

But mathematically, theoretically, what you've 

said is correct. 

Q. And you've already described the redundancy in 

Bright House's network, where you've got multiple DEOTs 

going from Bright House's network to Verizon's end 
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1 office. Do you recall that testimony? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. And those DEOTs are at the DSl level, aren 1 t 

4 they? 

5 A. I don 1 t know. 

6 Q. Given the way yourve described the Bright 

7 House network, wouldn 1 t you agree that the vast majority 

8 of that local traffic is going over the DEOTs? 

9 A. I would assume it is, yes. I would commend 

10 you to Ms. Johnson, though, for the specifics on that. 

11 Q. So if I were to ask-you how many millions of 

12 those minutes went over the DEOTs and how many 

13 overflowed to the tandem, I assume your answer would be, 

14 11 I don r t know. 11 

15 A. Yes. And not to disappoint you, but I 1 m 

16 guessing tha.t if you ask the question at that level of 

17 detail to Ms .. Johnson, she might not know either. 

18 Q. I understand. Do you have an understanding 

19 one way or another whether Bright House has enough 

20 traffic to any single Verizon end office to warrant a. 

21 DS3 circuit? 

22 A. I don 1 t know. When you say single Verizon end 

23 office, would that include Tampa Main? 

24 

25 

Q. 

A. 

The Tampa Main end office? Yes. 

My answer would still be that I don 1 t know, 
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but I was just curious if you were 

Q. I meant to include every single one, from the 

one with the highest volume to the lowest. 

A. Okay. 

MR. O'ROARK: Can we please mark this as Gates 

Deposition Exhibit Number 1. 

{Deposition Exhibit Number 1 was marked for 

identification.) 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q. Mr. Gates, I'm going to hand you what has been 

11 marked as Gates Deposition Exhibit 1. Do you have that 

12 in front of you? 

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

This is a busy diagram, I'll represent. Let 

15 me give you just a minute to actually let your eyes go 

.16 over it and let it sink in a bit, and then I'm going to 

17 walk you through it. And incidentally, this is what we 

18 produced in response to Bright House's discovery. 

19 MR. SAVAGE: And which question was this in 

20 answer to? 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. O'ROARK: I don't recall. 

MR. SAVAGE: Can you state for the record who 

actually produced this? 

MR. O'ROARK: Verizon produced it in response 

to Bright House's second interrogatories. I don't 
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1 recall the number to which it was responsive. In 

2 any event, I will represent to you that it is a 

3 Verizon diagram, which I think is the key point . 

4 MR. SAVAGE: Correct. 

5 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

6 Q. Mr . Gates, let me try to walk you through 

7 this. Why don't we try moving from left to right, since 

8 there's a little more empty space to the left. 

9 Do you see the circle with "BHN Switch 11 ? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And then you see- fiber or .. lines representing 

12 fiber that go to three Bright House collocations? 

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And would you understand that this represents 

15 the Bright House fiber ring that you were describing 

16 earlier? 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. .Well, I -- go ahead. 

MR. SAVAGE: I was going to object, in that 

you're asking what his understanding is of your 

document. If you want to ask him to assume what 

21 this document is intended to reflect and then ask 

22 him questions about that, that's fine . But I don't 

23 think it's appropriate to have him testifying as to 

24 what your document means. 

25 BY MR. O'ROARK: 
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1 Q. Let's try it this way. Do you see lines on 

2 this diagram stated to be BHN, in other words, Bright 

3 House fiber, that run from the Bright House switch to 

4 the three Bright House collocations depicted on the 

5 diagram? 

6 

7 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Let me ask you to move down to the sort of 

37 

8 bottom left, where you will see at the bottom there "VZ 

9 End Office - NGBHFLXA. 11 Do you see that? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And you understand, don't you, that Bright 

12 House has a collocation at Verizon•s North Gulf Beach 

13 end office? 

14 

15 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And is it correct .that Bright House uses a 

16 Verizon multiplexer at that end office? 

17 A. I'm not sure that's correct, because I think 

18 it's really Verizon using the multiplexer, because the 

19 -- well, could you clarify what you're trying to get at 

20 here? 

21 Q. Let's talk about under the current 

22 interconnection agreement. 

23 A. I'm not sure I'm completely familiar with the 

24 current one. I'm more focused on the proposals that we 

25 have in our testimony. 
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1 Q. So you don't know whether Bright House is 

2 paying for the use of a multiplexer at that end office 

3 today? 

4 A. Well, I know they're paying today, which they 

5 shouldn't be under the circumstances, but I'm not sure 

6 how that plays out in the current ICA. 

7 Q. Let me go at it this way. The traffic runs 

8 from Bright House's collocation to a multiplexer owned 

9 by Verizon; is that correct? 

10 A. Yes . That's what the diagram depicts here. 

11 Q. And that's also consistent with your 

12 understanding of the facts on the ground? Do you know 

13 whether 

14 A. Well, I do, but I think, of course, . this is 

15 simplistic, because we wouldn'.t have all of the 

16 specifics. But I do believe from the Bright House . . . 

17 collocation, there is a facility arrangement that goes 

18 through to the· IDF or the intermediate distribution 

19 frame, and from that IDF goes to the muxing equipment. 

20 I don't see the IDF depicted here. That was t.he only 

21 reason that I --

22 Q. You're saying there would be an IDF between 

23 the collo and the mux? 

24 A. Yes. 

25 Q. And is that a Verizon piece of equipment or a 
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1 Bright House piece of equipment? 

Verizon piece of equipment. 

And what does IDF stand for? 

Intermediate distribution frame. 

39 

2 

3 

4 

5 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. Is there any other equipment that you think is 

6 there that's not represented in the diagram as between 

7 the collocation and the mux? 

8 A. I'm not sure. I mean, Verizon could put all 

9 kinds of different cross-connect devices. After it 

10 leaves the Bright House collocation, it's basically up 

11 to Verizon to decide how its going to get that traffic 

12 into- its switch and onto its network. It's already on 

13 the network once it leave the cello, so --

14 Q. That's Bright House's position in this case? 

15 A. Well, I think it's just a fact. I mean, that 

"!6 little cello, that 12-by-24-inch space -- I mean, 

17 everything else in that end office is Verizon's. So 

18 once it leaves the collo, then it's on Verizon's 

19 network. The collo is within the network, but the· 

20 traffic is definitely on the Verizon network once it 

21 leaves the collo. So it's up to Verizon as to how it 

22 wants to route and mux or do whatever with that traffic, 

23 as long as it's terminated correctly.· 

24 Q. But as you've said, today Bright House pays 

25 for muxing at the end office; right? 
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A. Yes, unfortunately. 

Q. Okay. This says 11 3 / 1 Mux." And as I 

understand it, what a multiplexer does is, it takes 

traffic from one level to another. In this case, it 

could take traffic from the DS3 level to t he DSl level 

40 

6 or from the DSl level to the DS3 level. Is that what a 

7 3/1 multiplexer or mux does? 

8 

9 

A. 

Q. 

At a very high level, I think that's correct. 

Now, if I understand correctly from what you 

10 told me before, let's say we're talking about local 

11 traffic, and from this collocation, Bright ·House would 

12 have DEOTs going out to most of verizon's end offices. 

13 I think that's what you told me before. 

14 

15 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And if there's an overflow, then that traffic 

16 is going to go around the fiber ring oepicted in the 

17 diagram and go to one of the other collocations and 

· 18 another DEOT and so on, as we discussed? 

19. A. Well, the overflow would be a function of the 

20 Verizon facilities, but that is a routing .opportunity. 

21 Q. I want to understand what you mean by that. 

22 If the DEOT is full from the North Gulf Beach end 

23 office, then Bright House is going to route that local 

24 traffic through another collocation or through Verizon's 

25 tandem, if need be, on an overflow basis; isn't that 

ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC. 



41 

1 correct? 

2 MR. SAVAGE: Can I ask a clarifying question? 

3 MR. O'ROARK: Yes. 

4 MR. SAVAGE: It may be my eyes glazing over, 

5 but I can't find a DEOT shown on this diagram. I 

6 may have missed it. 

7 MR. O'ROARK: You did not. I'm sorry. 

8 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. I was like, where is the 

9 DEOT? 

10 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

11 Q. Counsel makes a fair point. I was trying to .. 

12 tie in our previous discussion to the diagram. But 

13 counsel is correct; the DEOTS are not shown. He's not 

14 imagining things. But I'm trying to kind of tie this 

15 into what we were talking about before, even though, 

16 granted, the DEOTs are not actually shown here . . ·~ ~ 

17 A. And to save you asking the question again, 

18 you're correct. If the DEOT was full, it would overflow 

19 and route in different ways. 

20 Now, you'll see that from the North Gulf Beach 

21 end office depicted here, we've got a couple of 

.22 facilities shown in dotted lines, one that goes from the 

23 collocation itself at ·the DS3 level, goes up to the 

24 Tampa tandem office, to the 3/1 mux there. Do you see 

25 that? 
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A. Yes. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Q. And then there's another one from the 3/1 mux 

at the end office that kind of curls around the right 

side of the diagram and goes straight into the tandem 

switch. Do you see that dotted line? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And we•ve got a dispute between us concerning 

8 traffic that's being routed to and from IXCs that goes 

9 over trunks from the end offices to the Bright House 

10 tandem. Is that right? 

11 A. Yes. Could I ask a clarifying question --

12 Q. You may. 

13 A. about something you just said? That DS3, 

14 which is the Verizon DS3 facility that goes from the 

15 Bright House collocation up and over to the 3/1 mux, you 

16 have that leaving the Bright House collocation. Are you 

17 suggesting that that DS3 which is owned by Verizon is 

18 coming· directly out of the Bright House collocation and 

19 not out of the Verizon switch? 

20 Q. Let me ask you. Do you have. an understanding 

21 as to how that facility is arranged? 

22 A. I just can•t imagine that Verizon would have a 

23 DS3 facility in the Bright House collocation equipment 

24 and then route it to the tandem. I mean, it seems to me 

25 the traffic would go from that collo to Verizon through 
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1 that CFA, and then from there, Verizon might route it 

over its facilities to the tandem. 2 

3 But I kind of doubt I could be wrong. I 1 m 

4 not the font of all knowledge in telecommunications, but 

5 I just don 1 t think Verizon would hook up a DS3 to the 

6 Bright House collocation and route to the tandem. 

7 Neither one of us evidently know, so --

8 Q. So you have a question about whether the 

9 facility would emerge straight from the Bright House 

10 colla and 

11 

12 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

-- be routed to the 3/1 mux. Putting that 

13 aside, just at a general level, you understand that we 

14 have a dispute concerning trunking or trucks that are 

15 going from the callas in the end offices to the tandem 

16 that carry IXC traffic; is that right? 

17 A. I think the dispute is over regulatory 

18 treatment and compensation as opposed to the technical 

19 issues, but, yes, there is a dispute. 

20 Q. All right. And then you see in the middle 

21 there is a box for the Verizon end office CRWDFLXA. Do 

22 you see that? 

23 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes. 

That would be the Carrollwood end office? 

Correct. 
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1 Q. And you understand that Bright House has its 

2 other end office collocation at the Carrollwood end 

3 office? 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. Yes. 

Q. And the arrangements at the Carrollwood end 

office are similar to what Bright House has at North 

Gulf Beach? 

A. I'm not sure if the equipment is the same. 

This diagram appears to show a similar arrangement, but 

I can't tell you specifically what the differences are 

between those two collos. 

Q. You don't know based on your own personal 

knowledge, based on the facts on the ground? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. I will point out, again, not to be sneaky or 

anything, the one difference I :·noted is that there is a 

DSl going from the·3/1 mux up to the tandem, and this 

does not show a·separate DS3 going from the collocation, 

but just to point that out to you. You said you're not 

really sure how the equipment is configured, and so you 

couldn't really compare what we've got in the diagram to 

knowledge of facts on the ground; is that right? 

A. Yes. For instance, I've seen the Carrollwood 

collo, but I haven't seen the North Gulf Beach colla . 

Q. Oh, you have see n the Carrollwood colla? 
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1 A. Yes. So I know that -- well, just generally, 

2 after seeing hundreds of cellos, we know that they can 

3 be very, very different, and the equipment will vary 

4 from collo to colla, depending on space issues, 

5 depending on traffic, et cetera. 

6 Q. Based on your visit to the Carrollwood colla, 

7 is there anything about this diagram with respect to 

8 that end office that appears inaccurate to you? 

9 A. Well, that is why I brought up the IDF, 

10 because when you stand in front of the Bright House 

11 colla in Carrollwood, you 1 re looking at that rack of 

12 equipment, and immediately behind it, three feet away, 

13 less than the distance between me and you, is the IDF. 

14 And those channel facility arrangements, the CFAs, go up 

15 out of the colla and over and down onto that IDF, and 

16 there is a specific channel bank there for the actual 

17 cross-connect. And then from that IDF, then it goes to 

18 the multiplexers somewhere down to the right where the 

19 MDF is. 

20 Q. 

21 diagram? 

A. 

Q. 

And that .would be the 3/1 mux shown on the 

Yes. That's what I was just referring to. 

And from that 3/1 mux, then the DS1 IXC 

22 

23 

24 

25 

traffic would flow to the tandem, to your understanding? 

A. That's what this diagram shows. 
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2 

3 

4 
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Q. Is that consistent with your understanding of 

how it actually works? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

All right. Then we go up to the top to the 

5 Verizon tandem office, where we've got two tandem 

6 switches. And I gather there's also an end office 

7 switch in that building, although that's not depicted 

8 here. You've also got a collocation at the tandem 

9 office? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. Bright House does, yes. 

MR. SAVAGE: As a hobby, he buys collocation 

space. 

MR. O'ROARK : I appreciate the distinction. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q. Now, we've already said that local traffic 

would flow from that collocation to DEOTs, and if al l 

the DEOTs are full, the local traffic would overflow at 

·the collocation to the Bright House tandem? 

A. Yes . 

MR. SAVAGE: I'm sorry. Did you say the 

Bright House tandem? 

MR . O'ROARK: The Verizon tandem testimony. 

I'm sorry. 

Let me just show you very quickly -- this is 

Exhibit TJG-4. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

MR. SAVAGE: Let the record reflect that 

unlike the diagram they produced, our diagram is in 

color. 

10 

11 

MR. O'ROARK: But it should also reflect that 

the lousy copy I got is in black and white. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q. Do you recall that exhibit attached to -- I 

can't remember now whether it's your direct or your 

rebuttal testimony. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, I do. 

Would you agree that your exhibit is less 

12 detailed than the Verizon exhibit that I presented to 

13 you a moment ago? 

14 

15 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Do you know how many muxes Bright House is 

16 leasing from Verizon today? 

17 MR. SAVAGE: Objection. I'm not sure leasing 

18 is a proper description of what's going on. 

19 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

20 Q. Do you ·know how many Verizon-owned muxes 

21 Bright House is using today at its collocations? 

22 A. No, but if it's more than one, it's too many. 

23 If it's more than zero, it's too many. 

24 Q. Well, you did see one multiplexer at the 

25 Carrollwood end office; right? 
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2 

3. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

A. No. 

Q. Does that mean it wasn't there or you just 

didn't happen to see it? 

48 

A. I didn't see it. You know, generally when you 

go to look at a colla, you go directly into the end 

office, and you go directly to the collo, and you stay 

there. You're not allowed to wander around in the end 

office, in the environs. 

There's a specific colla space where all the 

collocations occur, and then there's the IDF, which kind 

of separates that collo space from the rest of the 

switch fabric and the MDF. · -So I .. was there · at . the colla, 

and the IDF was immediately behind it. And the IDF was 

labeled with respect to Bright House's trunks, so I knew 

. that was where those trunks came- in . I did not get a 

chance to go over and se~ any of the muxing equipment or 

where that might be . 

Q. Do you have any understanding as to whether 

19 the Verizon-owned multiplexers that Bright House is 

20 using are to an extent dedic.ated to Bright House's use? 

21 

22 

A • 

. Q. 

I don't know. 

Do you know whether Bright House has bought 

23 any ·of its own multiplexers that it uses in the 

24 collocation cages? 

25 A. I don't know. I do know that there was no 
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1 multiplexing equipment that I saw in the cello. 

2 Q. Whatever multiplexing equipment is being used, 

3 it would be used for the local traffic that we discussed 

4 earlier in your deposition, wouldn't it, among other 

5 types? 

6 A. It would be used for all traffic. The only 

7 reason it's necessary, of course, is because all of the 

8 traffic that's coming in has to be dummied down for the 

9 Verizon network. 

10 Q. But it would be the local traffic,- IXC 

11 traffic, and whatever other transit traffic is going 

12- through Verizon' s network? 

13 A. Yes, all lawful traffic that's appropriate for 

14 an interconnection. 

15 -Q. Would you agree thatswitches with DS1 ports 

16 are still being manufactured today? 

17 A. Yes, I think they are, although as we know 

18 from the discovery responses, even Verizon is putting in 

19 soft switches and finally upgrading its network. It's 

20 not the preferred, most efficient technology, but, yes, 

21 they still manufacture that type of equipment. 

22 Q. Do you contend that there's any Verizon end 

23 office switch that must have a DS3 or higher interface 

24 to accommodate Bright House traffic? 

25 MR. SAVAGE: I object, because I think that 
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1 question is unclear as you actually phrased it. I 

2 think you-- try again. The 11 must have, 11 I didn't 

3 know -- must as a legal requirement, must as a 

4 technical requirement, must because Verizon insists 

5 on it? It was not clear what you're getting at. 

6 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

7 Q. Do you contend there's any Verizon end office 

8 that should have a DS3 or higher interface to 

9 accommodate Bright House traffic? 

10 A. Yes. I think they all should have. r-•m not 

11 suggesting that Bright House- is telling Verizon how to 

12 - deploy its network, but certainly Bright House.shouldn't 

13 be penalized because Verizon chooses to use inefficient 

14 technology . So, yes, I think they should all have at 

. 15 least DS3 i n terfaces, and::=ideally, ·· OC interfaces should 

16 also be available. 

17 Q. Didn't you say earlier that you didn't know 

18 whether there was any Verizon end office where Bright 

19 House was sending a DS3's worth of traffic? 

20 A. I did say that I did not know. That does not 

21 mean that the s witches should not have that capability. 

22 I mean, Bright House is not -- although Bright House is 

23 big in the Tampa area, it's not the only carrier. 

24 Traffic continue s to grow, not just local voice traffic·, 

25 but video on demand, all s orts of traffic that a DS3 
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1 port or an OC level port would accommodate. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Q. Help me understand. Let's assume we got we've 

got an end office where Bright House has a DS1's worth 

of traffic and it's using a DEOT. Bright House is going 

to have to get that traffic on a DS1 circuit so that it 

can go to that end office, isn't it? 

A. Sure. I'm not suggesting that Verizon go and 

8 spent money to put in facilities that aren't needed. 

9 But if there is a need for facilities, Bright House 

10 should not penalized because Verizon chooses not to 

11 deploy them. 

12 In other words, why should they have to pay to 

13 multiplex traffic that they could hand off without such 

14 technology? It's like IP protocol. The only reason we 

15 have media gateways is because-carriers like Verizon in 

16 many situations won't acc~pt IP·-to-IP traffic. That 

17 would be by far 

18 Q. That's an issue that has been resolved in this 

19 case; right? 

20 A. Yes.· I'm just giving you an_example of the 

21 way technology can make things more efficient. 

22 Q. What I'm still trying to understand -- let's 

23 just start from the collocation where the DEOT starts. 

24 If you've only got a DS1's worth of traffic that you're 

25 routing to that distant end office, Bright House doesn't 
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1 have any need for that end office to have more than a 

2 DS1 switch port, does it? 

3 A. Using that assumption, that would be correct. 

4 But recall, I corrected your assumption saying that, you 

5 know, arithemtically, mathematically, you're correct. 

6 But I think we know that certain end offices are more 

7 important to carriers than others, Verizon included; 

8 right? Some are much bigger. Some have much more 

9 traffic because of growth in the market. So there are 

10 situations that the-- the traffic-is not evenly 

11 dispersed, in other words. There are some unique 

12 situations where a DS3 or an oc interconnection might be 

13 more efficient than a DS1. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

. 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. But as you sit here today, you couldn't point 

to a single end office where that was the case? 

A. I don't h~ve that information. 

Q. Let's take a look your direct at page 129. 

And I'll refer you to lines 6 to 10, Mr. Gates, if you 

can read that to yourself, please. 

MR. SAVAGE: Hold on a second. 

MR. O'ROARK: It's 6 to 10. 

MR. SAVAGE: Just give me a second to find it. 

This is 1 --

MR. O'ROARK: Direct testimony, page 129, 

lines 6 to 10. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

MR. SAVAGE: Okay. There are some things 

computers are more efficient for, and other things 

it's better to just have paper. 

10 

The answer that starts, 11 Yes. Indeed," is 

that what you're --

MR. O'ROARK: Correct. 

MR. SAVAGE: All right. I'm there. I 

apologize. 

MR. O'ROARK: No problem. 

THE WITNESS: I've read that. 

11 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

12 

13 

14 

Q. Is it your testimony that muxing actually 

slows down traffic? 

A. You know, I'm not certain if it really slows 

15 it down, but it does impose additional equipment, 

16 additional cost to Bright House which could be avoided. 

17 Whether the actual data stream is slowed by going 

18 through that muxing equipment, I mean, theoretically I 

19 would think it might be just a little bit, but nothing 

20 significant. What I was focusing ?n was the additional 

21 equipment required, the additional cost that Bright 

22 House is currently paying for muxing, which shouldn't be 

23 required. 

24 Q. When you use the phrase 11 Slow its 

25 transmissions down," that might not literally be 
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1 accurate? 

2 A. You're correct. I should have said something 

3 more about the fact that it had to be muxed one way, up 

4 or down. 

5 Q. And it wouldn't be true either that DS1 

6 traffic actually moves any slower than DS3 traffic, 

7 would it? 

8 A. No. It's really a capacity issue. But the 

9 real point between the parties in this case is whether 

10 that muxing equipment is required. And if it is -- I 

11 mean, if Verizon wants to use DS1 ports for the next 20 

12 years, as it has for the last 40, fine. But don't 

13 impose costs on other carriers who are more efficient 

14 for having to use outdated technology. 

15 Q. Just so I'm clear, you said it's a capacity 

16 issue, but traffic moving from Point A to Point B 
. . 

17 doesn't get there any faster on a DS3 than it does on a 

18 DS1, does it? 

19 A. No, but -- maybe I can give you an example. 

20 When you go to that. colla at Carrollwood· and you look at 

21 that Bright House colla and that equipment in the rack, 

22 there's a fiber terminal up at the top that has three or 

23 four yellow fibers, small, eight-inch -- that includes 

24 all the cladding. And then below that there's a DS3 

25 bank that has the gray wires that are maybe 3/16 of an 
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1 inch for the DS3 . And then you see this rat 1 s nest of 

2 wires for these DSls, four of these little wires for 

3 each DS1, and there 1 S hundreds and hundreds and hundreds 

4 of them. 

5 What ! 1 m saying is that if we had DS3 

6 interconnection, we could avoid all of that . If we had 

7 oc interconnection, you would just have those fiber 

8 terminals feeding directly into the Verizon switch. 

9 So 1 1 m not saying that Verizon has to go out 

10 and change out all of its equipment . If you want to 

11 continue to keep that equipment in place, fine, but 

12 don 1 t charge Bright House or other competitors for that 

13 multiplexing when the most efficient way to hand off 

14 this traffic is DS3 to DS3 or oc to OC or IP to IP. 

15 That 1 s the most efficient way. 

16 And the TELRIC . standards and the FCC rules ·say 

17 that we 1 re allowed technically feasible interconnection ,. 

18 and that certainly is technically feasible. 

19 You 1 re aware that Verizon's tandems have OC-3 

20 interfaces, or at least you 1 ve . seen Verizon 1 s discovery 

21 responses to that effect? 

22 A. I have, and I think the soft switch has OC-3 

23 interfaces~ But, for instance, the Bright House ring is 

. 24 OC-48. 

25 Q. Okay . But just coming back to the tandem 
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1 switches for a moment, you don•t have any reason to 

2 disagree that they have OC-3 interfaces, do you? 

I don't know. I've seen the responses . 3 

4 

A. 

Q. Okay. Do you have any reason to disagree with 

5 Verizon•s engineering practice of distributing traffic 

6 across OC-3 and DS1 tandem interfaces for network 

7 management reasons? 

8 A. No. I don't think this case i~ at all about 

9 Verizon•s network management practices . We're talking 

10 about the specific physical interconnection 'of the two 

11 networks and what is the most efficient, technically 

12 feasible way to do tha·t. If Verizon wants to send DS1s 

13 out, you know, hundreds of DS1s instead of DS3, for 

14 . instance, to an end office, that is_ .. definitely Verizon' s 

15 prerogative with its network. But when it comes to 

16 interconnectiort, according to the Act, CLECs are allowed 

17 · to have a technically feasible interconnection. And 

18 what I'm suggesting is that a DS3 or higher would be 

19 more efficient than a DS1. 

20 Q. Now, just to be clear, we started the 

21 deposition talking about your background. You're not an 

22 engineer and don't have engineering expertise; is that 

23 right? 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

I'm not an engineer . 

You've never worked in network operations or 
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1 managed a network? 

2 

3 

A. 

Q. 

No. 

Now, this muxing issue, Issue 32, has been 

4 settled through the parties' current interconnection 

s arrangements. Is that what you understand? 

57 

6 MR. SAVAGE: This has to do with the language 

7 of the settlement that I'm not even sure he has 

8 focused on, so --

9 MR. O'ROARK: If he doesn't know 

10 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

11 Q. Do you understand the terms of the parties' 

12 settlement? Have you read itr 

13 

14 

15 

16 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

With respect to muxing? 

Yes. 

Is this something that happened recently? 

No. This is something we did right before the 

17 direct testimony. If you don'.t know, that's fine. 

18 A. I'm just generally aware that Bright House 

19 agreed to some paymerit with respect to muxing, but, no, 

2 0 . t 'm not aware of the specif~cs. Whatever the parties 

21 might agree to, however, wouldn't change my opinion as 

22 to whether or not muxing causes inefficiencies. 

23 Q. · And I wasn' t going to ask you about· the 

24 specifics of the settlement other than it applies as 

25 long as the parties maintain their current 
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1 interconnection arrangements. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

MR. SAVAGE: I'll stipulate, for the record, 

what the settlement says. I don't think there's 

any ambiguity about it. He wasn't involved in the 

settlement. 

My understanding of the settlement, which I 

was involved in, is that we've agreed to a certain 

charging relationship between us with respect to 

muxing as long as there is no material change in 

our physical interconnection. Now, what precisely 

that means hopefully w.e '11 never have to decide. 

But that's what -- does that comport with your 

understanding? 

MR. O'ROARK: It does. 

15 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

16 Q. Mr. Gates, is that consistent with your· 

17 understanding? 

18 A. Generally, yes. I understand it as I just 

19 heard it. 

20 Q. And Bright House has not-~de any specific 

21 proposals to Verizon to do something different for the 

22 future, has it? 

23 A. No, although I think my testimony discusses 

24 different ways that they might rearrange their network 

25 to reduce their costs and also to -- for some reason, 
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1 they're not paying TELRIC rates for some of those 

2 interconnection trunks, so they're paying too much for 

3 those. Whether they actually do those things, I guess 

4 that's a business decision Ms. Johnson and others will 

5 make. 

6 Q. To your knowledge, no specific proposal has 

7 been made as of yet? 

A. Correct. 

MR. O'ROARK: Want to take five? 

MR. SAVAGE: Five is good for me, maybe even 

ten. 

(Short recess. ) 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 MR. O'ROARK: Back on the record. Please this 

14 mark this as Gates Deposition Exhibit 2. 

15 (Deposition Exhibit Number 2 was marked for 

16 identification.) 

17 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

18 Q. Mr. Gates, you've been handed what has been 

19 marked as Deposition Exhibit 2. You'll recall that 

20 Bright House filed a Decision Point List or DPL with its 

21 

22 

23 

24 

petition that included Section 2.1.1.3. 

that? 

A. Yes. 

Do you recall 

Q. And I'll represent to you that what we've done 

25 is, we have sort of cut and pasted from Bright House's 
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1 original language and pasted it here. So you can take a 

2 look, but what I'm going to ask you to focus on is 

3 2.1.1.3, which stated that Bright House would have the 

4 option of obtaining facilities from Bright's House 

5 network to the POI provided by Verizon at TELRIC rates. 

6 Do you recall that section? 

7 

8 

A. 

Q. 

I do. 

That language was not in the draft contract 

9 you submitted with your direct testimony or the latest 

10 corrected contract you submitted on April 20th; is that 

11 right? 

12 A. That's correct. And I frankly just figured 

13 that out last night. In going through the rebuttal of 

14 Verizon and then going through my testimony and then 

15 going to the actual language, as I was tabbing them, I 

16 couldn't find 2.1.1.3 .. So that was my oversight, and I 

17 apologize for that. 

18 Q. Is Bright House still proposing 2.1.1.3 in 

19 connection with Issue 24, to your knowledge? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

A. .Yes. 

MR. SAVAGE: De, I'll represent to you that is 

a scrivener.' s error. This was not intended in any 

way to reflect -- the DPL didn't match the original 

contract. That was the cause of that. 

25 BY MR. O'ROARK: 
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1 Q. Mr. Gates, let me just focus on what you know 

2 for a second. Do you have any independent knowledge of 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

why 2.1.1.3 was omitted from the draft contract 

submitted with your testimony? 

A. As I was going through the draft contract, as 

we were putting those exhibits together, I think I was 

so focused on writing all these pages on TELRIC and the 

support for it, I just missed it. I assumed it was 

there, and I missed it. I apologize. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

But were you the one who deleted it? 

No. 

Do you know why it was deleted? -

No. 

Let me ask you to return to your rebuttal 

15 testimony on page 33. And I '11 give .Mr. Savage a_ moment 

16 to call that up on his computer. 

17 MR. SAVAGE: That's right, my efficient 

18 monitor. Thirty-three? 

19 MR. O'ROARK: Yes. 

20 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

21 Q. And I'm go'ing to refer you to lines 9 to 21 

22 when you get there. 

23 MS. BROOKS: I'm sorry. Did you say direct or 

24 

25 

rebuttal? 

MR. O'ROARK: Rebuttal. 
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2 21 . 

MR. SAVAGE : Rebuttal, page 33, lines 19 to 

3 MR. 0 1 ROARK : Mr. Savage, please let me know 

4 when you 1 re there. 

5 MR . SAVAGE: I think ! 1 m there. 

6 BY MR. 0 1 ROARK: 

Mr. Gates, are you there? 

I am at page 33. 
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7 

8 

9 

Q. 

A. 

Q. And you see your statement that it's necessary 

10 to restate and clarify some of the points in your direct 

11 testimony? 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A.· 

Yes. 

With respect to Issues 24 and 36? 

Yes . 

What are the restated and clarified points? 

Well, as .you go through this rebuttal, I talk 

17 about the arrangements, the network, the actual physical 

18 interconnection of the two networks and the type of 

19 traffic that can be carried over that network , and I 

20 think that's the clarification that was needed. r · think 

21 Mr. Vasington, for instance, didn't really understand 

22 the difference between 25l(c) (2) interconnection versus 

23 251(c) (3) unbundled network element issues ; and the two 

24 are very distinct. We have different legislative 

25 mandates and different actual physical characteri stics, 
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1 and that's what I tried to clarify. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Q. Let me direct you to page 34 of your rebuttal, 

starting at line 12, where it starts, "It turns out that 

the way that Bright House has configured its network." 

Do you see that statement? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And that's when you described the facilities 

8 actually at issue according to Bright House? 

9 A. Well, I continue on there to line 18, and the 

10 testimony says sells it says. 

11 Q. And those facilities that you're describing 

12 are the circuits between the end office collocations and 

13 the tandem that carry IXC traffic? 

14 A. Well, they carry more than IXC traffic, but 

15 those are the circuits, yes, the facilities between the 

16 collocations at the end offices and the tandem. 

17 Q. You did not point out those facilities as 

18 being at dispute in your direct, did you? 

19 A. Oh, absolutely. My extensive discussion of 

20 TELRIC principles with respect to interconnection were 

21 directly pointed at this issue. 

22 

23 

24 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

That's not quite what I asked you. 

Oh, I'm sorry. 

Did you identify these circuits as being at 

25 issue anywhere in your direct testimony? 
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1 A. I thought I did, yes. Would you like me to 

2 look? 

3 Q. If you think you can put your finger on it 

4 quickly and show me where that is, that would be 

5 helpful. 

6 A. Well, rather than spending time doing it, let 

7 me tell you that that was certainly my intent. That's 

8 why I spent all of this time discussing the difference 

9 between transport and termination and 251(b) {5) traffic 

10 as opposed to 251{c) (2) interconnection facilities, for 

11 purposes of exchanging both telephone exchange services 

12 and exchange. access, which, of course, is what the IXC 

13 traffic is, exchange access. 

14 And then I- went into great length discussing 

15 entrance facilities and the FCC's rulings in the TRO and 

16 the TRRO about those facilities, and the fact that that 

17 does not negate the ability of Bright House, or any 

18 CLEC, for that matter, to purchase interconnection --

19 MR. SAVAGE: We need to take a recess for an 

20 

21 

issue we•ll explain in a second. I apologize. 

(Short recess.) 

22 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

23 Q. Let me try it this way, Mr. Gate. You start 

24 at line 12 by saying, 11 It turns out that." Did you 

25 learn something about Bright House's network between the 
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1 time you did your direct and the time you did your 

2 rebuttal? 

3 A. Well, absolutely. That doesn't change my 

4 testimony, but, of course, I've learned more based on my 

5 tour of facilities. But my testimony has been 

6 consistent from the get-go that these are 

7 interconnection facilities and should be priced at 

8 TELRIC. 

9 Q. As we sit here right now, without asking you 

10 to go through every page of your direct, can you think 

11 of a place where you actually referred to these specific 

12 facilities in your direct? 

13 A. Now, what do you mean by these specific 

14 facilities? 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 

Q. I mean the facilities going from the Bright 

House end offices to the Verizon tandem that carry rxc 

traffic. 

A. Sure. I would point you back to my direct. 

Let's just look at the conclusion at page 82 of my 

direct, where I say, "For the reasons discussed above, 

and as Bright House's lawyers will explain further, the 

Commission should adopt Bright House's language and 

require Verizon to provide entrance facilities in 

support of interconnection and traffic exchange at 

TELRIC rather than tariffed rates." 
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1 Q. You would agree that that language doesn't 

2 refer specifically to the facilities I just described, 

3 does it? 

4 A. Well, I disagree. I know that the lawyers may 

5 have a difference of opinion as to how you refer to 

6 these facilities, but these are clearly interconnection 

7 facilities running from the Bright House network to the 

B Verizon network which carry both local and exchange 

9 access traffic. And based on that, the FCC's definition 

10 of cost-based rates is TELRIC for interconnection. 

11 There's no question about that. 

12 Q. Does the term "end office'' appear anywhere in 

13 the language you just read? 

14 A. No t in that one answer. 

15 Q. Does the term "collocation" appear in what you 

16 just read? 

17 A. Not in that one answer, but I would again 

lB commend you to look at my testimony from pages 67 to 82. 

19 That testimony is aimed directly at these facilities and 

20 this issue. Admitted~y, I perhaps could have been a 

21 little more brief, but I was trying to provide a little 

22 background on the legislative definitions of 

23 interconnection, transport, et cetera, for purposes of 

24 the record . 

25 Q. Do you refer to the end office collocations 
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1 anywhere that passage, to your knowledge? 

2 A. Well, this whole issue refers to those 

3 facilities between those end offices and the tandem. I 

4 mean, that's what this issue is. Did I actually 

5 specifically mention those other than the diagram I put 

6 in my testimony? This is pretty general, most of it, 

7 providing background on the statute, the FCC's rules, 

8 history in the industry, and the difference between 

9 251(c) (2) interconnection and 251(b) (5) and 251(c) (3) 

10 That's critical, and that's what I think Mr. Vasington 

11 and others at Verizon didn't appreciate or didn't 

12 understand based on the Bright House proposal. 

13 Q. Let me ask you to turn to page 37 of your 

14 rebuttal, and I'll ask you to take a look at lines 9 

15 through 12. 

16 A. If I could, just to follow up, on page 77 of 

17 my direct, I.cite Section 51.701(c) of the FCC's rules. 

18 

19 

Q. 

A. 

Which page was that? 

Seventy-seven. And it talks about 

20 interconnection between the end office switch of the two 

21 carriers. And then again I talk about compensation for 

22 that type of facility and the entrance facilities. I 

23 mean, that's obviously very·specific. I mean, we 

24 wouldn't be talking about an entrance facility if we 

25 weren't referring to the Bright House end offices to the 
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1 tandem. 

2 Again, what page of my rebuttal? 

3 Q. Well, since you said that, let me follow up. 

4 I suppose you could have been talking about what Bright 

5 House would call an entrance facility between its switch 

6 and the Verizon tandem; right? 

7 

8 

9 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I suppose that's true, but -

Did you --

whichever I'm sorry. I interrupted you. 

10 Go ahead. 

11 Q. Actually, I think I was doing the 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

interrupting. 

A. I was just going to say, whatever facilities 

are used to connect the Bright .House facilities, whether 

it's from the switch or from the collos to the tandem, 

those are interconnection facilities, which have 

historically been referred to as entrance facilities. 

And the fact that an entrance facility is no longer a 

UNE does not affect the CLEC's right to purchase an 

entrance facility_at TELRIC rates. 

Q. Did you learn from Verizon•s direct testimony 

that Bright House in fact established its own facilities 

between its switch and the collocation at the Verizon 

tandem office? 

A. Did I learn from Verizon's --
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

BY 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

MR. 

Q. 

Verizon's testimony. 

-- testimony? No . I knew that. 

Now let me ask you to turn to page 37. 

Of my rebuttal? 

Of your rebuttal, yes, sir. 

Okay . 

MR. O'ROARK: Mr. Savage, are you there? 

MR. SAVAGE: I think I'm there. 

O'ROARK: 

Do you see where you say that the only 

11 interconnection facilities that Bright House is. 
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12 presently purchasing from Verizon are the links between 

13 Bright House's collocation facilities at the Verizon end 

14 offices running to the switch ports on Verizon's tandem 

15 

16 

17 

switch? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, I see that. 

Verizon charges its tariffed special access 

18 rates for these .facilities today; is that right? 

19 A. Yes, which is what prompted all of that 

20 discussion beginning at page 67 of my direct. 

21 Q. Doesn't Bright House in turn charge the IXCs 

22 for their use of these facilities that Bright House 

23 obtains from Verizon? 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, they do. 

Are those rates in Bright House's access price 
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1 list filed with this Commission? 

I believe they are, yes. 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

A. 

Q. You state that Bright House has configured its 

network interconnections in a conservative fashion; is 

that right? 

8 to 8. 

9 

10 

A. Can you tell me where I said that? 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Sure. Look at your rebuttal, page 36, lines 5 

Yes. 

Is it fair to say that Bright House uses a 

11 11 belt and suspenders,. approachto ensure that its 

12 network never goes down? 

13 A. Yes, they do. But that doesn't mean they 

14 can't I mean, yes, they do. They really overengineer 

15 their network. But that doesn 1 t mean they should pay 

16 for services at excessive rates, and that was kind of 

17 the point of my testimony. 

18 

19 45. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Q. Let me refer you now to your rebuttal at·page 

MR·. SAVAGE: Hold on. 

MR. O'ROARK: Sure. Raise your hand when 

you've got it. 

MR. SAVAGE: I'm there. 

24 BY MR. O'ROARK : 

25 Q. I'm referring to lines 5 to 7. You state 
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1 there that if Bright House picked up the IXC traffic at 

2 its end office collocations, Verizon could charge IXCs 

3 for the facilities. 

4 

5 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Bright House would be the carrier ordering the 

6 facilities, though; right? 

7 A. The facilities from-- I don't know which 

8 facilities you're referring to now. 

9 Q. From the Verizon tandem to the Bright House 

10 end office collocations. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

MR. SAVAGE: Which line on page 45 are we 

looking at? 

MR. O'ROARK: We're not now. We've gone off 

to another --

MR. SAVAGE: You went right by me. 

MR. O'ROARK: Lines_s to 7 was the jumping off. 

.point for the ·line of questions. 

A. Well, I may have to ask -- I know it's a 

19 little unusual to ask a clarifying question, but are you 

20 susgesting I think in this scenario that I'm 

21 discussing in my testimony is where Bright House might 

22 say, "Instead of picking up this IXC at the tandem where 

23 we currently pick it up, we're now going to pick it up 

24 at the col los or at the end offices." And I think what 

25 you're -- so the POI, the point of interconnection for 
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1 purposes of that traffic would be at those end offices. 

2 And did you just suggest that that means that 

3 Bright House would order those facilities from their end 

4 office to Verizon, even though the POI is established at 

5 the end office? 

6 Q. I had understood -- well, one of Bright 

7 House's proposals has to do with meet-point billing, 

8 does it not? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. And as I understand your meet-point billing 

11 proposal, the meet point would be at the end office 

12 collocation --

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And let me just ask you, if that were the 

15 case, would it be Bright House that would-be ordering 

16 those facilities from the tandem to the end office 

17 collocation for that traffic? 

18 A. I see. That was my confusion. I assumed that 

19 the parties would work together to establish those 

20 meet-point facilities and establish some sharing of 

21 those costs. So it wouldn't just be on Bright House. 

22 It would be a sharing of costs for those meet-point 

23 facilities. 

24 MR. SAVAGE: I'm confused, but maybe the 

25 confusion is built into the term "order." And the 
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11 
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only reason I ask that is -- and you may not even 

be aware of this, but offline we've just worked out 

some settlement language surrounding that. 

MR. O'ROARK: Well, let me try my best with 

the witness. 

MR. SAVAGE: Sure. That's fine. I'm not 

trying to get in the way. I just 

MR. O'ROARK: I understand. 

MR. SAVAGE: You seemed to be stuck, and I -

MR. O'ROARK: Well, let's see if we're stuck. 

MR. SAVAGE: Okay. I'm sorry:. 

12 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

13 Q. Let's assume that Bright House has its way and 

14 there's a meet point at the end office collocation. Do 

15 you have an understanding as to how the trunks would get 

16 ordered for the traffic? 

17 A. I may not. Perhaps that's issue I should have 

18 focused on. I was focused on the sharing of costs as 

·19 they discuss on page 46 there, where Verizon would then 

20 be able to build the IXCs for that portion of the 

21 transport that it actually provides. 

22 But, no, I don't know who would order those 

23 trunks. And I say that because it sounds as if ordering 

24 the trunks might be associated with some responsibility 

25 of which I'm not aware, but I thought the idea of 
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meet-point trucks was to establish them jointly and then 

share the costs based on a proportion. So perhaps I 

just don't know enough to answer your question. 

Q. Well, let me understand a little bit about 

what you just said. Are you saying that if the parties 

did that jointly that Bright House might not get all of 

its "belt and suspenders" network that it's got now, 

that it might have to give something up in some type of 

agreement? 

A. I don't think the meet-point billing proposal 

--~1 affects the "belt and suspenders" aspects of~ the 

12 network. The trunks will still be in place. There will 

13 just be a different arrangement, a correct arrangement. 

14 _Q. You say the trunks will still be -in place. _ 

15 Bright House so far has determined how many trunks .. there 

16 are and where they're going to be; right? 

17 

18 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And you see that as continuing going forward 

19 under your meet-point proposal? 

20 A. Yes. Bright House· would be involved in those 

21 decisions. 

22 Q. All right. Now, let's go back to the point 

23 that Verizon could recover from the IXCs. They would 

24 have to do that based on MOUs, wouldn't they, since 

25 you've got more than one !XC using the facilities for 
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1 its traffic, for their traffic? 

2 A. I recall something specific in my testimony 

3 regarding the MECAB and MECOD obligations. I think we 

4 were going to use the multiple bill scenario. But there 

5 would be an allocation, and I think what we suggested 

6 was that the two parties would work that out. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Q. As you sit here now, you don't know whether 

Verizon would recover from the IXCs on an MOU basis? 

A. I would expect they would. I mean, when we're 

talking about exchange access, switched access charges, 

11 that's the way we recover those costs from IXCs. The . 

12 allocation, though, can be done on minutes of use or 

13 investment or other allocation factors. 

-14 Q. But the number of MOUs doesn't vary based on 

15 the number of redundant facilities Bright House has for 

16 its network, does it? 

17 

18 

A. 

Q. 

No. 

And the MOUs stay the same regardless of how 

19 far Verizon would have to transport the traffic; right? 

20 A. Correct. There's no change in the distance of 

21 this traffic. It is what it is. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. Let me direct you to page 108 of your direct. 

When you get there, I'm focusing on lines 17 and 18. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, I'm there. 

Bright House's proposal for resolving Issue 37 
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1 rests on tying the obligation to pay terminating access 

2 charges to the actual receipt by the originating carrier 

3 of toll charges; is that right? 

4 A. Yes, although now that r•m reading this, it•s 

5 probably not tied to the actual receipt. It•s more tied 

6 to the ability to bill an additional charge for toll. 

7 So it•s really not based on whether or not you•re 

8 getting paid by those carriers for the toll calls. It 1 s 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

the fact that it is a toll call to which another charge 

applies: 

Q. So if Company A charges its end user customer 

a toll charge for a call -made to Company B, then 

Company A should pay access on that call to Company B? 

Is that the idea? 

A. It -would be a . toll call, so the IXC would pay 

access charges for ·that call. 

Q. Well, let•s just take the scenario of a call 

18 between Bright House and Verizon. 

19 A. Okay. So a Verizon customer makes a toll call 

20 based on the Verizon . local calling area and terminates 

21 to a Bright House customer. Bright House would charge 

22 access charges for that call because it•s a toll call, 

23 and I assume -- yes . 

24 Q. · And then if Bright House has an 11 all you can 

25 eat 11 plan, a calling plan where it doesn • t charge 
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1 customers separate toll charges, then Bright House 

2 wouldn't pay access based on the calls that its 

3 customers make to Verizon customers; is that right? 

4 A. If those are local calls that don't require 

5 toll call handling, for instance, there's no toll 

6 indicator digit, there's no kick code check, there's no 

7 routing to an !XC, and it's truly a local call, of 

8 course, access charges would not apply, and they 

9 shouldn't, because the FCC's rules specifically say that 

10 costs are supposed to be recovered in the manner that 

11 they are incurred . Well, if there's no toll activity, 

12 then we shouldn't be charging access charges for a local 

13 call. 

14 Q. Is . it your understanding that Bright House 

15 uses an any-distance callin~ plan today in Florida? 

16 A. · r think it's local calling throughout the LATA 

17 . for Bright House . · 

18 Q. So for calls made by Bright House customers to 

19 Verizon customers, Bright House would not pay access? 

20 A. Right, because they're local calls. 

21 Q. And likewise, if Verizon had a similar plan it 

22 applied at least to some of its customers, an 

23 all-distance plan, then calls, at least from that subset 

24 of customers to Bright House customers, would not be 

25 subject to an access charge by Bright House? 
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Correct. As you know this, this is the trend 

2 in the industry since the '80s with extended area 

3 service and extended local calling areas. I mean, this 

4 is the way you distinguish your service from others, is 

5 by providing more value by expanding the local calling 

6 area to avoid toll charges for the consumer. I think 

7 ten years from now, long distance will be like a buggy 

8 whip. I don't think you're going to have specific long 

9 distance calls anymore. 

10 Q. Hard to hear from a former MCI employee. 

11 A. I know. It's hard to say. We all have to 

12 move on .. 

13 

14 

Q. 

A. 

How do you define toll charge? 

A toll c harge would be-an additional charge 

15 for a call in addition to your local exchange rate. So, 

16 for instance,· if you're paying $25 for local service and 

17 you dial a 1+ numbe r -- fo r instance, in Tampa where I 

18 live, if I dial my son, I dial 1-813·, and I'm in a 727, · 

19 that's a toll call for which I pay Verizon, I think, $18 

20 a month for unlimited· toll. So there's an additional 

21 charge for thos e calls. 

22 Q. Let's say the interconnection agreement adopts 

23 Bright House's proposal on this . Other CLECs could 

24 adopt the interconnection agreement? 

25 A. Absolute ly. 
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1 Q. And CLECs adopting the agreement could all 

2 have different retail local calling areas? 

3 A. Yes . 

4 Q. And individual retail end users might have 

5 different local calling plans -- excuse me, different 

6 local calling areas, depending on their retail plans? 

7 

8 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Again , circling back to our initial 

9 discussion, if I understood your description of your 

79 

10 career, you never worked in a telephone company bill i ng 

11 department, did you? 

12 . A. No, but I have observed, reported -on, and 

13 studied billing processes and observed those processes 

14 for various ILECs over _the years, for ·like time and 

15 motion studies, det-ermining what is .efficient 

16 technology, whether, for instance, local number 

17 portability activities are consistent with the FCC's 

18 rules . So in doing that, r•m familiar with the billing 

19 systems and switch routing tables, billing tables 

20 associated with not only call routing, but call rating. 

21 Q. Have you ever been responsible for the 

22 maintenance of a billing system or otherwise had 

23 responsibility for a billing system? 

No. 24 

25 

A. 

Q. Have you ever had responsibility for actually 
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1 implementing changes to a billing system? 

Yes. 

Please tell me about that experience. 

2 

3 

4 

A. 

Q. 

A. When I was with the Oregon Commission, in the 

5 early '80s, we had an issue of disclosure to consumers 

6 in Oregon. There was a new law on the books that said 

7 everything had to be written to sixth grade level. As 

8 an Oregonian, I'm a little offended by that, thinking 

9 that the government had to impose such a mandate so that 

10 consumers could understand things. But we decided that 

11 in terms of full disclosure that the bills would include 

12 all of this information for the· consumers' use, and we 

13 broke out everything from taxes and surcharges and 

14 subsidies. It was like· 20 _ _different things. 

15 So in doing that, in working with _Qwest, I 

16 specifically met with their billing managers and met 

17 with their systems engineers, because it required some 

18 re-engineering, even in the '80s, to do that. So I· was 

19 responsible for implementing·that change, which 

20· ultimately failed, by the way, because co~sumers 

21 couldn't deal with all that information . Maybe that's 

22 because of the educational level in Oregon. I don't 

23 know . 

24 So was I responsible for it? From the Oregon 

25 Commission's perspective, I was responsible for 
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1 implementing those billing system changes with Qwest and 

2 dealing with the aftermath. 

3 Q. But you were not actually the engineer that 

4 actually implemented the changes? 

s A. Oh, no. I worked with the engineers and they 

6 were very kind and helpful in educating me on their 

7 systems and what it takes to make these types of 

8 changes. 

9 

10 

Q. 

A. 

You've never worked for an ILEC, I gather? 

I've worked for lots of ILECs. I've worked 

11 for Bell Canada, Iowa Telecom, Bermuda Tel. 

12 Q. Let me rephrase. Have you worked as an 

13 employee for an ILEC? 

14 

15 

16 

17 

A. Oh, no, just as a consultant. 

Q. Other than the one experience that you 

described with the Oregon Commission, do you have 

hands-on experience with an ILEC's billing systems? 

18· A. I've spent years dealing with ILEC billing 

19 systems. As you may recall, Mr. O'Roark, at MCI, we had 

20 a specific department of about 20 people, and their only 

21 responsibility in life was to review CABS bills for 

22 access charges. And during that process, it became a 

23 huge profit center for MCI, because it generated 15 to 

24 $50 million a year in savings because of billing errors 

25 and problems. So I was involved with that group. 
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1 I've been involved in numerous disputes over 

2 the years over billing systems and billing issues and 

3 the metrics associated with those billing systems. So 

4 while I haven't managed a particular billing system, 

5 I've been involved with billing issues since the '80s. 

6 And by CABS, I meant carrier access billing system. 

7 In fact, I should note, in full disclosure, 

8 I'm representing the New Mexico Attorney General's 

9 Office on a billing dispute issue in New Mexico where 

10 the Attorney General filed a motion for a proceeding to 

11 investigate Qwest billing systems and-processes, and I'm 

12 retained to help with that and have been involved in 

13 that for over a year. So again, it's a little bit on 

14 the outside, but it will definitely involve be a very 

1S specific and intense and invasive review of Qwest 

16 billing estimates. 

17 Q. But if I understand what you're saying 

18 correctly, you are not the person who has impiemented 

19 billing changes at a telephone ·company? 

20 A. That's correct. 

21 Q. All right. Let's talk about Issue 49. This 

22 issue concerns point-to-point special access data 

23 circuits that Bright House orders out of Verizon's 

24 Florida access tariff; is that right? 

25 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. And if I have it right, point-to-point special 

2 access data circuits are non-switched circuits that go 

3 from one point to another in Verizon's network. 

4 

5 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And today, Bright House orders those special 

6 access circuits out of Verizon's Florida access tariff; 

7 is that right? 

a MR. SAVAGE: I think I'm going to object to 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

the -- you're assuming facts not in evidence, that 

this is occurring today. If we wanted to·buy them 

today --

MR. O'ROARK: I'll ask it as a non-leading 

question. 

MR. SAVAGE: Oh, okay. 

15 BY MR . 0 I ROARK: 

16 Q. Do you know whether Bright House orders these 

17 special access circuits out of Verizon•s Florida tariff 

18 

19 

today? 

A. No. I know they want the opportunity to 

20 specifically resell the retail special access offerings 

21 that Verizon is providing. Whether they're doing it 

22 today or not, I'm not certain. Again, Ms. Johnson might 

23 know that tomorrow. 

24 Q. Ms. Johnson's deposition is going to be a 

25 little longer than I thought it was going to be. 
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1 A. And again, we're talking about the resale 

2 services, not the wholesale special access that we all 

3 talk about at length. We're talking about those few 

4 situations well, not a few. There are significant 

5 applications where Verizon provides point-to-point 

6 services to, for instance, banks, insurance companies, 

7 government agencies, or maybe college campuses or 

8 hospitals on a retail basis. Those, according to the 

9 statute and the rules, are available for a discount. 

10 Q . Do you know how Bright House would use 

. 11 Verizon' s special access s.~ce? 

12 A. Just exactly-as !-said, perhaps serving a 

13 large government contract or _a campus or an individual 

14 customer with specific needs_ maybe one-way calling, 

15 maybe a call center, for instance. They would resell . 

16 that service. ·-

17 Q. Would reselling-that service be done in 

18 conjunction with Bright House switching? 

A. It certainly could. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

·MR. 0 1 ROARK: Why don 1 t we take another five? 

I may be done. 

MR. SAVAGE: Okay. I've got some redirect . 

(Short recess . ) 

MR . O'ROARK: I don't have any further 

questions. 
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1 MS. BROOKS: Staff has a few questions. 

2 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

3 BY MS. BROOKS: 

4 Q. our first question is in reference to Issue 

5 Number 32, but we're actually going to go to page 129 of 

6 your direct testimony, lines 8 through 10. Let me know 

7 when you've found it. 

8 

9 

A. 

Q. 

I'm there. 

Okay. It states there that it is not 

10 reasonable for Bright House to pay to slow its 

11 transmission down. My questi~> is, does the 

12 multiplexing from DS3 to DS1 have any effects on 

13 transmission other than slowing down the process, as you 

14 __ noted earlier? 

15 A. I think Mr. O'Roark was correct when he 

16 crossed me on this same area earlier. Technically, does 

17 it slow down the traffic when you mux up and down? I'm 

18 not sure it does. I mean, I think theoretically you 

19 could argue that it does, but it would be imperceptible 

20 to the consumer using the circuit. 

21 What it does do is that it imposes additional 

22 technology into the routing path, which is, of course, 

23 subject to fail. It also adds additional costs to 

24 Bright House, which is paying for that muxing today, 

25 which wouldn't be required if the interconnection 
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1 occurred on a DS3 or an oc level. 

2 

3 about 

So I apologize. This testimony, when I talked 

I think you can tell when you read it I was 

4 maybe a little emotional about it, but I was incorrect 

5 in talking about slowing down the speed. What I was 

6 really saying is you're making the interconnection less 

7 efficient by requiring additional equipment which can 

8 fail and by requiring this muxing and demuxing which 

9 wouldn't be required if you interconnected like Bright 

10 House does with other carriers at a higher level. And 

11 then also, the collo space would be-much, much reduced 

12 in terms of necessary equipment and wiring. 

13 So it's just an inefficiency that results from 

14 their decision to use this technology. I'm not 

15 suggesting it isn't their right to use whatever 

16 technology they want to use in their network, but 

17 competitive carriers, especially.using the FCC reasoning 

18 with respect to efficient interconnection, shouldn't 

19 have to pay for that inefficiency by paying for muxing. 

20 Q. Okay. So to the best of your knowledge, the 

21 effects that you've just gone over are for the most part 

22 all of the effects that that has on transmission or 

23 overall? 

24 A. Yes. It's a cost issue and an equipment 

25 issue. 
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1 Q. We're going to go -- and we're still on Issue 

2 Number 32 -- to page 27 of your direct testimony, line 

3 22, and on page 28, line 1 . Of your rebuttal testimony . 

4 I apologize . 

5 A. Page 27? 

6 

7 

8 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Uh-huh, line 22, and on page 28, line 1. 

Yes. 

Okay. It states there that Verizon's network 

9 is old and inefficient. Are DS1 ports inefficient, in 

10 your opinion? 

11 A. They're inefficient as compared to a DS3 port 

12 or an. OC level port, yes. Are they inefficient on 

13 handling a DS1's worth of traffic? No. But as compared 

14 t o currently available technology, they're not the most 

15 efficient way to exchange traffic. 

16 Q. Okay. Does Bright House use any DS1 ports in 

17 your network? 

18 A. The only reason they would -- well, let me 

19 defer t hat to Ms. Johnson tomorrow, but I will tell you 

20 generally that Bright House's fiber ring is OC-48 

21 minimum and that they exchange traffic with other 

·22 carriers at OC- 48 and higher . The only reason they 

· 23 would use a DS1 interface would be because it was 

24 required to interconnect with a particular carrier. And 

25 I think DS3 is their minimum capacity that they try to 
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1 engineer to. 

2 In fact, I remember years ago at MCI, they 

3 didn't put in anything that wasn't DS3 or higher in 

4 terms of their circuits. There's a cost associated with 

5 putting in technology. The marginal cost on a high 

6 capacity circuit is pretty low on a per minute of use or 

7 a per bit basis, so higher capacity circuits tend to be 

8 more efficient in lots of different ways. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 . 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Q. And you base this conclusion on just your 

knowledge of working with Bright House and other -

what's the basis of your conclusion? 

A. The basis of my conclusion is the training 

I've received over the years in network engineering. 

I'm not an engineer, but I-'ve obviously reviewed scores 

of engineering studies and cost studies and engineering 

operational studies on the way carriers interconnect 

with different technologies, .not just TDM technology, 

but SIP-based technology and the various transport 

protocols that are used to interconnect traffic. 

So it's my knowledge based on what I learned 

21 working at the commissions about various carriers. It's 

22 my knowledge based on what I learned at MCI for 15 

23 years, ·and certainly it's based on the last 10 years or 

24 so that I've been with QSI, where I've worked with 

25 dozens of different carriers, wireless, cable, wireline, 
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1 ILECs, CLECs, cable companies, et cetera, on how they 

2 engineer their networks, and specifically going in like 

3 I did recently with Bright House, actually physically 

4 looking at the cello space, looking at all of that 

5 equipment and those wires, looking at the IDF, looking 

6 at the MDF, and actually seeing physically how this 

7 stuff is routed and what the effect would be of actually 

8 utilizing Bright House's proposal. And the effect would 

9 be a more ef f ici ent interconnection between the two 

10 carriers at a lower cost for Bright House . 

11 Q. To the best of your knowledge -- and you 

12 stated earlier in your -last discussion about -- my last 

13 question. I'm sorry. Do you believe that ILECs use DSl 

14 ports in their networks, the ones that you work with? 

15 Just to the best of your knowledge, what ' s your opinion 

16 · on that? 

They do, yes. 

And what about CLECs? 

17 

18 

19 

A. 

Q. 

A. CLECs do use DSl ports. It depends on their · 

20 network. It depends on when they came into being. I£ 

21 it ' s an old CLEC that has been around for 10 years, they 

22 have some traditional OMS or maybe a 5ESS switch. And 

23 those technologies require DS1 ports in some cases, 

24 unless they have DS3 equipment loaded onto there . 

25 Other CLECs, more recent ones, got into 
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1 business with soft switches, you know, switches that, . 

2 you know, Chris and I could pack around and stick in a 

3 wall, you know, and those interfaces are DS3 and higher, 

4 very efficient. So it really just depends. There are 

5 DS1 ports in the industry, but everyone is moving, 

6 including Verizon, moving away from those low capacity 

7 interconnections to higher capacity interconnections . 

8 They're just not moving fast enough for our needs . 

9 Q. We're going to go back to your direct 

10 testimony on page 129, lines 9 and 10. You've pretty 

11 much answered this question, but if you could go into a 

12 little bit more detail about it. 

13 The testimony discusses slow transmission 

14 rates and Verizon improving its network in ~rder to 

15 enhance competition and conaumer welfare, which you 

· 16 discussed a little bit a minute ago . Does slow 

17 interconnection rates affect consumer welfare, in your 

18 opinion? 

19 A. Well, we've kind of already explained what I 

20 really meant by this, so I won't burden the record by 

21 repeating that. But does it burden the consumer 

22 welfare? Absolutely, because whatever Verizon is 

23 charging Bright House for that multiplexing, those are 

24 moneys that should not be spent. An efficient network 

25 would not have muxing. So whatever it is, that's money 
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1 Bright House could have used to expand its network, to 

2 provide more discounts for its customers, to put in more 

3 collocations or more switches. So whenever you 

4 

5 

6 

7 

B 

9 

10 

11 

inappropriately impose costs on a dependent competitor, 

that harms the public interest, and that harms consumers 

directly and indirectly. 

Q. Is requiring Verizon to improve their network 

just and reasonable, in your opinion? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

That's kind of a general, broad question. 

Right. 

You know, we could define all those, what do 

12 you mean by true, what do you mean by just and 

13 reasonable. But I think there should be incentives in 

14 place that would encourage Verizon to provide service in 

15 the most efficient manner possib.le, and this is what I 

16 mean by that again broad statement. If this·commission 

17 allows Verizon to force these muxing costs on the 

18 competitors like Bright House, then what is their 

19 incentive to ever change out those DS1 ports to a DS3? 

20 Why would they? If they can make money on muxing, leave 

21 that equipment in there that's maybe already depreciated 

22 out, that's just all money to the bottom line, you know, 

23 they really don't have any incentive to improve their 

24 network or their switches. So I think an order from 

25 this Cormnission saying, "You can use DSl ports, Verizon, 
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1 but if you do, you can't charge Bright House or other 

2 CLECs, but in this case, Bright House, for the muxing." 

3 I think that would give them a financial incentive to 

4 make their network better and more efficient. And I do 

5 think that is just and reasonable, because it benefits 

6 the public interest. 

7 Q. This next question is kind of what I would 

8 call it's kind of general, but to the best of your 

9 knowledge, again, give me some feedback for my question. 

10 On page 131, lines 1 through 3 of your direct 

11 testimony, it states that federal law expressly empowers 

12 states to impose state-specific interconnection 

13 requirements that go beyond what federal law requires. 

14 Is there any rule, regulation, statute, or Public 

15 Service commission precedent regarding the 

16 interconnection being supplied bY- an ILEC at a DS3 level. 

17 instead of a DS1 level? 

18 

19 

20 head. 

21 

A. 

Q~ 

A. 

Oh 

That you can just think of off the top of your 

I've been involved in many, many cases where 

22 this has been an issue between the parties, but I'm not 

23 ·sure the issue ever got to the point where the 

24 Commission ruled on it. But again, I'm only referring 

25 to the ones that I'm aware of, and I'm obviously not 

ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC. 



93 

1 involved in every case in the country, every arbitration 

2 case. So I guess my answer is I don't know, but I think 

3 it's a good idea. I don't think there's -- you know, 

4 there's only an upside from requiring that. There's no 

5 downside to it. But I'm not aware of anything 

6 specifically, any cases in particular that I can point 

7 you too. 

8 

9 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. 

But the Act, Section 261 does allow 

10 commissions to do things like that, of course. 

11 Q. We're now going to go to D'Amico's rebuttal 

12 testimony. Do you have Verizon's? 

13 A. I don ' t . 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MS. BROOKS: Actually, here y ou are. I s it 

okay for me t o --

MR. O'ROARK: Sure. 

MR. SAVAGE: I'm pretty sure that I do have a 

·copy o f that. 

MS. BROOKS: Do you have a copy o f it? You 

know, I've got everybody's except D'Amico·· s . 

MR . SAVAGE: I can show him on my s creen if 

y ou don't have a copy. 

MS. BROOKS : If that's o kay with -- do y ou 

have a copy? 

MR. O'ROARK: I do . What do you need? 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

MS. BROOKS: We're just going to ask him to 

refer to it to answer a question. 

MR. O'ROARK: Direct or rebuttal? 

94 

MS. BROOKS: Rebuttal testimony, D'Amico's on 

page 10. 

MR. SAVAGE: The version I have is the public 

version. 

MR. O'ROARK: Me too. 

MS. BROOKS: I don't think that this is --

MR. O'ROARK: His rebuttal on page 10 has some 

stuff that he claims is --

MS. BROOKS: This is lines 7 through 10, so it 

has not been redacted. 

MR . SAVAGE : Okay. We • re good. 

BY MS. BROOKS: 

Q. At this time -~.first of all -- well, let me 

17 go ahead and ask the question. At this time, does 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Bright. House have any material changes to the current 

interconriection agreement between Bright House and 

Verizon, the settlement, interconnection arrangement, 

settlement? 

A. Well, there are many material changes to the 

23 !CA. This particular discussion ·I believe is specific 

24 to the issue we've already been discussing, capacity, 

25 DS3 versus DS1. And it says that Mr. Gates does not 
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1 state what material changes to the current arrangement 

2 Bright House might suggest. That's really not correct 

3 from my perspective. I think we have specifically said 

4 Bright House wants the opportunity to connect at a 

5 higher level, DS3 or higher. If you don't allow that 

6 more efficient interconnection, then you cannot charge 

7 for muxing. That's a material change in the current 

8 ICA. As Mr. O'Roark pointed out this morning, Bright 

9 House is currently paying for muxing, I believe. That's 

10 what I took from that discussion. And we're suggesting 

11 that if you don't provide a higher level, higher 

12 capacity interconnection, then you may not charge-for 

13 muxing. 

14 so I think Mr. D'Amico is not correct, in that 

15 we're not suggesting -- what material changes we're 

16 proposing, I-think_they•re very specific and material. 

17 Q. And I promise this is my last question . 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. That's okay. 

Q. This one is again from D'Amico's rebuttal 

testimony on page 12, lines 1 through 13. It's about 

TELRIC. Let me know when you're there. 

A~ I'm there. 

Q. The question is, has the FCC or any state 

commission, to the best of your knowledge, used TELRIC 

as a standard to dictate an ILEC's physical network 
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1 architecture or equipment, including hardware and/or 

2 software? 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

.15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. Could you repeat that one more time? 

Q. Has the FCC or any state commission used 

TELRIC as a standard to dictate an ILEC's physical 

network architecture or equipment, and that's including 

hardware and/or software? 

A. Other than -- when you mention physical, 

that's kind of the distinguishing word in your question, 

because TELRIC principles are theoretical. And recall 

that when you've reviewed TELRIC studies here at this 

Commission, the TELRIC guidelines say that you have to 

assume the most efficient currently available technology 

when you do your cost studies . 

Now, that may -- assuming the switches are in 

the same location. That may be very different from what 

the ILEC has in place today. In fact, that has always 

been the case. 

So when we do these TELRIC studies, they do 

not reflect the actual network of Verizon or AT&T or 

21 Qwest or whomever. It reflects a theoretical construct 

22 of what it would cost to build those networks using the 

23 most efficient technology, most efficient fill factors, 

24 most efficient investment, and a specific amount of 

25 overhead that's allowed, which may be more or less than 
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1 what the ILECs have in place . 

2 So, yes, the FCC and the states, using the 

3 TELRIC guidelines, have specifically adjusted rates, 

4 based on these TELRIC principles, which reflect . a most 

5 efficient currently available technology. 

6 Q. And do you know any state commissions 

7 specifically who used the TELRIC standard to dictate the 

8 physical network architecture? 

9 A. I'm sorry. When you say dictate the physical 

10 network architecture, that's not what TELRIC is used 

11 for. 

12 

13 

Q. 

A. 

Right, the theories. 

So you might do a TELRIC which might not 

14 really reflect the physical architecture . What you use 

15 it for is to come up with a price , a price that. reflects 

16 competitive conditions and most effi.cient technol ogy, 

17 and that's what the ILEC is allowed to recover under the 

18 TELRIC principles. It doesn't mean they have to go out 

19 and change their network to reflect that TELRIC study or 

20 to change those fill factors on those trtinks to match 

21 the assumptions in the TELRIC study. They don't have to 

22 do. that. All it says is that if you're going to provide 

23 service, you can't charge more than X amount ·based on 

24 TELRIC . 

25 What it does do in using these TELRIC 
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1 principles and setting those prices, it provides a 

2 financial incentive for them to mimic those 

3 efficiencies, to mimic those most currently available 

4 efficient technologies in the study, because if the 

5 prices, those TELRIC prices don't match their 

6 technology, then their costs might be too high given the 

7 prices. So it gives them an incentive to be more 

8 efficient, to put in more efficient technology. 

9 If you go through the discovery that we 

10 provided, a lot of those switches are from the early 

11 '90s that Verizon has in place. And·even if you upgrade 

12 them, that's still 20 years. -r mean, some of those are 

13 getting pretty old. And there's like one or two, I 

14 think, soft switches in there,_ but -- is that 

15 confidential? 

MR. SAVAGE: r-don't think you asked for 

confidentiality. 

MR. O'ROARK: We did not ask for 

confidentiality. 

MR. SAVAGE: We can treat it that way if you 

want. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. O'ROARK: I'm told it's not confidential. 

THE WITNESS: But my only point. is that if we 

use these TELRIC principles that I discuss in my 

testimony for purposes of deciding how much to 
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charge Bright House or whether to charge them at 

all for a particular function like the muxing. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Okay? Muxing wouldn't appear in an efficient 

network interconnection, so under TELRIC, you 

couldn't charge for it, because in a most efficient 

network, you wouldn't have it. 

10 

So by not allowing them to charge for it -- I 

mean, if they want to go ahead and mux it, they can 

do it, but don't charge for it, because it's 

inefficient. If you allow them to charge, then 

11 you're paying them to be inefficient, and you're 

12 not giving them any efficient·--- excuse me, any 

13 incentive to be more efficient . 

14 I didn't say that very artfully, but in a 

15 nutshell, if you don't allow them to charge for 

16 these ine f ficient things, then maybe t heir network 

17 will become more efficient, they'll put in more 

18 soft switches, they'll put in more DS3 interfaces, 

19 they'll be more like the other carriers in the 

20 industry-who do interconnect at higher levels and 

21 at IP levels. 

22 MS. BROOKS: Thatis it for staff. 

23 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

24 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

25 Q. Okay . I've got some redirect in a couple of 
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1 areas. 

2 Let's focus on what we were just talking 

3 about. I would like you to draw a distinction between 

4 what you were just discussing, which is the TELRIC 

5 pricing standard on the one hand, and then second, on 

6 what actual physical interconnection arrangements are 

7 put in place. Do you understand the distinction I'm 

8 asking you to make? 

9 A. I think so. 

10 Q. Okay. As you understand it, do CLECs have a 

11 right to physicallY- technically feasible forms of 

12 interconnection? -

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, they do. 

And as you understand it, if a CLEC requests a 

15 particular technically feasible form of interconnection 

16 that an ILEC may not have physically in place right 

17 then, .can the CLEC require the ILEC to do that, to 

18 actually provide that? 

. 19 A • Yes. And, importantly, the economics 

20 associated with that interconnection are not to be 

21 considered, and the FCC specifically noted that. So 

22 even though it might cost them something to provide.what 

23 the CLEC is asking for, that • s not to be considered in a 

24 technically feasible request for interconnection. If 

25 it's technically feasible, it must be done. 
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1 Here you've heard the Verizon witnesses say, 

2 you know, "They want us to replace our switches and put 

3 in all these switch ports." Well, the point is, if it's 

4 technically feasible, they should do it. They certainly 

5 shouldn't rewarded by charging for it as well. 

6 Q. Well, that's why I'm trying get to the TELRIC 

7 pricing piece. There's the physical question of what 

8 actually happens. That's one question. And then the 

9 pricing piece is what you were just speaking with 

10 Ms. Brooks about, that in fact isn't that what you 

11 were just talking wit~ her about, that whatever physical 

12 connection might be there, it's priced according to 

13 TELRIC? 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

MR. O'ROARK: Object to the form of the 

question.-

A. That's right. -252 (d) (2 )- of the Act says that 

interconnection is to be priced at this forward-looking 

cost construct which the FCC has defined as TELRIC. And 

I provide 15 pages or so of that in my direct. 

Q. -I'm not going there . 

A. Okay. 

Q. Okay. This is probably clear, but I would 

like you to take a look at Gates Exhibit 1, which is a 

24 chart that Verizon provided. Did Verizon consult with 

25 you in any way in the preparation of this chart? 
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2 

A. 

Q. 

102 

No . 

To the best of your knowledge, did Verizon 

3 consult with Bright House in any way in the preparation 

4 of this chart? 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

Not to my knowledge. 

Okay. Other that to the extent you may have 

7 testified today, do you have any basis for knowing 

8 whether the details on this chart are accurate? 

9 A. No, other than the discussions we had earlier . 

10 This is a very high level schematic . 

11 Q. .: And as far as you -know, could there be other 

12 equipment involved in the···Bright House-Verizon 

13 interconnection that isn•t shown on this chart? 

1.4 A. Yes. In · fact, we know that there is. We 

15 discussed that at some length. 

16 Q. And as far ·as you know, could there be trunks 

17 and connectivity. between Bright House and Verizon that 

"18 actually exist that are not shown on this chart? 

Yes. 19 

20 

A. 

Q. So in the absence of specific testimony from 

21 some Verizon witness about the details of this chart, 

22 would you advise the Commission to rely on this 

23 particular chart in reaching any decision in this case? 

24 A. No . I mean, all it does is basically confirm 

25 at a high level that there are collocations and the 
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1 number of collocatidns, and it talks about the fact that 

2 they occur at Verizon facilities. Other than that, 

3 there's nothing here that would be helpful in resolving 

4 any issues in the case. 

5 Q. Now, do you recall that Mr. O'Roark asked you 

6 some questions about whether in your direct testimony 

7 you had provided any testimony or discussion of 

8 facilities linking Verizon's tandem and Bright House's 

9 end office collocations? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And I guess what I would like to ask you to do 

12 just for the moment is take a -look at your direct 

13 testimony starting on page 97 and going to about page 

14 103, and then again starting on page 134 and going to 

15 page 137. Just review that for a minute, and when 

16 you're done, I'll have some questions for you. 

A. Ninety-seven to 103? 

Q. Roughly, if I've got the pages right. 

A. (Examining document.) And then 134? 

Q~ 134 to 137. 

A. Okay. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

. 22 Q . Now, I don't want to ask you about this in any 

23 detail, but is it -- does this testimony address the 

24 question of the responsibility for, billing for, and 

25 arrangements regarding the facilities that run between 
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1 end office collocations that Bright House has and the 

2 access tandem for purposes of handling this third-party 

3 IXC traffic? 

4 A. Yes. And this in various incarnations in the 

5 case is the meet-point billing issue. 

6 Q. Okay. Let's focus on that for a second. When 

7 we refer to meet-point billing, just to set this up 

8 and if you want to object, you can. We're talking about 

9 a situation where you've got an IXC that's delivering 

10 traffic to the end user of one LEC, but at least part of 

11 the way it goes .through the facilities of a different 

12 LEC. 

13 

14 

15 ~ 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. Yes. 

Q. And in that kind. of arrangement where it goes 

IXC to LEC Number 1 to LEC Number 2, do you have an 

understanding of what .the meet.point refers to in 

meet-point billing? 

A. I believe it refers to the point where that 

traffic is exchanged and then the responsibility for 

transporting that traffic between the two carriers. 

Q. Okay. As you understand it today, as between 

verizon and Bright House for this third-party exchange 

access traffic, where have the. parties established that 

meet point today? 

A. Today it's at the tandem, the Verizon tandem. 
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1 Q. And do you understand that part of Bright 

2 House•s proposal in this case is that it should have an 

3 option to have that meet point established at some other 

4 location? 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

A. Yes, and specifically the end office 

collocations, for instance. 

Q. Now, as you understand the meet-point billing 

rules, if that meet point were to be moved from the 

access tandem back to the end office collocation, would 

Bright House still have to pay Verizon for the 

facilities between the access tandem and the newly 

established meet point at the end office? 

A. This was the point of confusion earlier. I 

14 don•t think so, because it•s .. Verizon•s responsibility to 

1.5 get· that traffic to that point o£ interconnection, which 

16 is at the end office now. 

17 

18 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. 

But it•s not like they•re getting this -- it•s 

19 not like Bright House is getting it for free, because 

20 now Verizon can charge the IXC for that transport to 

21 Verizon -- or excuse me, to Bright House. 

22 

23 

24 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

And so -- you•re anticipating where r•m going. 

r•m sorry. 

That•s okay. What you just testified is that 

25 under -- the question would be, under that arrangement, 
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1 if the meet point were moved, would Verizon be entitled 

2 to charge the !XC for its work in carrying the traffic 

3 from the tandem to that new meet point? 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

A. Yes. And those would be additional revenues 

that they didn't receive before. 

Q. And would Bright House still be entitled to 

charge the IXC for that same transport from the tandem 

to the end office? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, based on some agreed-upon -- oh, from -

The transport to the end office. 

No. 

And again, you're getting ahead of me. Would 

13 Bright House be able to charge the IXC something for 

14 transport? 

A. Yes. 15 

16 

17 

18 

Q. And physically, what would the something that 

Bright House would be able to charge represent? 

A. The termination of the traffic from the end 

19 office, which would be transport and termination to the 

20 consumer . 

21 Q. Okay. Now, if you've got traffic that is 

22 coming in from an IXC, hits Verizon's tandem, goes over 

23 some set of facilities, and gets to Bright House's 

24 network, do you have ·an understanding of whether that 

25 traffic is exchange access traffic as that term is used 
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1 in the industry? 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

A. Did you say it was toll traffic coming from an 

!XC? 

Q. Yes, toll traffic from an !XC, hits Verizon's 

tandem, and then flows to these meet~point facilities. 

A. Yes. That is the very definition of exchange 

access. 

Q. Does the fact that that traffic is exchange 

9 access have any relevance in your mind, any bearing in 

10 your mind, on whether Bright House has the right to 

11 determine where the point of interconnection will be? 

12 A. No. I think those are two separate concepts. 

13 I think Bright House is able to select any technically 

14 feasible point for the exchange of the traffic. And 

15 then I guess the question is, can that traffic -- under 

16 interconnection, does it .. include exchange access? And 

17 the answer to that is, yes, under 251 (c) (2) , it includes 

18 both telephone exchange and exchange access traffic. 

19 Q. So your understanding would be that Bright 

20 House's right to interconnect at any technically 

21 feasible point under Section 251(c) (2) -- would that or 

22 would that not apply to this traffic? 

23 A. Oh, it absolutely does. I mean, it 

24 specifically mentions exchange access in 251 (c) (2) . 

25 251 (c) (2) (A) says, "For the transmission and routing of 
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1 telephone exchange service and exchange access," and 

2 then (B) says "at any technically feasible point within 

3 the carrier' s network. , 

4 Q. Now, in connection I'm totally shifting 

5 topics now. In connection with your discussion with 

6 Mr. O'Roark about Bright House's proposal to, if you 

7 will, match up the payment of access charges with the 

8 charging of a toll, is it your understanding that 

9 Verizon asserts that it will be hard to bill that 

10 accurately because of just a variety of reasons, 

11 multiple calling areas, changing calling areas, that 

12 sort of thing? 

13 A. Yes. That's my understanding, and that's the 

14 impression I received from Mr. O'Roark's cross this 

15 morning, was that this would be very difficult because 

16 of the number of CLECs and different calling areas, 

17 et cetera. 

18 MR. O'ROARK: I'm going to object. This is 

19 getting outside the scope of my questioning. I'll 

20 see where you're going, but . 

21 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

23 Q. And you had extensive discussion with 

24 Mr. O'Roark surrounding your experiences over the last 

25 20 or 30 years in managing and understanding billing 
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1 issues. Do you remember that testimony? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. Based on your experience in handling and 

4 managing billing issues, is it necessary to properly 

5 account for each individual minute of traffic in order 

6 to bill properly? 

7 A. No. I mean, for instance, if you have a 

8 point-to-point circuit, you're just billing for the 

9 facility. If you have switched traffic and you're using 

10 Feature Group D, for instance, you've got all the call 

11 detail, so you can measure and bill for each and every 

12 call. That's again nice, but it's not required. Since 

13 the '80s we've been using traffic studies to test the 

14 traffic that flows over a particular trunk or facility 

15 to see what percentage of it might be local, for 

16 ·instance, versus. toll, and those traffic studies then 

17 are applied on a going-forward basis. Some are actually 

18 used to true up traffic. But that allows the billing to 

19 -- you know, instead of being on a call by call or 

20 minute by minute·, it's still an accurate way to bill. 

21 It's just a different way to bill. 

22 Q. Can you think of any reason why that approach 

23 you just described would not work in the case of 

24 would not work to solve any billing difficulties 

25 strike all of that. 
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1 Can you think of any reason why that approach 

2 that you just described could not be.applied were the 

3 Commission to adopt Bright House's proposal with respect 

4 to the application of access charges as between Bright 

5 House and Verizon? 

6 A. I think that approach could be used, and I 

7 think it would be accurate. I still think it's a second 

8 best solution, because the best solution would be just 

9 to augment Verizon's billing tables -- they do it every 

10 day -- to account for the various local calling areas 

-11 for each CLEC. and bill accordingly. But absolutely, we 

12 can use traffic studies, or if there's a dispute over 

13 the traffic that is exchanged between the two carriers, 

14 then traffic studies are frequently used for that 

15 .purpose as well. 

16 So I think the bt;!st solution would just be for 

17 Verizon to go ahead and adjust their billing tables 

18 using the NXX codes of the various CLECs, including 

19 Bright House. And then if they wanted to, if they don't 

20 want to do that, then they can use traffic studies. But 

21 either way will result in accurate bills for both 

22 parties. 

23 Q. Okay. Now, going back a minute to the TELRIC 

24 pricing and efficient facilities issue, in one of 

25 Mr. O'Roark's questions, he asked you whether you knew 
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1 whether the muxing equipment that's involved in 

2 processing Bright House's traffic was in fact dedicated 

3 entirely to Bright House's use as compared to other 

4 traffic. Do you recall that exchange? 

5 A. I do. 

6 Q. Assume for the moment that in fact Verizon has 

7 put in some muxing equipment that is used entirely for 

8 Bright House's traffic, given the volume of that 

9 traffic. 

10 A. Okay. 

11 Q. Does that make any difference as to whether 

12 Bright House should be charged for that muxing 

13 equipment? 

14 

15 

A. 

Q. 

No. 

Why not? 

16 A~ Well, there just should be no muxing, so the 

17 equipment shouldn't be there in the first. place. In the 

18 second place, if it is there, · it's not Bright House's 

19 responsibility, because Bright House is capable to hand 

20 off that traffic at DS3 or higher. It's only there 

21 because of Verizon's inability to accept that traffic at 

22 a higher level. So it's basically a crutch that Verizon · 

23 is using to be able to receive that traffic and route it · 

24 through its network. It's only there because of that 

25 problem that Verizon has, and those costs should not be 
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1 shifted to competitors who in fact are more efficient 

2 than the incumbent in this case. 

3 Q. All right. Just a very few. You had some 

4 fairly extensive discussion with Mr. O'Roark about your 

5 background and experience. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

A. Yes. 

Q. And I believe you testified that you are not 

trained as an engineer. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

Do you nonetheless have knowledge and 

11 experience with regard to network engineering that goes 

12 well beyond what sort -of a lay person, someone on the 

13 street would have? 

14 A. Absolutely. For instance, during the 

15 intraLATA equal access cases, we worked directly with 

16 the switch manufacturers to come up with a new generic 

17 to allow for the two PIC, the intraLATA PIC. 

18 So not only did we talk with the manufacturers 

19 themselves, the ones that would talk with us, but we 

20 also reviewed the switch generic documentation, which, 

21 of course, is huge. And by switch generic, I'm 

22 ·referring to the software that actually runs the switch, 

23 like Windows, for instance. We also have worked for 

24 equipment manufacturers like Siemens directly on cases. 

25 But, yes, I have much more knowledge than I 
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1 think the average person would have on 

2 telecommunications networks. I'm also involved in 

3 patent cases in various courts on telecommunications 

4 technology, so I'm familiar with reviewing patents on 

5 technology, which, of course, is very, very detailed. 

6 Q. So is it fair to say that based on the 

7 experience and training you've obtained over the last 20 

8 or 30 years in the telecommunications business, you're 

9 able to offer insight and understanding about network 

10 engineering matters beyond what a layman might be able 

11 to offer? 

12 A. That's correct. -And I also rely on our own 

13 chief engineer, who was in the Bell system for 30 years, 

14 and he has provided me extensive training over the years 

15 as well, and other engineers that I work with. But the 

16 answer is yes. 

17 MR. SAVAGE : I have nothing. further. 

18 MR. O'ROARK: I have a little bit of recross. 

19 

20 BY MR. .0' ROARK: 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

21 Q. Mr. Gates, I want to follow up on a couple of 

22 points, particularly on billing. I think you said that 

23 to implement the local calling plan approach that Bright 

24 House would like, for Verizon, it would be a fairly 

25 simple matter of updating its tables. Is that a fair 
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14 

15 
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summary? 

A. Yes. If I said fairly simple, you know, it 

probably wouldn't be simple per se, but it can be done. 

It's done every day. 

Q. Do you know whether Verizon's switch tables 

are set up to accommodate multiple local exchange 

carriers? 

A. I know you've got the GTD switches in your 

network, some DMS, the soft switches. I would be 

shocked if they were not, but 

Q. Do you know? 

A. I don • t have any personal knowledge. 

Q. Your fallback plan would be to go to traffic 

studies and establish factors? 

A. If we did not get the traffic on a per minute 

16 of use basis, sure. 

17 Q. Generally factors are established for traffic 

18 that you can't identify; isn't that right? 

19 A. No, not at all. 

20 Q. When you can't identify the jurisdiction of a 

21 call you generally apply the jurisdictional test. 

22 You apply the factor when you can't tell what the 

23 jurisdiction is. Isn't that generally right? 

24 A. You use it for that. But as you and I spoke 

25 during the break, Verizon is very adept at doing traffic 
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1 studies when there's a dispute over jurisdictionality 

2 and pulling all of that data out of their switch tables. 

3 Yes, you use traffic studies for many reasons, one of 

4 which is for the correct and accurate billing of traffic 

5 that you know or you don't know. 

6 Q. Just so the record is clear, I didn't say 

7 anything about MCI being adept at traffic studies, did 

8 I? 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

MCI? 

Yes. 

No, I think I did. 

Just to be clear --

I was talking about Verizon. 

MR. SAVAGE: We'll stipulate that you would 

never admit that -Verizon is good at traffic 

,_studies. 

MR. O'ROARK: Well, he .referred to MCI. 

MR. SAVAGE: ·oh, well, that's a-whole 

different problem. 

THE WITNESS: I did say Verizon, though. It 

21 wasn't MCI in that case. 

22 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

23 Q. In any event, as we discussed before, other 

24 CLECs could opt into an interconnection agreement 

25 between Verizon and Bright House; correct? 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

A. Yes. 

Q. And so if Verizon had to do a traffic study 

for Bright House, it would also have to do a traffic 

study for anybody else who opted in; right? 

116 

A. Only if it had concerns about the bills for 

the traffic. If you recall, my first suggestion was to 

simply adjust your billing tables. Recall, it's just a 

comparison of NXX codes that the computer does 

instantaneously to decide whether it's local or toll, 

and then to apply the appropriate compensation. 

Q. But my question focused on your sort of 

12 Plan B, if I can call it that. 

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

The second solution? 

Yes. Let's assume that Plan A doesn't work. 

15 At that point, as many CLECs as have opted into the 

16 interconnection agreement, Verizon would be required to 

17 do traffic studies for each and every .one, wouldn't it? 

18 A. Sure. But recall, this is really just a query 

19 to the traffic data system to pull the data out. It's 

20 not like you're going to spend months working on a 

21 traffic study. This is something you can do weekly or 

22 monthly or quarterly. 

23 Q. . And that point is that not only -- you 

24 wouldn't do this just one time for one CLEC. You would 

25 have to update the traffic studies for every CLEC that 
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1 opted in, wouldn't you? 

2 

3 

4 

A. If you had concerns about the bills, yes. 

MR. O'ROARK: That's all I have. Thank you. 

MR. SAVAGE: I have a tiny bit of redirect. 

5 FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

6 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

7 Q. Do you have an understanding about the local 

8 calling area that's been made available to Bright 

9 House's end users? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And just to set this up, ~t would encompass --

12 Bright House • s end users in Tampa could call any Verizon 

13 end user in Tampa on a local basis? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. As long as that retail calling plan remains in 

16 effect, is there any ambiguity about whether Bright 

17 House would ever be liable to Verizon for access 

18 charges? 

19 ·A. No. There's no doubt. It's pretty 

20 straightforward. 

21 Q. Would there need to be a study to examine the 

22 traffic to see whether zero was still zero? 

23 A. ·No. As long as it was a Bright House NXX, it 

24 would be obvious, and no study would be required. 

25 Q. So if there were any difficulties along the 
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1 lines that Mr. O'Roark's questioning was just 

2 suggesting, they would arise in connection with CLECs 

3 that have a different local calling arrangement than 

4 Bright House does? 

5 A. Perhaps. I mean, Bright House is the most 

6 obvious and straightforward case, as you just discussed. 

7 But it's still a simple matter to put in the other CLEC 

8 NXXs and allow the computer to do the comparisons. It's 

9 not a difficult thing. 

10 

11.: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

. 23 

24 

25 

MR . SAVAGE: Nething further . 

THE REPORTER: .~ro you want to - read . and sign? 

THE WITNESS: ~. please. 

(Deposition concluded at 12 : 59 p.m.) 

···:;;a... 
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1 

2 

3 CERTIFICATE OF ADMINISTERING OATH 

4 

5 STATE OF FLORIDA: 

6 COUNTY OF LEON: 

7 I, MARY ALLEN NEEL, Registered Professional 

8 Reporter and Notary Public in and for . the State of 

9 Florida at Large: 

10 DO HEREBY CERTIFY that on the date and place 

11 indicated on the title page of this transcript, an oath 

12 was duly administered by me to the designated witness 

13 before testimony was taken. 

14 DATED THIS 19th day of May, 2010 . 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

. 25 

MARY ALLEN 
2894-A Remi ton Green Lane 
Tallahassee , Florida 32308 
(850) 878-2221 

~··$l:~Jt Mary Allen Neal lw·· Comml .. IOn. 00801218 l ! ExptrU October 10, 2010 
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1 

2 
CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER 

3 

4 STATE OF FLORIDA: 

5 COUNTY OF LEON: 

6 I, MARY ALLEN NEEL, Registered Professional 

7 Reporter, do hereby certify that the foregoing 

8 proceedings were taken before me at the time and place 

9 therein designated; that a review of the transcript was 

10 requested; that my shorthand notes were thereafter 

11 translated under my supervision; and that the foregoing 

12 pages numbered 1 through 118 are a true and correct 

13 record of the aforesaid proceedings. 

14 I FURTHER CERTIFY that I am not a relative, 

15 employee, attorney or counsel of any of the parties, nor 

16 relative or employee of such attorney or counsel , or 

17 financially interested in the foregoing action . 

18. DATED THIS 19th day of May, 2010 . 

19 

20 
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23 

24 

25 
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{850) 878-2221 
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ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC . 
2894-A Remington Green Lane 
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 

(850)878-2221 

May 19, 2010 

CHRISTOPHER W. SAVAGE, ESQUIRE 
Davis, Wright, Tremaine, LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Savage : 

Re: Docket No. Vs. 

Enclosed is your copy of the deposition of TIMOTHY J . 
GATES taken in the above matter on May 5, 2010. 

Since reading and signing was not waived, please make 
arrangements with the witness to read your copy of the 
transcript and make . any corrections on the errata sheet 
on the following page. 

Please forward the completed errata sheet to Dulany 
O'Roark for attachment to the original transcript and . a 
copy to Timisha Books at FPSC. You should also attach a 
copy to your transcript. · 

Thank you for your cooperation 1n this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Dulaney O'Roark, Esq. 
Timisha Books at FPSC 
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ERRATA SHEET 

Under penal~ies of perjury, I have read the 
foregoing transcript of my deposition, pages 1 through 
120, and hereby subscribe to same, i ncluding any 
corrections and/or amendments lis.ted below. 

~ 
PAGE/LINE ERROR OR AMENDMENT REASON FOR CHANGE 

il\l?.Jy I(~ •''-fh~y fJ 

Reporter: Mary A. Neel - Da~e of Deposition: 05/05/10 
Veri~on/Bright House - Docket No. 090501-TP 
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2.1 Point(s) of Interconnection and Interconnection Format 
2.1.1 Each Party, at its own expense, shall provide transport 
facilities as required to deliver traffic originating on, or 
transiting through, its network to the technically feasible 
Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA 
selected by [CLEC] Bright House. To meet this obligation, a 
Party may: 
2.1.1.1 provide its own facilities for delivery of traffic to the 
technically feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's 
network in a LATA; and/or 
2. 1.1.2 obtain transport for delivery of traffic to the 
technically feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's 
network in a LATA (a) from a third party, or, (b) if the other 
Party offers such transport pursuant to a Tariff, from the 
other Party under the terms of such Tariff; or 
2.1.1.3 in the case of Bright House, obtain facilities from 
Bright House's network to the POl, provided by Verizon at 
TELRIC rates. 
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1 

2 

Thereupon, 

4 

MARVA B. JOHNSON 

3 was called as a witness, having been first duly sworn, 

4 was examined and testified as follows: 

5 CROSS EXAMINATION 

6 ' BY. MR .. 0 I ROARK: 

7 

8 

9 

Q 

A 

Q 

Morning, Ms. Johnson. 

Hi. 

I am D. O'Roark, representing Verizon. 

10 Obviously we've met before. Have you been deposed 

11 before? 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

I have. 

How many times? 

At least three. 

In which cases? 

Recently in litigation brought by TECO against 

17 Bright House, an arbitration proceeding between Bright 

18 House and -- I'm sorry, in an arbitration proceeding 

19 between KMC Tilecom, my former employer, and 

20 BellSouth, and I believe also in an arbitration 

21 proceeding pending between -- I'm sorry, an 

22 arbitration between Verizon and KMC. And that was a 

23 triple A arbitration, not an interconnection agreement 

24 arbitration . 

25 Q Was this a directory listings matter? 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

A 

Q 

No. That was KMC, and it was --

I'm story? 

A It was actually a dispute. 

MR. O'ROARK: We just had someone join the 

bridge. David Christian, ·is.that you? 

MR. CHRISTIAN: Yes, sir, it is. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q Ms. Johnson, I'm sure you're aware of the 

9 general ground rules, then, of depositions. But just 

10 to remind you, please do try to give an audible 

11 response to my questions sb that the court reporter, 

12 who is here, can take down the responses. If I ask 

13 you a question that is unclear to you for any reason, 

14 don't hesitate to ask me to clarify it, and I will do 

15 my best to do that. 

16 And if you reach a point where you want to 

17 take a break,· just let me know, and I would be happy 

18 to accommodate that. 

19 A Thank you. 

20 Q Let's start with a few questions about your 

21 background. You are currently the vice-president of 

22 technology, policy, and industry affairs with Bright 

23 House Networks, LLC; is that correct? 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Is that Bright House Cable company? 

5 
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1 A That's Bright House, yes . 

2 Q Is that an umbrella company that includes all 

3 of the operating subsidiaries, or is that the company 

4 that houses the cable operations? 

5 A Bright House Networks, LLC is actually the 

6 owner of Bright House Networks Information S~rvices ·in 

" 7 each of its durations. It is the operations for cable 

8 service. The operations for our cable services also 

9 are housed in that umbrella . • 

10 Q Which company houses the operations for the 

11 ·cable company? 

12 A Bright House Networks, LLC. 

13 Q So if I refer to Bright House Networks, LLC as 

14 Bright House Cable, will we be communicating? 

15 A That's fair for the purposes of this 

16 deposition. 

17 Q What are your responsibilities with Bright 

18 House Cable? 

19 A In addition to owning the responsibilities 

20 related to our interconnection agreement obligations 

21 and contracts, I also support the business as it 

2 2 relates to setting of poli c ies for our subscribers, 

23 and as well as it relates to understanding regulatory 

2 4 and policy c hanges that might impact the way we 

25 deliver o ur serv ice to our subscr i bers. 
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1 Q When you say that you have responsibilities 

2 for interconnection obligations, are those 

3 interconnection arrangements between the cable company 

4 and other carriers, or are those arrangements between 

5 the Bright House CLEC and other carriers? 

6 A Bright House CLEc·and ~th~r carriers. 

7 Q 
~ . 
So although you are employed b~ Bright House 

8 Cable, you also have responsibilities"with respect to 

9 the CLEC subsidiary? 

10 A -Absolutely. 

11 Q How much of your time is involved currently 

12 with the interconnection piece? 

13 A It's a bit exacerbated at this point because 

14 of the Verizon arbitration. But generally I would say 

15 it's probably 15 percent of my responsibilities. 

16 Q And most of the rest of your responsibilities 

17 are cable related? 

18 A I would say they're related to Bright House's 

19 business end to end and how we deliver our services 

20 end to end. So they're related to our voice services, 

21 to our data services, as well as to our video 

22 services. 

23 Q And if I understood your testimony correctly, 

24 the part of your job that doesn't involve 

25 interconnection is largely taken up with policy 

~-------------ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC.--------------~ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

.6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

concerns and -- I will just leave it at that. 

policy concerns? 

A That's true. 

With 

Q Do the interconnection arrangements that 

you're involved in include arrangements with ILECs, 

CLECs, IXCs and wireless carriers? 

They do. 

Any other types 6f carriers? 

None that I can recall. 

And you're generally familiar with the 

11 interconnection arrangements that the Bright House 

12 CLEC has with those carriers? 

13 

14 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Are you directly involved in the negotiations 

15 of those arrangements? 

16 

17 

18 

A 

Q 

A 

Typically. 

Are you the lead negotiator on them typically? 

I was in my former role. As I have 

19 transitioned into this new role, I support -- I 

20 support the people who now run that network, who are 

21 part of the CLEC. 

22 Q Now, you started with Bright House Networks 

23 Information Services Florida, LLC in October 2006? 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

That is correct. 

And if I refer to that company as either 

8 
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1 Bright House or the Bright House CLEC, you will know 

2 who I'm referring to, as opposed to Bright House 

3 Cable? 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

A Yes. 

Q That's the Bright Hous~ entity that's a party 

to this case? 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Now, you were the director of carrier 

relations and vendor services? 

A Correct. 

Q -What were your responsibilities in . that role? 

A In that role my responsibilities included 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

securing interconnection terms with our interconnected 

partners, IXCs, CLECs, ILECs, !COs, et cetera. I also 

had responsibility for the finance team supporting 

BHNIS. So I was responsible for receiving bills and 

paying them, as well as for invoices that we rendered 

to wholesale service recipients of our network. 

And I was responsible for managing 

interconnection escalations. I was the escalation 

point for our team for any issues that we had related 

to disputes arising out of interconnection obligations 

23 or rights. 

24 And finally I also was responsible for 

25 managing our 911 network and our numbering 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

administration function. 

Q Did you say your numbering function? 

A 

Q 

Numbering administration, yes. 

What does that mean? 

10 

5 A As it relates to securing telephone number 

6 blocks through NAMPA and managing our utilizatiori of 

7 those telephone number blocks, as well as assignments 

8 of those blocks. 

9 Q Now, as I understand it, you had 

10 responsibility for managing operations teams that ·-

11 implemented the inte~connection arrangements; is that 

12 right? 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

A Yes. For the last about six months of my role 

within Bright Hous e Networks Information Services of 

Florida, I was the a c ting vice-president . So each of 

the operations teams r e ported in to me. So the 

engineering fun c ti o n, as well as the former functions 

that I just mention ed, and then our business 

operations team that was responsible for service 

delivery, and o ur program managers, they each reported 

to me in that role. 

Q And that wa s a role yo u had as an acting 

23 vice-president f o r approx im a t e ly six months ? 

24 

2 5 

A 

Q 

Corr e ct. 

I gather t ha t ' s not a r o le that you c o nt i nue 
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1 to have'? 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

A No. 

that role. 

I don't continue -- I didn't continue in 

I transitioned into the new role for the 

company overall_, the technology and policy role. 

Q So they hired a vice-president to be not just 

the acting, but the · per~an~nt vice-~resident? 

A They hired a permanent vice-president. And 

he's a fine, fine candidate (laughter). 

Who _is that, by _the way? 

Craig Cowden. He ca~e from Sprint . 

Q 

A 

Q And you had the CLEC responsibilities that you 

describe through about March of 2009? 

A Correct. 

14 Q It sounds like when you moved into your new 

15 role, you no longer had frontline responsibili t ies 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

that you described, but did ha v e continuing management 

responsibilities for what you had done in your CLEC 

role? I didn't say that very artfully, but is t hat 

about right? 

A I continue to support them and their -- I 

21 continue to support BHNIS as it relates to their 

22 interconnection and rights in order to make sure we 

23 

24 

25 

have secure arrangements there. 

Q You're generally familiar with t he la y out of 

Bright House's network? 
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A Yes, generally. 1 

2 Q And you're generally familiar with the types 

3 of traffic that are being sent to Verizon's end 

4 offices and tandems? 

5 

6 

A 

Q' 

Yes. 

r·ask· you to take a quick look at · Bright 

7 House•s·responses to Verizon's first interrogatory 

8 numbers 1 and 3 . There is --

9 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

10 BY MR~ O'ROARK: 

11 Q There is confidential information here. I'm 

12 going to try to ask the questions in a way that may 

13 not require confidential responses. But if you feel 

12 

14 that I am eliciting confidential information, heads 

15 up, and just let .me know, and we will designate it as 

16 confidential. 

17 MR. SAVAGE: Do you have a copy I can look at 

18 so I can see what we're -- (examining document). 

19 MR. O'ROARK: Just to set the stage, in 

20 response to Verizon's fi~st interrogatory numbers 1 

21 and 3, Bright House stated the number of Bright 

22 House cable voice customers at year end 2007, 2008, 

23 and 2009. And for the response to one it covered 

24 the state of Florida, and in response to three, 

25 Bright House provided information for Verizon's 
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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 

23 

24 

25 

service territory in Florida. 

BY MR. O'ROURK: 

Q Do you see those interrogatories and 

!esponses? 

A Yes. 

Q My question on them is limited. 

asking you to say the numbers out loud. 

And I'm not 

Are the 

numb~rs provided in response to one and three for 

residential and business customers? 

A They are for our home phone customers . So 

that would . be residential. 

Q Does Bright House have additional business 

customers that aren't reflected in the numbers 

provided in response to one and three? 

A I believe we do. 

Q As you sit here today, do you know how many? 

A I don't. If it help&, we launched business 

13 

services around 2008. So we have recently begun to 

provide or focus really well in that space. So 

generally those numbers aren't material to the overall 

customer count at this point. 

Q That's fair . Thank you for that response. 

MR. O'ROARK : Those are all the questions I 

have on one and three. 

MR. SAVAGE: Great. 
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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 

23 

24 

25 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q Now I would move to another set of 

interrogatories. And this leads into a number of 

questions that Mr. Gates and I discussed yesterday. 

He was kind enough to defer to you on a number of 

these 

A He's sweet. 

Q -- and in varying degrees. So I'm going to 

14 

have -- go back over some of the same ground to make 

sure that we've got the most accurate information th~t 

we can. ·I'm going to start by showing you Bright 

House's response to staff's interrogatory number 16. 

You ·will see l 1 ve highlighted a couple of sections. 

I'm really focusing on the second highlighted piece 

toward the bottom of the page. 

You will see there -- and as I understand it, 

by the way, this was a response Mr. Gates was 

responsible for; is that right? 

A Correct. 

Q In response to staff interrogatory number 16; 

Bright House says, the parties routinely exchange more 

than 30 million minutes of local traffic per month. 

Is that right? 

A 

Q 

I believe it is. 

Do you have an understanding of which traffic 
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1 was put in that 30 million minute of use bucket? It 

2 says local. And 

3 A I believe it is simply the traffic defined as 

4 local under our current interconnection agreement and 

5 routed as local pursuant to our current arrangements. 

6 Q And is your underst~nding that · that's not just 

7 30 million minutes going one way~ but it's· a 

8 combination of the minutes that Bright Hous~ is 

9 sending to Verizon and that Verizon is sending to 

10 Bright House? 

11 A That is my understanding. 

12 Q And so if a Verizon customer picks up the 

13 phone and makes what is under Verizon's retail calling 

14 plan an intra-LATA toll call, that call would not be 

15 included in the bucket of 30 million minutes? 

16 A That's my understanding. 

17 Q And on the other side, Bright House's local 

18 calling plan would have those minutes from the same 

' 19 LATA, would all be local minutes? 

20 A They would all be local minutes to a Bright 

21 House customer . But they would also not be included 

22 in the 30 million. 

23 Q What if the Bright House customer makes a call 

24 to a Verizon customer, it's within the LATA; · under 

25 Verizon's plan it would be an intra-LATA toll call. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

16 

Under Bright House's call, is that an -- under Bright 

House's calling plan, is that an intra-LATA toll call, 

or is that a local call? 

A When a Bright House customer originates a call 

that terminates to a Verizon customer 

Q 

A 

Yes. 

-~ in a different LATA? ~hat is 

MR. SAVAGE: Same LATA .I believe 

treated 

was the 

9 question. 

10 A I'm sorry. 

11 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q It's the same LATA. The idea is that if the 

call flow were reversed, Verizon customer calling 

Bright House customer, Verizon considers the call 

local toll or intra-LATA toll. Now I'm asking you 

about the situation where the call flow is reversed. 

Bright House customer calling same Verizon customer. 

Does Bright House consider that a local call 

or a toll call today? 

A For t he purposes of the inte rconnection 

agreement, the interconnection agreement arrangement 

as between Verizon and Bright House, that would be a 

toll call as well. As between Bright House and its 

end users, that would be a -- it's included in the 

call scope for home phone customers within o~r plan. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Q So it would be flat-rated local for the Bright 

House end user customer? 

A Correct. It would be local for Bright House's 

end user customer. 

Which bucket did you pu~ that minute in? Q 

A This 3b milliofi should be those calls that are 

7 only· local as betwe~n Verizon and Bright House, not as 

8 b~tween Bright House and its customers. 

9 Q So the call we were just describing from the 

10 Bright House customer to the Verizon customer would 

11 not go in the local bucket that we've been talking 

12 about that has 30 million minutes? 

13 

14 

15 

A Correct. 

Q While we're on the subject, does Bright 

House's territory include more than one LATA here 

16 Florida? 

17 

18 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

How do you handle the situation of an 

in 

19 interLATA call between a Bright House customer and a 

20 Verizon customer? How is that classified? 

21 MR. SAVAGE: Assumes facts not in evidence. 

22 don't know that you've established that there are 

23 any interLATA calls in Florida between a Bright 

24 House customer and a Verizon customer. 

25 There may be; I just hadn't heard that happen 

I 
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1 yet. 

2 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

3 Q Well just so we're clear, as I understand it, 

4 Bright House's service territory goes, what, as far 

5 out as·about Orlando? 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

A Correct, at least. 

Q And would a call from Orlando to Tampa be 

interLATA, just in general terms? 

A As between Bright House and its customers, 

that call is also treated .as -- is not assessed an 

additional fee. A~ between Verizon and Bright House, 

that call will be subject to interLATA switched access 

charges. 

14 Q And as far as how the traffic is actually 

15 routed, does it simply go through the Bright House 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

switch and then to the Verizon tandem, or is an !XC 

involved? 

A On a Bright House originated phone call to a 

Verizon subscriber in a different LATA, and in some 

cases we are able to route that over our network to 

terminate on facilities to Verizon. That would be 

optimal. But we --most of the time will just hand it 

off to an IXC, and the IXC will route that call to 

Verizon. 

Q I'm just curious, why is that? 
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1 A We've got to make sure our inter-network 

2 routing and ENAUM (phonetic) services are in place so 

3 that we can route between our network. Sometimes, you 

4 know, it's -- I won't say sometimes. At this point 

5 the way we've got our switching logistics set up, it 

6 was just easier and f~ster for u~ to hand it off to 

7 the IXC, because they already had all the future D 

8 network facilities in place, and it was a faster 

9 solution. 

10 Q So there are things about transporting 

11 inter-LATA traffic that are different than 

12 transporting intra-LATA traffic that requires that 

13 solution? 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A I'm thinking about that question. It's an 

interesting question in the way that it's worded. 

I would say that the -- I would say the way 

that our network is currently configured, there are 

things about routing intra-LATA traffic versus 

inter-LATA traffic that might require different 

solutions. 

Q Is there some intra-LATA traffic where Bright 

House needs to use the same solution of routing the 

traffic through an IXC? 

A We typically don't r o ute intra-LATA traffic 

through an IXC. 
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1 Q Let me ask you to turn to the response to 22A, 

2 please. 

3 A (Witness complies). 

4 

5 

6 

7 

.8 

.g 

10 

11 

12 

Q Ms. Johnson, if I understood correctly from 

the deposition yesterday, you were responsible for the 

response to interrogatory number 22? 

A That's correct. 

Q In 22A Bright House says that, the parties 

have 69 million minutes of local and meet point 

billing traffic. Is that right? 

A 

Q 

That's correct. 

And so if I understand correctly, to get the 

13 number of meet point minutes, you would simply 

14 subtract 30 million, and you would come up with 39 

15 million minutes of meet point traffic? 

16 A I'm sorry. It's 69 million minutes of traffic 

17 exchanged between our subscribers, betw~en Bright 

18 House subscribers and Bright House. And total traffic 

19 between traffic exchanged solely between our customers 

20 and traffic exchanged between third parties, like IXC 

21 customers, meet point billing traffic, it's another --

22 it r s 350 million total. 

23 So the total traffic exchanged between our 

24 network is 350 million; exchanged between our 

25 customers is only 69 million. 
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11 
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13 

14 
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20 
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24 

25 

21 

Q So the 69 million is the sum total of calls 

flowing back and forth between Bright House customers 

and Verizon customers? 

A Correct. 

Q You said that 30 million· of those minutes are 

local calls on · a carrier basis? 

A Correct . 

· ~ And so the other 39 million minutes are calls 

on which Bright House and Verizon are charging each 

other access? 

A If I recall correctly; yes. My expettation 

would be that the remainder is intra-LATA or other 

access calls between our networks. 

Q So it would include the intra-LATA toll calls 

that we discussed a few moments ago? 

A Correct. 

Q Would it ·include inter-LATA toll calls1 

A If there were -- to the extent there were 

inter-LATA calls between our networks directly, yes. 

Q They would not be included to the extent that 

an IXC was involved? 

A It would not be included to the extent an !XC 

were involved. 

Q I think you described intra-LATA toll calls 

and I think other traffic of some kind. What else 
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1 put inter-LATA aside, since it sounds like most of 

2 that goes through IXCs, perhaps a little bit going 

3 through the party's networks. 

4 Is there any other traffic that would be in 

5 that 69 million minute bucket? 

6 

7 

8 

9. 

A No. 

Q So in rough terms, 30 million minutes is 

local, and most of the 39 million other minutes 

inter-LATA toll? 

are 

A Correct. And actually let me clarify one 

22 

10 

11 point, though. Of the -- I mathematically agree with 

12 you, that between our customers, we exchange about 69 

13 million minutes of traffic, or at least that was my 

14 response to your interrogatory request. Reducing that 

15 by the 30 million as between our customers, you would 

16 think the remaining is 39 million. 

17 But I have to say that I don't recall whether 

18 transit traffic was included in the 39 million 

19 remainder, whether it's solely intra-LATA or whether 

20 transit traffic for which we're assessed transit fees 

21 

22 

23 

24 

is in there as well. I would have to double-check. 

MR. SAVAGE: Let me say, I know that 

technically you sent us a written interrogatory 

today. There wasn't time to get it done. If it 

25 matters to your presentation as we go forward to 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

have -- we didn't respond to these questions trying 

to break down minutes into specific categories. 

If that's information you would like, we would 

.be happy to put it together for you. 

MR. O'ROARK: If I could request a late-filed 

exhibit, either saying· that there are transit 

minutes that fit into the 69" million or that 

they're not, that would be helpful. 

MR. SAVAGE: What I think-- what I'm doing 

sitting here is picturing the billing records that 

I've looked at in the course of putting this 

together. What I'm confident we could do for you 

with a re a sonable amount of work is say, okay, in 

2009 or based o n an annualized period, there were 

so many million minutes that were direct between 

o ur networks, so many minutes of transit, so many 

million minutes of this meet point billing stuff, 

the roughly 350, and just give you what those 

numbers seem to be. You probably have it in your 

own records. 

The only reason I'm concerned is, thes e 

2 2 answers weren't --the answers we gave wer e n't in 

23 r e sponse to questions that said, tell me minutes by 

24 particular categories. S o they're sort of -- as 

25 you c an see, they're k ind of rough, round numbers. 
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1 If you need the real numbers, we can put them 

2 together for you. 

3 MR. O'ROARK: It's not so much a matter of 

4 wanting real numbers; I just want to understand 

5 what these numbers signify. 

6 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. We will put a ·chart 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

together for y6u. But I mean for now, 

This is close en9ugh, I suppose. 

-BY MR. 0' ROARK: 

go ahead. 

Q Let's talk about the 350 million minutes, 

subject to the understanding that I may need some 

clarification. Again, sort of doing simple math, if I 

subtract out 69 million minutes, I think that leaves 

me with 281 million minutes. 

Do you have a sense of, in general terms, 

what's included within the 281 million minutes? 

A Setting aside the issue of whether the transit 

traffic is in this bucket or in the 69 million, it 

would be switched access traffic that is originating 

from a Bright House network -- BOO-originated traffic 

from a Bright House subscriber destined for 

termination to an IXC, or inbound calls from an IXC 

destined for termina~ion to a Bright House subscriber 

that are transited via Verizon's tandem. 

Q What about calls to and from wireless 
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5 

6 

.7 

a 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

25 

customers; do they fit in the 281 million bucket? 

A They would be included in the transit minutes, 

whichever bucket those minutes are in, pr~suming that 

the~'re intra-MTA and not routed by an !XC. 

Q So if a wireless minute is inter~MTA, then it 

becomes an access minute and goes to an IXC? 

A That's my presumption as to generally how the 

wireless. carriers route their traffic. 

Q And I assume your.answer is the same as to a 

CLEC, that that also fits within -- I'm sorry, a call 

between a Bright House customer and another CLEC 

customer, that would be a transit minute and would fit 

wherever transit minutes fit within this scheme? 

A Correct. 

Q Do Bright House cable customers have a choice 

in their inter-exchange carrier? In other words, is 

there a Bright House local calling plan or calling 

plan that enables the customer to select the IXC of 

his or her choice? 

A The Bright House subscribers can select an 

21 alternate IXC, but we don't have a calling plan that 

22 does not include the full scope of -- the full scope 

23 of services that we offer, including local, 

24 intra-LATA, inter-LATA, and interstate calling. 

25 Q So you describe the IXC traffic between Bright 
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1 House customers and an IXC that goes through a Verizon 

2 tandem. And you said that, if I understood you 

3 correctly, that it could include 800 traffic, and it 

4 could include traffic to a Bright House caller. It 

5 sounds like it also could include traffic from a 

6 Bright House caller if the Bright House caller had 

7 selected an alternative IXC. 

8 A That's_theoretically possible. But most 

9 consumers find better value in selecting Bright 

10 House's service and not picking an alternate provider~ 

11 so 

12 Q What if a customer wants to make a 10 triple X 

13 call, long-distance, dial - around call, can a Bright 

14 House customer do that? 

15 A I believe so. 

16 Q And so that might be another example where, if 

17 a customer really wanted to, they could make a call to 

18 an !XC that would go through the Verizon tandems or on 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

the originating side? 

A That's true. 

Q Has Bright House made arrangements with a 

particular IXC to handle the call -- IXC calls being 

originated by Bright House callers? 

A Not a particular IXC, but there is a monopoly 

25 of IXCs that we partner with in that regard. 
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1 Q So there is not a single source for 

2 originating IXC traffic; you use multiple IXCs? 

3 

4 

A 

Q . 

We do. 

Does Bright House physically interact with 

5 each of those IXCs? 

6 A We do. 

27 

7 · (Confidential portion of testimony bound under 

8 separate cover). 

9 BY MR. 0' ROARK-: 

10 Q Let's try going off of confidentiality. If we 

11 need to go back on, let me know. And we may. 

12 Does Bright House have interconnection 

13 agreements with ILECs other than Verizon? 

A Yes. 

Q I assume that would include Embarq? 

A Yes. 

Q Anybody else? 

A AT&T. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Q You guys have just a sliver of AT&T territory? 

A Actually it's fairly large. 

Q In the Orlando area? 

A In the Orlando area. 

MR. SAVAGE: Just to be clear, I think she 

24 took you r answer as limited to the state of 

25 Florida. 
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1 MR. O'ROARK: And that is how I intended it. 

2 By MR . 0 I ROARK: 

3 Q But, you know what, since you mentioned it, I 

4 did notice in your testimony that you at least at one 

5 point, maybe currently, had responsibilities to states 

6 other ·than Florida? 

7 How many other· states does Bright House 

8 operate in? 

9 A Five. And just to be clear, all of my 

10 responses today have been as it relates to Bright 

11 House Network Information Services of Florida. The 

12 other entities are outside of the state of Florida. 

13 Q By happy coincidence, all of my questions were 

14 related to Florida. So you'v e d one well (laughter) . 

15 All right. So other than Florida, where are 

16 the states that Bright House oper a tes ? 

17 A With Bright House Netw o rks Information 

18 Services of California, Indiana, Michigan, Alabama. 

19 And Bright House Networks Information Services of 

20 

21 

Alabama also o f fers service in Georgia. 

Florida. So a total of six. 

Then we have 

2 2 Q And you were referring to information 

23 services. That's the CLEC? 

2 4 

25 

A 

Q 

The CLEC. 

Does Bright Hous e Cable offer c able s e rvi c e in 
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any of those states? 

A In all of those states, yes. 

Q I gather that the Florida operation is the 

biggest of the six? 

A That's fair. 

Q 

A 

Q 

By far the big~est of the six? 

That's fair. 

Goitig forward, my questions will just be 

29 

9 dealing with Florida. 

10 

11 

A 

Q 

Okay. 

Does Bright House have direct·connections with 

12 any CLECs or wireless carriers in Florida? 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A Yes. 

Q And if we're getting back into confidential 

information, let me know. But I think we can just 

talk in terms of numbers, which may be confidential; 

maybe not. 

How many direct connections does Bright House 

have with CLECs in Florida? 

A This is part of confidential. 

MR. O'ROARK: Okay. Please designate this 

portion of the transcript as confidential. 

(Confidential portion of testimony bound under 

separate cover) . 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 
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Q Let's try again going off confidentiality, 

understanding that we can go right back on if we need 

to. 

And I believe you're going to check. But the 

wireless minutes ·may be in that 281 million dollar 

bucket, but you want to check on that? 

MR. SAVAGE: I don't think we establish~d a 

281 million "dollar" bucket. 

MR. O'ROARK: Did I say "dollar"? I meant 

10 minutes. 

11 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Q I meant 281 million minute bucket. You're 

going to check to see whether wireless fits in that? 

A We will. 

Q Does Bri~ht House use any carrier other than 

Verizon to carry traffic to third-party inter-exchange 

carriers? 

A 

Q 

Do we use -- yes. 

Now I'm not talking about whatever direct 

20 connections Bright House might have directly with 

21 IXCs. I'm talking now about traffic flowing to IXCs 

22 where Bright House does not have a direct connection. 

23 You understand the context of the question ? And my 

24 question is, for those calls, do they all go through 

25 Verizon's tandem as opposed to some other company's 
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1 tandem? 

2 A Other -- are you asking the question as it 

3 relates to Verizon's footprint only? Because of 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

course in AT&T's footprint we would send traffic 

through AT&T'S tandem and Embarq's footprint. 

Q That's a fair limitation, yes . r · would like 

to limit the question that way. 

A Okay. Other than -- direct arrangements that 

we have --

Q 

A 

well. 

Correct . 

~- I believe that we use neutral tandem as 

But I'm not sure how much IXC traffic we 

traverse over that arrangement. So I would say the 

31 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

material portion of the remaining traffic that's not 

direct connected would route through Verizon's tandem. 

Q For what purposes does Bright House use 

neutral tandem services? 

A For alternate tandem interconnection. 

Q Is it fair to say that all calls going to or 

from Bright House Cable customers go through the 

21 Bright House CLEC's network? 

22 

23 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Is it fair to say that the Bright House CLEC 

24 only handles traffic going to or from Bright House 

25 cable customers? 

~-------------ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC.--------------~ 



32 

1 A Bright House phone customers or Bright 

2 House __ ., 

3 Q Phone customers, yes. Cable phone customers. 

4 A At this point, yes. 

5 Q Now, Bright House has two collocations at 

6 Verizon end· office~ and one collocation at the Verizon 

7 Tampa tandem offi~e; is th~t right? 

8 A That's my understanding, yes. 

9 Q Now, is it right that, from each of those 

10 coll~cations, ih~re is direct ~nd office.trunking to 

11 essentially all Verizon end offices? 

12 A That's my understanding. . 
13 Q And I've always heard direct end office 

14 trunking by the acronym DEOT; are you familiar with 

15 that· acronym? . 
16 A 

17 Q So if we toss that around like old telephone 

18 pros, will we know what we're talking about? Will we 

19 understand each other, a better question. 

2 0 A Yes. 

21 Q So the way Bright House has arranged its 

22 network, as I understand it, is that you can have 

23 traffic that might be flowing through one collocation 

2 4 over a DEOT. When that fills up, it can then overflow 

25 to the ne x t DEOT from another collocation, and then if 
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necessary, to the third collocation, and then finally, 

to the Verizon tandem; is that roughly how it works? 

A That's roughly how overflow routing works. 

Q And the traffic that is flowing over those 

DEOTs, subject to some confirmation, is the iocal 

traffic in the 30 million minute bucket and the 

intra-LATA toll traffic in the 69 ~illion minute 

bucket; is that your basic understanding? 

.A That's correct. 

Q Or put slightly differently, 30 million 

11 minutes local, 39 million minutes local toll or 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

intra-LATA toll? 

A I was agreeing, yes, 69 in total for those two 

types of traffic, setting aside clarifying whether 

transit traffic is included. 

Q Given the way Bright House has arranged its 

network, isn't it true that the vast majority o f that 

traffic is flowing over the Bright House DEOT s ? 

A I actually haven't done an assessment to 

figure out which portion of the traffic is on which 

specific facilities . 

Q Do you have a general understanding of whet her 

the majority of that traffic is flowing over the 

DEO Ts? 

A I would say that it would be a reasonable 
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1 conclusion, since the purpose of the DEOTs would be to 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

carry that traffic, so --. 

Q Fair to say that Bright House has arranged its 

network to minimize the traffic that would · flow to the 

Verizon tandem? 

A That's fair to say. 

-7 Q Bright House uses DS-1 circuits for the DEOTs; 

8 is that right? 

9 A Tha~'s -- they are DS-1 DEOTs, yes. 

10 Q Are there any DS-3 DEOTs that Bright House is 

11 -using, to your knowl·edge? 

12 

13 

A We would like to use DS-3 interconnection 

facilities . But I think that our networks require 

14 those. 

15 Q Let me stop you there. Because 1 think · you 

16 shifted from DEOTs to interconnection facilities. I 

17 want to focus on the DEOTs, the direct end office 

18 trunking, going from the Bright House collocations to 

19 Verizon's end offices. 

20 Are you saying that there is any route from a 

21 collocation to a Verizon end office that warrants a 

22 DS-3 circuit? 

23 A I haven't done a network optimization analysis 

24 at your end office level . But -- so I cannot answer 

25 that question at this time. So I will say that the 
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1 facility is provisioned for our mutual interconnection 

2 arrangements at this point in time, including that 

3 DEOT, is a DS-1. And my real point there, it's for 

4 the mutual exchange of traffic; it's not just a Bright 

5 House DEOT. 

6 Q But you understand that my questio~s w~re 

7 limited to the DEOTs that we've been discussing? 

8 A I do. 

9 Q One of the disputes that we have in this case. 

10 concerns multiplexing. If you could say yes, just 

11 

12 

13 

so 

A Oh, I'm sorry. 

question. Yes. 

I didn't realize that was a 

14 Q There was an implied question mark at the end 

15 of my Statement. Lawyers have a habit of doing that. 

16 I'm just trying to make sure we're on the same page. 

17 Today Bright House pays Verizon for certain 

18 multiplexing; is that right? 

19 

20 

A 

Q 

That is correct. 

And in what increments does Bright House buy 

21 multiplexing from Verizon? 

22 A If i recall, we had both DS-1 and DS-3 

23 multiplexing. 

24 

25 

Q 

A 

So it buys it per DS-1 or per DS-3? 

That's my understanding. 
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1 Q Do you know how many DS-1 MUXs or MUX ports 

2 Bright House is buying from Verizon today? 

3 A I don't recall. 

4 · 

5 

6 

Q 

A 

Q 

Same answer for the DS-3s? 

Yeah, same answer. 

Those ports are dedi~ated to Bright House's 

7 use; aren't they? 

36 

8 MR. SAVAGE : Which p~rts are we talking about? 

9 MR. O'ROARK: The DS-1 and DS-3 ports that 

10 Bright House is buying from Verizon that we just 

11 

12 

discussed. 

MR. SAVAGE: The ones we're buying are 

13 dedicated to our use? 

14 

15 A 

MR. O'ROARK: Correct. 

All right. I may not be understanding you 

16 very well, D. But are we talking about the MUXing 

17 associated with the facilities, whether they be end 

18 office, or otherwise as it relates to the traffic that 

19 carries the traffic between our networks; right? 

20 Q I tell you what, let me try to break it down. 

21 I will come at it from another direction. 

A 

Q 

Okay. 

Where is Bright House buying multiplexing from 

Verizon today, at what locations? 

22 

23 

24 

25 A It's at the --when you say where, it's at the 
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1 point of interconnection. As I understand it, the 

2 there is MUXing and deMUXing. As it relates to 

Verizon' s .delivery of MUXing -- of traffic to our 

network, that traffic is MUXed up and handed off to 

Bright House. As it relates to Bright House's 

delivery of traffic to Verizon, that traffic is 

deMUXed and delivered to·Verizon. 

37 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q Is Bright House buying multiplexing from 

Verizon ~t each of the end offices where Bright House 

10 is collocated? Let me say both of the end offices 

11 

12 

where Bright House is collocated. 

A I believe that's where the charge is being 

13 assessed, at the collocations. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Q Well you've got three. So are you buying 

multiplexing in each of those three collocations? 

A I believe we're being charged for multiplexing 

at each of those collocations, but ! don't recall 

specifically. 

Q Does Bright House have any of its own 

20 multiplexors that it uses at the collocations? 

21 A The only reason that we're multiplexing the 

22 traffic is because we were not allowed to deliver DS-3 

23 interconnections or interfaces to Verizon's network. 

24 So we don't -- we didn't -- we wouldn't have a need to 

25 put that MUXing equipment in our network, except for 
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to hand it off to -- to MUX and deMUX for the exchange 

of traffic with Verizon. 

Q Didn't mean to interrupt you . Is the answer 

to my question, then, no, Bright House has not bought 

its own multiplexors? 

A Not for the purposes of exchange of traffic 

with Verizon, correct. 

Q And just to be clear, does Bright House have 

multiplexors for any reason in any of its three 

collocations at the Verizon offices? 

A No, because we actually, aside from handing 

traffic to Verizon and receiving traffic from Verizon 

would have no need to multiplex the traffic. 

Q Does Bright House use multiplexors anywhere 

within its network? 

A Not that I'm aware of. We typically do IP 

interconnections. So we -- typically MUXing is not 

required in that technology path. 

Q So Bright House would be using the 

multiplexors for both the local and local toll traffic 

that we talked about earlier? 

A Right . We would be using the multiplexing for 

the exchange of traffic between our networks. 

Q Does it use multiplexors for the IXC traffic 

that we discussed before? 
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8 
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A To the extent it's exchanged between our 

networks, yes. My understanding is that all of the 

traffic we hand off between our networks is MUXed. 

But I am not the engineer. 

Q The !XC traffic actually would be passing 

through the Verizon tandem and going to the Bri~ht 

House network; right? 

A At the collocations. 

Q And I suppose that Bright House uses -- is 

10 paying for Verizon multiplexing sort of -- strike 

11 that. 

12 Bright House's use of the multiplexors would 

39 

13 be in proportion to each traffic type; for example, if 

14 10 percent of the traffic is local, then you're using 

15 the MUXing for-- 10 percent of the MUXing you're 

16 using is for local traffic; if 50 percent is !XC 

17 traffic, then 50 percent of the MUXing you're using is 

18 for !XC traffic; do I understand kind of how it works? 

19 A I guess, yes, theoretically -- I just have a 

20 hard time saying that it's Bright House's use when the 

21 

22 

23 

traffic is bidirectional. 

overexaggerate the point. 

So I don't mean to 

But since it's bidirectional traffic, it's our 

24 use of the MUXing, because the MUXing -- you know, the 

25 fact is that we're not interconnecting. Our networks 
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don't operate at the same transmission level. 

Verizon's preference is a DS-1 transmission, and ours 

is DS -- 3. If we both agreed on DS-3, there would be 

no MUXing required. And since the traffic is 

exchanged, the MUXing applies in both directions. 

Q But sort of going· back to.my question, 

notwithstanding youi preble~ with the way the question 

was phrased, Bright House today is using and payibg 

for Verizon MUXing; ·isn't it? 

A Yes, for our mutual benefit, correct. 

il Q And I had it right on the proportionality idea 

12 that, for example, if 50 percent of the traffic is IXC 

13 traffic, then it's using the MUXing for -- 50 percent 

14 of the MUXing is being used for the IXC traffic; 

15 that's right, isn't it? 

16 A Theoretically, that's correct. 

17 Q Now, issue 32 has been settled, and I will 

18 paraphrase here. The settlement obviously speaks for 

19 itself. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. SAVAGE: I believe -- which was issue 

I just want to make sure. 

MR. O'ROARK: MUXing. 

versus DS-3 interfaces. 

I'm sorry, the DS-1 

32? 

MR. SAVAGE: I think that's still open; isn't 

it? 
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MR. O'ROARK: Let me describe the settlement. 

MR. SAVAGE : Let's see which piece we're 

talking about, yeah. 

MR. O'ROARK: It's been settled for the 

parties' current arrangements for network 

interconnection, as long as those physical 

arrangements remain materially unchanged. 

Is that your ba~ic understanding of how we 

have, _say partially settled that iss~e? 

MR. SAVAGE : Right. The MUXing part of that 

11 charge, if it remains unchanged, we're done. 

12 MR. O'ROARK: Right. 

13 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

14 BY MR. O'ROARK : 

Q 

A 

You understand that settlement? 

Yes. 

41 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q Bright House has not made any specific written 

proposal to Verizon for a materially-changed 

interconnection arrangement; has it? 

A We are evaluating our options. We are unable 

at this point to make a written proposal formally, 

because we haven't resolved the pricing principles 

that would underlie any of our options. So we are 

hoping to get to some resolution on the pricing 

principles that would underlie any network changes . 
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And until we get there, it's not possible for 

us to know the impact of any network rearrangement. 

Q So Bright House hasn't made such a proposal 

yet? 

A 

Q 

We're unable to, correct. 

Let's talk about back billing for a minute. 

Bright House has·recommended a one-year period for 

raising billing disputes; is that right? 

A That is 6orrect. 

Q 

A. 

You're an attorney as I recall? 

I'm not counsel for Bright House. But I am 

12 admitted to practice in Georgia. 

13 Q Are you familiar with the Florida statute of 

42 

14 limitations with respect to legal or equitable actions 

15 on contracts, obligations, or liabilities founded on a 

16 written instrument? 

17 

18 

A 

Q 

Would you refresh my recollection on that. 

I would be happy to. Let me show you Florida 

19 Statute 95.11. And you will see that there is a 

20 category for statutes that are within five years. And 

21 if you look under subpart B, you will see what I was 

22 referring to. 

23 

24 

25 

A (Examining document). 

MR. O'ROARK: It's the statute. I'm not going 

to make it part of the record. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: I will stipulate that the Florida 

2 statute of limitations that would probably apply to 

3 this contract would be the five years. We don't 

4 need to fight about that. 

5 THE WITNESS: Okay. Thank you. 

6 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Q Do you agree with your lawyer on that one? 

A I agree with my attorney on that one 

especially. 

MR. SAVAGE: You're supposed to say 

everything. (Laughter). 

12 (Discussion off the record). 

13 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

14 Q Ms. Johnson, do you believe that the Florida 

15 five-year statute of limitations for bringing a claim 

16 on a written contract is unreasonable and potentially 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

abusive? 

A I believe, in this case, it doesn't meet our 

mutual business interests, nor does it meet the 

interests of Florida consumers. 

Q Do you believe that the Florida statute of 

limitations in this case is unreasonable and 

potentially abusive? 

A I believe that, in the context of this 

agreement, it's not optimal. 

~-------------ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC.--------------~ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

44 

Q Well let me refer you to your direct 

testimony, page 24. Do you have that in front of you? 

A (Shaking head negatively). 

MR. SAVAGE: If you can show it to her, I can 

find it. Which particular lines? 

MR. O'ROARK: · Start ·on page 23, line 16, and 

then carry it over to page 24, line 2, just to give 

you some context. 

MR. SAVAGE: That's fine. 

THE WITNESS: You said which line? I'm sorry. 

MR. SAVAGE: Starting 16. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q Have you had a chance to review your 

testimony? 

A I have. 

Q So I will return to the question. Are you 

saying that the application of. the Florida statute of 

limitations for written contracts in this case would 

be unreasonable and potentially abusive? 

A I do. 

22 Q Aren't you saying that the legislature made a 

23 bad judgment when it created the statute of 

24 limitations for all written contracts? 

25 A No. What I'm saying is it doesn't serve our 
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1 interests, our mutual interests, nor does it serve the 

2 interests of the Florida consumers in this context. 

3 In order for us to set rates, terms, and 

4 conditions for service, we have to have certainty with 

5 regard to cost. And without having a limitation on a 

6 back billing provision, Verizon could decide at some 

7 point that p~rhap~ we've been -- not been ·charged for 

8 some element they believ~ we should have been charged 

9 for, apply . additional charges to us, at iome point, 

10 two, three, four, five years in the contract. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

And we've got no way to know that that's going 

to happen to manage our service costs to our 

consumers, expecting that. And it doesn't, in that 

regard, give certainty. 

I believe that one year is appropriate, 

because it encourages both parties to be diligent and 

to bill correctly the first time, so that we don't use 

this five-year window as a backdrop, as a backstop, 

and we do what's best for both our businesses and for 

consumers. And we take diligent effort to produce 

bills in a timely fashion. 

I think that's very reasonable and very 

beneficial to consumers in our state. 

Q Do you have any understanding of how this 

commission would be authorized t o shorten the statute 
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1 of limitations provided for by the Florida 

L~gislature? 2 

3 MR. SAVAGE: I'm going to -- that is -- that's 

4 a pure legal question. And while I'm not -actually 

5 troubled that she could come up with a good answer, 

6 I have to object, because that's 

7 MR. O'ROARK: Understand. I pose the 

8 question. 

9 MR. SAVAGE: In our briefs we will explain 

10 exactly how the commission is authorized to do 

11 that .. 

12 MR. O'ROARK: Are you directing the witness 

13 not to answer? 

14 MR. SAVAGE: She can go ahead. 

15 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q Please go ahead, Ms. Johnson, subject to the 

objection. 

A My understanding is that this commission has 

the authority to do what is in the best interests of 

consumers in this state and in the best interests of 

implementation of the telecom act. And in that 

regard, implementing a one-year back billing statute 

of limitation fits within those two objectives and in 

the scope of their authority. 

Q Let's turn to issue 49, which deals with 
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1 special access. 

2 MR. SAVAGE: I'm not sure she testified about 

3 that; did she? 

4 MR. O'ROARK: She did not. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q This is one where I asked Mr. Gates a ~ou~le 

of questions, and he deferred to you on some details~ 

I realize that you did not offer testimony on this. 

10 

11 

The issue concerns whether Bright ~ouse should 

get the resale discount on point-to-point special 

access data circuits 'that Bright House orders from 

12 Verizon's Florida access tariff. 

13 Do you just generally recall that issue, even 

14 though you didn't offer testimony on it? 

15 

16 

A 

Q 

I generally recall that. 

And you understand that these special access 

17 circuits are non-switched circuits on Verizon's 

18 network that Bright House can order out of Verizon's 

19 ta·ri f f? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Correct . A 

Q Do you know if Bright House is buying those 

circuits today? 

A I don't believe that Bright House buys any of 

those circuits today. But as I noted earlier, we are 

just entering the business market. And in order for 
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1 us to be effectively competitive as it relates to 

2 business services, the scope of a footprint needs to 

3 be a bit broader than, you know, a regional player. 

4 So tho~e types of service arrangements .may 

5 serve us well in a business scenario . 

6 Q Do you have· an understanding as to how Bright 

7 House would use those circuits? And if that's 

8 confidential, you can tell me that . 

9 A We have not come up with a business approach 

10 that says, here is the prodtict that we want to offer 

11 to business customers leveraging these resale 

12 facilities, no. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

MR . O'ROARK: 

THE WITNESS: 

Ready for a five - minute break? 

Sure . 

(Short recess). 

MR. O'ROARK: We're back on. Ms. Johnson, 

17 thank you. I have no further questions. And 

18 Mr. Savage, thank you for agreeing to do a 

19 late-filed exhibit. 

48 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

All I really want to know is, we've got the 

350 million minutes -- the way I put it is the 281 

million minutes, 39 million minutes, and the 30 

million minutes. And all I want to know i s what 

goes into those categories. I think we have a 

rough idea . I think you may want to check that to 
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5 

make sure that your witnesses have --

MR. SAVAGE: While we're off the record -- I 

can do it on the record. 

MR. O'ROARK: I think we're on the record. 

MR. SAVAGE: On the record, just to be clear, 

49 

6 what I alluded to is, if you look at the questions 

7 that staff posed to us, in which we gave these 

8 rough minute counts, those questions were not, tell 

9 me how many ~inutes you have in each category. And 

10 so we threw out the rough minute counts as an 

11 illustration to the other thing .. 

12 And your questioning seemed to express an 

13 interest in, well how many minutes really fall into 

14 each category. And that's what I'm going to 

15 propose. We will just lay it out, because these 

16 are in excess of, on the order of. 

17 If you l ook at the answers, they're not 

18 intended to be precise. But I would like to give 

19 you the precise data so that if you care about it 

20 you have it, and the record isn't confused. 

21 MR. O'ROARK: If you want to give me the 

22 precise data, I am happy to receive it. If you 

23 would just like to tell me, look, these are rough 

24 numbers, but here is what fits into each of these 

25 categories, I'm happy to accept it that way. 
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1 

2 

3 

MR. SAVAGE: Since it's Ms . Johnson and her 

organization that will do the work, I will leave 

her to make that choice. 

4 THE WITNESS: We will tell you what's in the 

5 rough categories. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

MR. SAVAGE: We will get you something. It's 

Thursday. I can't say by tomorrow, but certainly 

by next week. 

MR. O'ROARK: We . did not have an exhibit to 

Ms . Johnson's deposition, so if we could make it 

late-filed Johnson Deposition Exhibit 1 --

MR. SAVAGE: Perfect. 

13 MR. O'ROARK: -- that would be great. 

14 MR. SAVAGE: We will do that. With that I'm 

15 finished . 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MS. BROOKS: 

50 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Q I'm Timisha Brooks, staff counsel. I have one 

question. We will be out of here fairly quickly. 

20 To your knowledge is Bright House Networks 

21 Information Services, LLC or its parent company 

22 publicly traded? 

23 A They are not. Neither is. 

24 MS. BROOKS: That was it. 

25 THE WITNESS : . Thank you. 
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1 

2 

3 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

4 Q I have a few things to clear up, or_ maybe 

5 confuse. We will see. You were having some 

6 conversation with Mr. O'Roark about the use of these 

51 

7 multiplexors. And so first, does the traffic through 

8 those multiplexors flow both from Bright House to 

9 Verizon and from Verizon to Bright House? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes. 

Okay. Why is that? 

Because Bright House -- our network interfaces 

at a DS-3 level. And Verizon•s network prefers, I 

guess, or Verizon prefers a DS-1 interface for their 

network. So the traffic has to be MUXed and deMUXed 

to actually be transported between the respective 

networks. 

Q I was asking an even more basic question than 

that. 

A Okay. 

Q Bright House sends a lot of traffic to Verizon 

for delivery of Verizon•s customers; right? 

A Correct. 

Q Does -- do Verizon customers also make a lot 

of calls to Bright House's customers? 
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1 A They do. 

2 Q And we will sort out the specific numbers 

3 later. But is the traffic going back and forth 

between our networks roughly in balance? 

A I think it's roughly in balance. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q And based on your ex~erience· in ·the industry, 

do you have any thoughts as to why· it would be roughly 

in balance, as compared to skewed one way or another 

way? 

10 A Probably because we both Still have a large 

11 number of residential customers. And it's not skewed 

12 by any particular business or interest or business 

13 services or wholesale relationships. 

14 Q Now, you testified that Bright House is just 

15 beginning to get into the business market? 

16 A Correct. 

17 Q Okay. And so yo.ur commentary about the rough 

18 balance has to do with the fact that we have a lot of 

19 residence customers, and Verizon does as well? 

20 

21 

A 

Q 

That's correct. 

I will do this in a nonconfidential way. 

22 During the confidential discussion with Mr. O'Roark, 

23 you indicated that there was a -- let's just say 

24 relatively small number of other CLECs with whom we 

25 have direct connections? 
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1 

2 

A 

Q 

Correct. 

Okay. So when we send traffic to a CLEC with 

3 whom we do not have a direct connection, one way we 

4 can do that is by sending the traffic to Verizon's 

5 tandem; is that right? 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay~ Are there other means. that we can use 

to reach a CLEC that we are not directly connected 

with? 

A 

Q 

Alternative service providers. 

Okay. And we do have connections with 

12 alterna~ive service providers within the Tampa area 

13 to, among other things, reach third-party CLECs? 

14 

15 

16 

A 

Q 

We do. 

Okay. 

minor point. 

Now, just a minor-- I hope it's a 

In discussing the treatment of the 

17 routing of some kinds of traffic, Mr. O'Roark 

18 mentioned what I believe he called 10 triple X, or 

dial-around traffic; do you recall that? 

A I do. 

Q Could you just describe what that is, what is 

a 10 triple X or dial-around call, how would that 

work? 

A A subscriber who does not want to use the 

53 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 long-distance pr o vider they're picked to would pick up 
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1 their phone and dial one zero, whatever that 

2 dial-around subscriber's three-digit designation is, 

3 and then their long-distance number, so that it would 

4 route around their long-distance pick, and instead 

5 route to the alternate inter-exchange carrier that 

6 they're trying to use. 

7 Q So_just in a practical example, if I'm at a 

8 telephone, and it is automatically pre-subscribed to 

9 go to MCI, but for some reason I don't want this 

10 particular long-distance call to go to MCI, I can dial 

11 I guess 10288, and it would go to AT&T instead? 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

A 

Q 

Correct. 

In the real world today, does this kind of 

traffic represent a material amount of traffic? 

A No. 10 triple X traffic, as I understand it, 

is negligible at best. Customers would -- who 

17 actually wish to do that -- again, our pricing plans 

18 are structured such that, you know, to do so would be 

19 economically unreasonable, in most senses for the 

20 customers. But if a customer wanted to do that, 

21 perhaps an international call, they would more likely 

22 use a calling card, not 10 triple X 

23 MR. SAVAGE: I have nothing further. 

24 RECROSS EXAMINATION 

25 BY MR. O'ROARK: 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

55 

Q I have just a little bit of recross. I want 

to follow up on some of Mr. Savage's questions about 

the rough balance of traffic. IXC traffic is not 

traffic that's going between Verizon Florida customers 

and Bright House Florida customers; is it? 

A Not in a retail sense, but in a wholesale 

since it is. We would both be providing meet point 

billing services to the IXC. 

Q But -- by the way, for purposes of this 

10 question, let's put to the side the inter-LATA traffic 

11 that you talked about. That actually might be 

12 between -- might go to an IXC and might be between a 

13 Verizon customer and Bright House customer, as I 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

understood your earlier testimon y . 

the purpose of this question. 

Exclude that for 

Other IXC traffic is not going between Verizon 

Fl~rida customers and Bright House Florida customers; 

is it? 

A I cannot -- if perhaps it was an 800 service, 

and Verizon owned a business customer that had -- that 

21 was the user of that 800 service line, then 

22 theoretically, yes. 

23 Q So you can think of a few one-off cases where 

24 IXC traffic actually might be between a Brigh t House 

25 and a Verizon customer. Would you agree that the vast 
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1 majo~ity of IXC traffic going through Verizon's 

2 tandems is one-way to Bright House customers? 

3 A · I think a lot of is also originating to the 

4 IXC. I think it's your typical meet point bi 11 ing 

5. arrangement where we're mutually providing service to 

6 the IXC, because in the long-distance scenario, the 

7 IXC is the one who owns the customer, quote unquote; 

8 right? 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q But I don't think you're answering my 

question. My question is, isn't it true that the vast 

majorit·y of IXC traffic going through the Verizon 

tandem is going to Bright House end user customers? 

It's flowing in that direction; it's not flowing in 

the opposite direction? 

MR. SAVAGE: You're not talking about the 

majority of traffic through your tandem, but 

through your tandem that then runs -- connects to 

us? I mean I assume the majority of traffic 

through your tandem goes to your customers. 

BY MR. O'ROARK: 

Q The universe of traffic that we're talking 

about is traffic either going to or from Bright House 

customers. 

A 

MR. SAVAGE : Okay. 

Uh-huh. 
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1 BY MR. O'ROARK: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q And within that universe, the vast majority of 

IXC traffic going· through Verizon's tandem is going to 

Bright House customers and is not being made by Bright 

House customers; isn't that true? 

A I w6uld sa~ if.you exclude 800-originated 

traffic, that would be true. But I would not use 

"vast majority" if we're also talking about 

9 800-originated traffic that is originating from Bright 

10 House customers going to an !XC. 

11 Q · All right. Let's exclude 800 traffic, then, 

12 and we will exclude the 10 triple X, which you said 

13 was very small anyway. Excluding that, the universe, 

14 again, is calls to and from Bright House customers. 

15 The vast majority of !XC calls going thtough 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

the Verizon tandem are going to Bright House 

customers; right? 

A I would agree with that. 

Q Do you have any sense of the proportion -- of 

the ratio between 800 traffic and other !XC traffic? 

A I don't have a sense. But I know that the 800 

traffic is material. So I could not say vast majority 

23 is inbound. 

24 

25 

Q 

A 

Would you go with majority, or do you know? 

I'm not certain. 
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2 

3 

4 

MR. O'ROARK: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. SAVAGE: Nothing more here . 

MS. BROOKS: No. Thank you. 

MR . SAVAGE: Actually a couple of things I 

5 wanted to -- off the record. 

6 (The deposition was ·concluded at 11:20 a.m.) 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF OATH 

2 

3 STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY. OF LEON 

4 

5 

6 

· 7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I, the undersigned authority, certify that said 
designated witness personally appeared before me and . was 
duly sworn. 

WITNESS my hand ·and of!icial seal this ;14J ~day 
of May, 2010. 

SARAH B. GILROY 
1-800-934-9090 
850-878-2221 
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COUNTY OF LEON 
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4 I, SARAH B. GILROY, Registered Professional Reporter, 

5 certify that the foregoing proceedings were taken before 

6 me at the time and place therein designated; that my 

7 shorthand notes were thereafter translated under my 

8 supervision; and the foregoing pages numbered 1 through 

9 59 are a true and correct record of-the aforesaid 

10 proceedings. 

11 

12 I further certify that I am not a relative, employee, 

13 attorney or counsel of any parties, nor am I a relative 

14 or employee of any of the parties' attorney or counsel 

15 connected with the action, nor am I financially 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

interested in the action. 

tJ 
DATED this~~ day of May, 2010. 

SARAH B. GILROY, RP 
Notary Public 
1-800-934-9090 
850-878-2221 

My Commission Expires: 
My Commission Number: 

CRR 

02-02 - 10 
DO 075718 
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1 ERRATA SHEET 

2 
PAGE LINE CORRECTION 

3 

4 . 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 WITNESS 

~------------ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS, INC.------------~ 



May 20, 2 010 

ACCURATE STENOTYPE REPORTERS 
2894-A Remington Green Lane 
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 

850-878-2221 

CHRISTOPHER W. SAVAGE, ESQUIRE 
Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 200 

· washingtori, o.t. 20006 

re: beposition of Marva Johnson 

Dear Mr. Savage: 

62 

Enclosed is your copy of the above deposi~ion. As your 
witness did not waive reading and signing, please make 
the necessary arrangements for your witness to read your 
copy within 30 days, noting any corrections on the 
errata sheet, which I have attached as the last page of 
the deposition, and date and sign the errata sheet and 
return the sheet to Dulaney L. O'Roark, III. 

If a signed errata sheet is not produced within 30 days, 
pursuant to the rules, the deposition may be used for 
any purpose allowed under the applicable rules. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
.. 

. ~,(}.~ 
SARAH B. GILROY, Court Reporter 

cc: Dulaney L. O'Roark, III 
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1 BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

2 

3 In re : Petition for arbitration of 

4 ;certain terms and cond itions of an 

5 interconnection agreement with Verizon Docket No . 

6 Florida , LLC , by Bright House Networks 090501 - TP 

7 Information Services , (Florida) , LLC 

8 * * * * * 

9 

10 

1 1 COPY 
12 

13 

14 

15 The deposition of PAUL VASINGTON was taken 

16 on Friday , April 30 , 2010 , commencing at 9:14 a . m., 

17 at the offices of Verizon , 1320 North Courthouse 

18 Road , 9th Floor , Arlington , Virginia , before 

19 Mario A. Rodriguez , CMRS , CCR No. 0315162 , Notary 

20 Public . 

21 

22 * * * * 
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1 A P P E A R A N C E S 

2 

3 ON BEHALF OF THE PETITIONER BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS 

4 INFORMATION SERVICES (FLORIDA), LLC: 

5 CHRISTOPHER SAVAGE, ESQUIRE 

6 Davis, Wright, Tremaine, LLP 

7 1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

8 Suite 200 

9 Washington, D.C. 20006 

10 (202) 973-4211 - voice 

11 (202) 973-4411 - facsimile 

12 Chrissavage@dwt.com 

13 

14 BETH KEATING, ESQUIRE (via telephone) 

15 Akerman Senterfitt 

16 Highpoint Center, 12th Floor 

17 106 East College Avenue 

18 Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

19 (850) 224-9634 - voice 

20 (850) 222-0103 - facsimile 

21 beth.keating@akerrnan.corn 

22 (Appearances continued on the next page.) 
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1 APPEARANCES (continued) : 

2 

3 ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT VERIZON - FLORIDA, LLC: 

4 DAVID L . HAGA, ESQUIRE 

5 Verizon Assistant General Counsel 

6 1320 North Courthouse Road 

7 9th Floor 

8 Arlington, Virginia 22201 

9 (703) 351-3065 - voice 

10 (703) 351-3655 - facsimile 

11 

12 DULANEY L. O'ROARK, III (via telephone) 

13 Vice President & General Counsel 

14 Southeast Region - Legal Department 

15 Six Concourse Parkway, N. E . 

16 Suite 800 

17 Atlanta, Georgia 30328 

18 (770) 284-3620 - voice 

19 

20 

21 

22 (Appearances continued on the next page.) 
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1 APPEARANCES (continued): 

2 

3 ON BEHALF OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION: 

4 TIMISHA BROOKS, ESQUIRE (via telephone) 

5 Florida Public Service Commission 

6 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

7 Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

8 tbrooks@psc.state.fl.us 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 7 

1 8 
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4 
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8 

9 VASINGTON DEPOSITION EXHIBITS : PAGE MARKED 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
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1 P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

2 

3 Whereupon --

4 PAUL VASINGTON , 

5 a witness, called for examination , having been first 

6 duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows : 

7 EXAMINATION 

8 BY MR. SAVAGE : 

9 Q. Good morning, Mr . Vasington. My name is 

10 Chris Savage . I'm counsel for Bright House Networks 

11 Information Services (Florida) , LLC , the petitioner 

12 in this case. 

13 A . Good morning . 

14 Q. Good morning . First, let me ask you if you 

15 ever had your deposition taken before . 

16 A . Yes . 

17 Q. And have you ever appeared as a witness in 

18 a court or regulatory proceeding? 

19 A. Regulatory proceeding , yes . 

20 Q. Well, you -- I expect you know the rules , 

21 but I want to go over them briefly in the beginning 

22 here . 

M. A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
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1 I'll be asking you questions. You are 

2 under oath. Your answers will be recorded by the 

3 reporter. 

4 If I ask you a question and you don't 

5 understand it, just tell me you don't understand it 

6 and I'll try to rephrase it. 

7 If you do understand it but you don't know 

8 the answer, it's perfectly acceptable to say, I 

9 don't know. The fact that I ask you a question 

10 doesn't imply that you should know the answer. 

11 If you need a break for any reason, just, 

12 you know, let us know and we'll accommodate that. 

13 Do you understand how that process works? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. Excellent. Okay. 

16 I'd like to mark as Vasington 1 and 

17 Vasington 2 the direct and rebuttal. And I did 

18 bring copies for the reporter today. 

19 (Vasington Deposition Exhibit Numbers 1 and 

20 2 were marked for identification.) 

21 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

22 Q. Let's start, if we could, with page 1 of 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
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1 your direct . I just want to ask you a little bit 

2 about your background and so on. 

3 First, you were commissioner and then 

4 chairman of the Massachusetts DTE from March ' 98 

5 through August of 2003? 

6 A. Yes . That ' s correct . 

7 Q. And I'll get more to that in a minute . 

8 From 2003 to 2005 you were vice president 

9 at something called The Analysis Group . 

10 A. That ' s correct. 

11 Q. What is The Analysis Group and what does a 

12 vice president at it do? 

13 A. The Analysis Group is an economic 

14 consulting firm. A vice president can do a range of 

15 things. You can do your own testimony or work . 

16 The other thing that Analysis Group does is 

17 support a number of academics in their own 

18 consulting businesses . 

19 So it can be a range of your own projects, 

20 your own testimony, your own research, or providing 

21 economic analysis, support for essentially 

22 professors . 
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1 Q. Okay. And was that -- is that a fair 

2 summary of what you, in fact, during that time at 

3 The Analysis Group? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. And I gather, although you don't, unless I 

6 missed it -- prior to being at the DTE -- actually, 

7 prior to being a commissioner at the DTE, you were 

8 analyst at National Economic Research Associates 

9 from which, I gather, you have expertise in the 

10 economics? 

11 A. I ' m not an economist. I don ' t have a 

12 graduate degree in economics . So I don't consider 

13 myself to be an economist . I do have knowledge and 

14 experience in the issues and basic principles of 

15 economics. 

16 Q. Okay. And I gather, from your background, 

17 you're not a lawyer either? 

18 A . That's correct. 

19 Q. Okay . Now, I'm going to ask you some 

20 questions about what you did in your role as a 

21 commissioner and then chairman of the DTE. 

22 Understand I ' m not trying to ask about anything that 
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1 would properly be confidential. I'm just asking 

2 general-level questions about what you did. And if 

3 any question causes you a problem, I'm not trying to 

4 go there. 

5 A. Okay. 

6 Q. But at a high level, while you were at the 

7 DTE, is it fair to say that your job 

8 responsibilities included being involved in the 

9 arbitration and approval of interconnection 

10 agreements under the 1996 act? 

11 A. Yes, but just to clarify, I was at the DTE 

12 on the staff up until '96, just until the act 

13 passed. So as a staff person, that was not part of 

14 my responsibilities. But as a commissioner and 

15 chairman, certainly that was a part of what we did. 

16 Q. I appreciate the clarification. I was 

17 focusing on your role as the commissioner and 

18 chairman. 

19 And in the course of that responsibility, 

20 were you called upon to review different parties' 

2 1 proposals with respect to contract language and form 

22 a judgment as to which one was more properly in 
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l accord with the requirements of the act? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. And here is a question which is slightly 

4 facetious, but I actually mean the answer. How 

5 could you possibly do that if you're not a lawyer? 

6 The serious question is, were you able to 

7 accomplish that function notwithstanding the fact 

8 that you don't have a law degree? 

9 A. Certainly. There is no requirement that a 

10 utility commissioner be a lawyer even though it is 

11 within the administrative law construct. These are 

12 administrative agencies. 

13 Every utility commission of which I 'm 

14 aware, including the one I was employed by, has a 

15 number of lawyers o n staff. And so the 

16 commissioners are advised by attorneys in part of 

17 doing their duties. 

18 In fact, when I was a commissioner, 

19 throughout the entire time , there was five 

20 commissioners and only one was a lawyer. 

21 Q. And so you would view yourself as entirely 

22 competent to examine proposed contract language in a 
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1 proposed interconnection agreement, form your own 

2 independent judgment, advised by lawyers of course, 

3 as to that language, notwithstanding the fact that 

4 you're not a lawyer? 

5 A. As long as you included the words "advised 

6 by lawyers" in there, yes, I am competent to do 

7 that. 

8 Q. That's fine. And the reason I'm laying 

9 this foundation is I do want to ask you about some 

10 contract language that's in dispute between the 

11 parties. And I understand -- and in our other 

12 depositions this has happened. If I ask you a 

13 question that truly is calling for a legal judgment, 

14 I'm sure your counsel will object, but whether he 

15 does or not, if, when you hear a question, it sounds 

16 like it's getting more into legal judgment than not, 

17 feel free to tell me that. 

18 But the operative assumption is that when I 

19 ask you about contract language as you go forward, 

20 I'm asking you to exercise the same kind of judgment 

21 based on experience that you exercised as a 

22 commissioner and chairman of the DTE. 
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1 A. That's fine, except that, as I just 

2 mentioned, part and parcel -- an important part of 

3 exercising that judgment was discussing and 

4 obtaining the expert opinion of lawyers 

5 Q. Right. 

6 A. who worked with me. So I don't have 

7 independent judgment on things outside of review and 

8 advice given by attorneys. And I did not when I was 

9 a commissioner either. 

10 Q. No, I understand. And I'm not trying to 

11 put you on the spot or get you to say things you're 

12 not qualified. I just want to make sure I 

13 understand what you can and can't testify to. 

14 A. Okay. 

15 Q. Okay. Well, as a result of various 

16 late-breaking settlements, there are only three 

17 issues that you address in your testimony that 

18 remain open. They are the issues of the dispute 

19 about what to do about assurance of payment 

20 language, the issue of the application of TELRIC 

21 pricing to interconnection facilities-- let's call 

22 them that -- and the issue of resale of special 
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1 access services. 

2 MR. HAGA: And just for the record, those 

3 are numbers --

4 MR. SAVAGE: 16 is assurance of payment, 24 

5 is TELRIC pricing, and 49 is special access. 

6 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

7 Q. So let's start with the special access 

8 issue. Could you just state what your understanding 

9 is of the nature of the dispute between the parties. 

10 A. Well, the issue as laid out the question 

11 is, are special access circuits that Verizon sells 

12 to end users at retail subject to resale at a 

13 discounted rate? Bright House believes that those 

14 circuits should be required to be made available at 

15 an avoided cost discount. Verizon believes that the 

16 law is clear that special access is not subject to 

17 the act's resale requirements and the resale 

18 discount. 

19 Q. All right. And going to what may be the 

20 heart of the issue that I recognize has a legal 

21 overlay -- let me get my hands on it -- do you have 

22 an understanding of what the FCC rule regarding 
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1 resale specifically says? 

2 A. If you hadn't have said "specifically," I 

3 probably would have said yes. 

4 Q. What is your understanding of what that 

5 rule says, however specific or general it may be? 

6 A. Well, the FCC's rule, corning from the act's 

7 requirements, generally speaking, is that services 

8 that are made available -- that are retail services 

9 have to be made available for resale at an avoided 

10 costs discount. 

11 Q. And in some sort of practical sense, do you 

12 have an understanding of what it means for a service 

13 to be made available at retail? 

14 A. Well, it's a retail service that's mostly 

15 sold to end user customers. It's a retail service. 

16 Contrasted with wholesale services like switched and 

17 special access, unbundled network elements, for 

18 example. 

19 Q. Okay. And just to be clear, I'll grant you 

20 switched access and I'll grant you unbundled network 

21 elements. 

22 When you say "special access," what do you 
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1 mean by that? When you said those terms, what did 

2 you have in mind? What physical things? 

3 A. My general understanding is that special 

4 access is high-capacity circuits that are primarily 

5 used by and made available to carriers -- carrier 

6 cus tamers . 

7 Q. Would you accept, subject to check, that 

8 Verizon's special access tariff offers 

9 point-to-point circuits ranging in capacity from a 

10 DSO, which is a simple voice line, up to and 

11 including OC level, very high-capacity c ircuits? 

12 MR. HAGA: Just to be clear, are you asking 

13 him to assume that's correct or are you asking him 

14 if he knows whether that's --

15 MR. SAVAGE: I'm asking him to accept it 

16 subject to check, because all it takes to check is 

17 for him to look at your own tariffs. 

18 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

19 Q. But I will represent to you that, in fact, 

20 it's true that, in Verizon's special access tariffs, 

21 you can buy point-to-point circuits of a wide 

22 variety of capacities, not merely high-capacity. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: But I would like -- if the 

2 witness disagrees with that or wants to reserve the 

3 right to disagree with it, that's why I want him to 

4 accept it subject to check so that, if he disagrees 

5 with it, he needs to get back to me and tell me. 

6 THE WITNESS: I'll accept subject to check. 

7 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

8 Q. Great. Okay. 

9 Now, for the rest of the discussion, then, 

10 let's just assume that that's true. And let's 

11 assume, going back to your earlier statement, that 

12 you're partly right and you're partly wrong, by 

13 which I mean the following. 

14 Suppose you are correct that the 

15 overwhelming majority of very high-capacity special 

16 access circuits that Verizon sells are sold to 

17 wholesale customers, carriers or other similar 

18 entities. But assume that a different category of 

19 special access circuits -- say DSls -- are sold in 

20 very, very substantial numbers to retail customers, 

21 to businesses, to, in some cases, even individuals. 

22 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 
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1 assume there? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. If I'm right about that and Verizon sells 

4 very substantial numbers of DSl circuits to 

5 businesses and individuals at retail, can you think 

6 of any policy reason not to make those services 

7 subject to the wholesale discount? 

8 A. Yes. 

9 Q. And what would that be? 

10 A. Special access, as a category of services, 

11 is designed to be the wholesale analog to what is 

12 usually known as private line services for retail 

13 customers. 

14 My understanding is that, functionally, 

15 they are very, very similar. Special access is 

16 usually found in a different tariff from private 

17 line, or at least in a different tariff section, and 

18 it's designed to be sold at wholesale to cus t omers. 

19 Whether there is a tariff restriction or 

20 not on retail customers buying them doesn't change 

21 the fact that the product itself is designed to pe a 

22 wholesale service. And whether or not one subset of 
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1 that product set is bought by retail customers or 

2 wholesale customers doesn't change the general 

3 notion that the product set as a whole is a 

4 wholesale service and bought primarily at wholesale, 

5 which is why I think the FCC and other regulators 

6 that I'm aware of have always not made this service 

7 available at a resale discount. 

8 Q. Well, suppose Verizon were to say, you 

9 know, we sell these things called business lines to 

10 business customers, but now that I think about it, I 

11 want to take all of those tariff terms and 

12 conditions and move them over into FCC tariff 14, 

13 whatever section has to do with special access. 

14 And instead of calling them retail business 

15 lines, I'm going to call them voice grade special 

16 access circuits for the transmission of customer 

17 information between premises and Verizon central 

18 offices, or some similar thing. 

19 Identical service to business line, but you 

20 cancel the business line tariff and move it into the 

21 special access tariff. 

22 Surely you would agree with me that the 
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1 mere fact of moving that retail service from one 

2 tariff to another wouldn't suddenly immunize that 

3 service from the resale obligation, wouldn't you? 

4 A. No, it may. But I think the intervening 

5 question would be whether such a tariff would be 

6 approved. 

7 Retail business lines are subject to state 

8 commission authority under tariffs, and every state 

9 commission I'm aware of would have the ability to 

10 review tariff changing. 

11 I don't think it's a type of thing you can 

12 do in the dark to say, we're suddenly taking our 

13 retail business line business and turning it into an 

14 interstate special a c cess business. 

15 Q. Well -- okay. Then put it in the 

16 intrastate access . tariff. I mean, the questi on I'm 

17 asking is and I'm not suggesting anything by dark 

18 of night. I mean, imagine a -- you know, a Verizon 

19 tariff renovation and updating project, and as part 

20 o f that tari f f renovation and updating project you 

21 take literally the terms and conditions t hat are now 

22 business line, intrastate business line, and say, 
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1 for convenience, ease of reference, blah, blah, 

2 blah, we are taking all those terms and moving them 

3 into the intrastate access tariff, and they belong 

4 here. Because the line itself isn't switched, you 

5 may send switched services over it, but you can 

6 you know, whatever perfectly logical reasoning; 

7 you're simply taking the exact terms and conditions 

8 that exist today for retail business line and 

9 putting it into a tariff called access. 

10 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

11 assume? No change in terms, no change in anything, 

12 just moving it from one to the othe r. 

13 A. Yeah. It was your refere nce to it a s 

14 perfectly logical -- because I think the premise 

15 itself is illogical in that p a rt of the reason why a 

16 commission wouldn't approve such a tariff is becaus e 

17 it would exempt it from t he r esale-- resale 

18 s e rvice. 

19 So it's such an illo gical a nd ridiculous 

20 premis e tha t I don't think it's ev en wort h 

21 eval uat i ng it in the context of determining whethe r 

22 or not special access servic es should b e made 
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1 available at a resale discount. 

2 Q. And the reason it is illogical and -- and 

3 all that stuff is, in part, because of your belief 

4 that if it were put into the special access tariff, 

5 with all other things being equal, it would no 

6 longer be available for resale. I believe you said 

7 that as one of the reasons it would be illogical. 

8 A. No, I did not say it was one of the reasons 

9 why it would be illogical. It would be illogical on 

10 its face to call this retail service now a wholesale 

11 special access service. 

12 What makes it I think what I said was 

13 that one of the policy reasons why a commission 

14 would not approve something like that would be 

15 because of its ~- what its effect could be on those 

16 CLECs in the market who do resell business lines. 

17 Q. Now, suppose with me, if you will, that, 

18 for whatever reason, Verizon were to propose what I 

19 suggested, which is simply taking their retail 

20 business line terms and stick it in their intrastate 

21 special access tariff, one. And, two, for whatever 

22 reason the Florida commission says, sure, that makes 
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1 sense to me, and approves that proposal. 

2 And so the only thing that has happened in 

3 terms of the terms of the tariff that govern it is 

4 that it has moved from something called local 

5 exchange tariff and moved into something called 

6 access tariff. 

7 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

8 assume? 

9 A. I think so. 

10 Q. Okay. On that assumption, if that's all 

11 that happened, you took those same terms and 

12 conditions that today apply to business lines, move 

13 them over into this other tariff, and that was an 

14 approved thing, would that by itself immunize 

15 business lines from the resale obligation in the 

16 act? 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. Okay. And your basis for that statement is 

19 what? 

20 A. That the resale discount requirements does 

21 not apply to special access. 

22 Q. Okay. Now, take a look at your direct 
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1 testimony on page 26, lines 8 through 11. Tell me 

2 when you're done looking at that. 

3 A. Okay. 

4 Q. Now, there you say, at lines 8 through 11, 

5 "Point-to-point special access service for data 

6 transmission may or may not involve exchange access, 

7 but whether or not it does, such a special access 

8 service is not eligible for t h e wholesale discount 

9 for the same reasons that exchange access services 

10 are not eligible." 

11 Do you see that? 

12 A. Urn-hum. 

13 Q. Now, suppose that when the FCC promulgated 

14 its rules regarding resale and exemptions from 

15 resale, suppose that they specifically exempted 

16 facilities or services to the extent that they 

17 involve the provision of exchange access as defined 

18 in section 3 of the act, but do not exempt access 

19 services generally, whether switched or special . 

20 Do you understand wha t I'm asking you to 

21 assume? 

22 A. No. 
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1 Q. Okay. You would agree with me that back in 

2 1996, or whenever it was, the FCC actually 

3 promulgated formal rules implementing the resale 

4 obligation. Do you agree with me that that's true? 

5 A. Yes. 

6 Q. Okay. Now, suppose with me -- I'm asking 

7 you to assume that when they actually promulgated 

8 their formal rules, they did not exempt special 

9 access or switched access or access generally, but 

10 instead exempted only exchange access as defined in 

11 the act. 

12 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

13 assume? 

14 A. Let me try to ask some clarifying --

15 Q. Sure. 

16 A. -- questions. We're assuming that they did 

17 something the opposite of what they actually did. 

18 They actually excluded special access from the 

19 resale provision, but you're asking me to assume 

20 that they hadn't, that they had done something 

21 different. 

22 Q. Actually, what I'm asking you to assume --
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1 I'm trying to avoid getting into legal things, but 

2 I'm confident that I will be able to demonstrate at 

3 the hearing that what I am asking you to assume is 

4 what they actually did. 

5 But since you disagree with me about that, 

6 I'm simply asking you to assume that I'm correct. 

7 And, again, not to hide the ball --

8 although I can't seem to find the piece of paper 

9 the FCC in its order, in the parts that you quote in 

10 footnote -- or cite in footnote 10 of the order, say 

11 a bunch of stuff -- this is in the local competition 

12 order. But in addition to issuing the local 

13 competition order, they also promulgated formal 

14 specific rules, part of the Code of Federal 

15 Regulations, governing this. 

16 And what I'm asking you about or what I'm 

17 asking you to make assumptions about is what those 

18 specific formal rules say you do not quote. For the 

19 record, it's 51 CFR section 605(a), (b) and (c). 

20 So what I'm asking you to assume is that 

21 when they promulgated their formal rules to 

22 implement their discussion in the order, they did 
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1 not exempt special access, they did not exempt 

2 switched access, they did not exempt access services 

3 generally, but instead they only exempted exchange 

4 access as defined in section 3 of the act. 

5 Now, I understand that you may not agree 

6 that that's what they did, but I will represent to 

7 you, A, it is what they did, but B, whatever, I'm 

8- asking you to assume that's what they did . 

9 A. In response to some staff discovery I 

10 quoted from the TRRO which specifically said, "Thus, 

11 the commission has explicitly excluded special 

12 access services from the ambit of section 

13 251(c)(4)." 

14 Are you asking me to assume that the rules 

15 they promulgated are inconsistent with this clear 

16 statement? 

17 Q. I am asking you to assume that because it 

18 is true. 

19 MR. HAGA: Well, let me object to the form 

20 of the -- if you're asking him to make an 

21 assumption --

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. I'm asking you to make the assumption that 

2 the formal rules promulgated by the FCC are 

3 different from the language you quoted in the TRRO. 

4 A. So for purposes of this question, you're 

5 asking me to assume that? 

6 Q. Yes, that's correct. 

7 A. Okay. 

8 Q. And I understand it is my burden, as we go 

9 forward in the case, to actually prove.that that's 

10 true, but I am not worried about my ability to do 

11 that. 

12 A. Okay. 

13 Q. If my assumption is correct, then, would 

14 you agree with me that your statement at lines 8 

15 through 11 on page 26 of your direct isn't quite 

16 accurate because, on that assumption, it would 

17 matter what-- whether it did or did not involve 

18 exchange access? 

19 A. You know, I think you would be asking me to 

20 go too deeply into 

21 

22 

Q. The legalities? 

A. -- into the legalities. 
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1 Q. That's fine. 

2 A. As I'm reading my sentence over, and the 

3 way you've framed the question, I don't think I can 

4 offer an informed opinion. 

5 Q. That's fine. And I recognize some of this 

6 involves factual issues, but some of it involves 

7 interpreting what the law and the rules mean, and 

8 that's fine. 

9 So let's get back to the facts for a 

10 second. Early in your -- earlier today you 

11 mentioned private lines. Now, to your knowledge, 

12 does Verizon in Florida today have a retail private 

13 line tariff? 

14 A. I'm not as familiar with the Florida 

15 tariffs as I am with some other states, but I 

16 haven't come across a state tariff that doesn't have 

17 a private line section. But if there is one, I can 

18 be corrected, but I'm-- I'm not aware. 

19 Q. Okay. Are you aware that -- let me see if 

20 I can put it this way. 

21 Would it surprise you to learn that after 

22 the initiation of the access charge reqime in 1984, 
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1 many, many LECs across the country in the -- call it 

2 10 or 15 years following that actually canceled 

3 their retail private line tariffs, or cut them down 

4 to something that boils down to go buy stuff out of 

5 our special access tariff, and, in fact, harmonized 

6 private line and special access by directing 

7 customers of private lines to the special access 

8 tariff? 

9 Is that something you were aware of? 

10 A. You asked me two questions. First you 

11 asked me if I would be surprised by that, and then 

12 you asked me if I'm aware of it. 

13 Q. Let's say -- are you shocked and amazed? 

14 A. No. 

15 Q. Okay. 

16 A. I'm not aware of it. It hasn't-- as far 

17 as I know, it hasn't happened in the states with 

18 which I'm most familiar with the tariffing 

19 provisions. But would I be surprised, shocked or 

20 amazed by that? No. 

21 Okay. Suppose it's true that if I am a 

22 business and I want to buy a point-to-point data 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



31 

1 circuit from Verizon in Florida, and I go to your 

2 retail tariff and I say, hey, where do I buy a 

3 private line? And I discover there is no private 

4 line tariff; instead, I have to go to your special 

5 access tariff. 

6 Would that affect your judgment as to 

7 whether point-to-point data circuits offered out of 

8 the special access tariff in Florida are retail 

9 services, if there isn't a private line tariff I can 

10 buy out of? 

11 A. No, because there could be different ways 

12 of buying the service, but it doesn't change the 

13 fact that it's a retail service. There could be 

14 contracting for it. I know some states have allowed 

15 for contracting outside of the tariff through 

16 individual case basis pricing or contract pricing 

17 arrangements which in some places are tariffed, in 

18 other places aren't tariffed. 

19 So if it's a private line you're buying, 

20 you're buying a retail service, you're buying a 

21 retail private line. If you're buying -- if you're 

22 buying special access, you're buying something 
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1 that's predominantly sold to carriers. 

2 You know, it doesn't change the I don't 

3 think it changes the requirements that have been 

4 imposed. 

5 Q. Well, let ask it this way, and I'm just 

6 trying to understand where you draw the line. 

7 Suppose that point-to-point DS1 circuits 

8 are offered out of Verizon's special access tariff. 

9 Are you with me so far? 

10 A. Yeah. 

11 Q. Okay. Suppose that, as a matter of fact 

12 and I'm just making this up at this point, but 

13 hypothetically, suppose that 90 percent of the 

14 point-to-point DSl circuits that Verizon actually 

15 sold in Florida were sold to private businesses for 

16 the business' own use and not for any wholesale 

17 purpose. 

18 Now, if those two things were true, would 

19 it still be your position that point-to-point DS1 

20 circuits in Florida should not be available for 

21 resale? 

22 A. Yes. As I mentioned earlier, the category 
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1 of special access is not subject to the resale 

2 discount. 

3 Whether a large or small majority or 

4 minority of circuits for one product that's a subset 

5 of that category of special access is bought by 

6 retail or wholesale I don't believe changes the fact 

7 that the majority of special access circuits as an 

8 entire category are bought by wholesale customers 

9 and are designed to be bought by wholesale carrier 

10 customers. 

11 Q. Okay. Suppose it's a hundred percent. 

12 Suppose that, whatever may have been true in the 

13 past, literally no carrier anymore ever bothers to 

14 buy a point-to-point DS1 circuit from Verizon. They 

15 just don't need them. They use optical fiber, 

16 whatever magic stuff they use. And the only people 

17 left buying DS1 circuits point to point from Verizon 

18 in Florida are retail businesses to connect their 

19 data centers on whatever they use them for. 

20 On that assumption, would it still be your 

21 testimony that those DS1 point-to-point services are 

22 not subject to resale? 
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1 A. Yes. As I just mentioned, the percentage 

2 of services bought for one subset of the entire 

3 special access product set does not -- they're not 

4 determinative of whether or not special access 

5 services, as a category of product, are available 

6 for a resale discount. 

7 Q. Okay. Let's move on to TELRIC pricing. 

8 One of our favorite topics. 

9 Just by way of background, do you have an 

10 understanding of the way in which Bright House and 

11 Verizon are -- the way that their networks are 

12 physically arranged and interconnected with each 

13 other today? 

14 A. On a very general basis, yes. 

15 Q. Could you state that general basis? I'm 

16 not trying to grill you on it; I just want to make 

17 sure we know what we're talking about as we go 

18 forward. 

19 A. I can't state it in a narrative format. I 

20 have reviewed Mr. Gates' diagram. 

21 Q. So, broadly speaking, the way we are 

22 configured today, just for purposes of this 
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1 discussion, is we have our switching facility. We 

2 have optical fiber that runs from there to three 

3 different Verizon offices. We have collocations at 

4 those offices. We exchange traffic at those 

5 collocations. And then we also buy some circuits 

6 running from Verizon's access tandem, where we do 

7 have a collocation, down to a couple of end offices 

8 where we have collocations. Is that a fair summary 

9 of the diagram as you understand it? 

10 A. Yeah, roughly speaking. And those -- last 

11 category you're referring to the access connecting 

12 trunks or special access facilities which bring IXC 

13 traffic through from the tandem through the cellos 

14 to Bright House end users. 

15 Q. Right. And just to be exceedingly 

16 technical, would you agree with me that, under 

17 today's configuration, Bright House buys special 

18 access facilities from Verizon's access tandem to 

19 those end office collocations and then, having 

20 acquired those facilities, Verizon and Bright House 

21 established access toll connecting trunks that ride 

22 those facilities? 
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1 Are you familiar with that distinction I'm 

2 drawing between the facilities that carry the trunks 

3 and the trunks themselves? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. Okay. Was my more detailed statement also 

6 a fair description? 

7 A. To the best of my knowledge and experience, 

8 you know, with my general understanding, yes, that's 

9 consistent with my general understanding. 

10 Q. That's fine. And, again, I'm not trying to 

11 get into too much detail. I just want to 

12 understand. 

13 Now, suppose, hypothetically, that Bright 

14 House wanted to reconfigure its network by 

15 establishing a new collocation at a Verizon end 

16 office where it does not now have a collocation. 

17 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

18. assume there? 

19 A. I think so. 

20 Q. Okay. And that once we got that 

21 collocation, Bright House would somehow need to get 

22 from its current network facilities, wherever they 
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1 may be, out to that new center office collocation. 

2 That's just are you with me so far? 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. And, broadly speaking, we would have three 

5 options to do that. One is we could build our own 

6 fiber out to the central office or -- fiber or 

7 whatever. Number two is we could contract with some 

8 third party, you know, Joe's Telecom Facility, to 

9 build a facility for us out there. Or, number 

10 three, we could go to Verizon and say, Verizon, we'd 

11 like you to construct a facility for us from our 

12 current network locations out to this new central 

13 office. 

14 Do you agree that we have those three 

15 options? 

16 A. That's, again, consistent with my general 

17 understanding, yes. 

18 Q. Okay. Now, if we wanted to exercise 

19 option three, which is to say have Verizon establish 

20 that facility from our current network, wherever it 

21 may be, out to that new central office collocation, 

22 do you understand Bright House to be saying that 
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1 that facility, if we bought it from you, ought to be 

2 priced at TELRIC. 

3 A. It depends on what you are referring to as 

4 "that facility." Because as I'm looking at the 

5 network diagram chart, there are two different ways 

6 of -- in the current configuration, Bright House 

7 runs its own fiber from its switch to its 

8 collocations. Bright House also buys special access 

9 facilities in order to go from the Verizon tandem to 

10 its collocations in the end office switches --

11 Q. Correct. But I'm--

12 A. -- for purposes of the access toll 

13 connecting trunks. 

14 So if you have another central office, are 

15 you -- is your assumption that there are special 

16 access facilities for access toll connecting trunks 

17 the way they are currently done, and also Bright 

18 House is not providing its own fiber to the -- to 

19 the end office? 

20 Q. With respect to -- well, the hypothetical 

21 I'm talking about, in order to make sure we 

22 understand where the dispute might lie, is suppose 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703} 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



39 

1 we wanted to establish a new collocation at a new 

2 Verizon end office where we don't presently have 

3 one -- and I haven't even gotten to the question of 

4 whether we would want to have access toll connecting 

5 trunks go to that new collocation. 

6 I'm asking the more basic question of, 

7 getting from Bright House's current network 

8 establishing a connection between Bright House's 

9 current network and the new Verizon end office where 

10 we might want to have a new collocation -- are you 

11 with me so far? 

12 A. Okay. 

13 Q. So we will -- I'm not forgetting the access 

14 toll connecting trunks. I just haven't gotten there 

15 yet. I'm talking about the basic connection between 

16 our existing network and -- let me give you an 

17 example 

18 A. What I was going to --

19 Q. If you look at the diagram, we've got the 

20 Bright House network, the Bright House VHN switch 

21 going over to a collocation, a Verizon switch. And 

22 there's -- right now that's Bright House fiber. 
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1 A. Right. 

2 Q. Okay. And what I 1 m asking you to assume 

3 for this discussion is suppose we wanted to 

4 establish a new collocation at some other switch and 

5 that we didn't currently have any fiber out running 

6 near that other switch. So we were confronted with 

7 the choice of, how do we get to the other switch we 

8 want to establish a collocation at? We could either 

9 build our own fiber 

10 A. Right. 

11 Q. -- since we don't have it. Or we could 

12 some third party to build it out for us or we could 

13 come to Verizon and say, Verizon, build me this 

14 facility. 

15 Do you see what I'm asking you to assume? 

16 It's getting out to a new central office that I'm 

17 talking about now. 

18 A. Yes. 

19 Q. Okay. So with that understanding, is it --

20 well, I'll just tell you to just make clear 

21 Bright House's contention is that if we wanted to do 

22 that and we wanted to have Verizon construct or 
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1 provide the connection from our existing network out 

2 to the new central office, our contention is that 

3 Verizon should do that at TELRIC rates. And my 

4 understanding is your contention is, no, no, no, 

5 that's a tariffed entrance facility. 

6 Are you with me so far? Or am --

7 A. No, because my understanding of issue 24, 

8 which -- I think we finally got an accurate 

9 understanding of it when Mr. Gates filed his 

10 rebuttal testimony. My understanding is that what 

11 it comes down to is whether or not Bright House 

12 should be getting these special access facilities at 

13 TELRIC rates, these special access facilities being 

14 the facilities for providing the access toll 

15 connecting trunks. 

16 Q. And that is indeed one part of it. I'm not 

17 denying that's part of it, but I'm trying to focus 

18 your attention on this other part of it that you may 

19 not have focused on. That's why I'm having this 

20 conversation, to make sure we're 

21 A. All right. 

22 Q. -- talking about the same thing. 
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1 A. But if that's the case, then the other -- I 

2 don't really have an informed opinion on the other 

3 aspect of it because it would come down to a legal 

4 definition of whether these would be entrance 

5 facilities, in which case they are no longer 

6 required to be provided at TELRIC rates as a UNE --

7 Q. Right. 

8 A. -- or whether they be something else. 

9 Q. Okay. 

10 A. So that really comes down to a legal 

11 assessment of where they fall within the construct 

12 of differing facilities and differing 

13 requirements 

14 Q. Okay. Well --

15 A. for pricing. 

16 Q. let's see if we can narrow it down, 

17 then. And if we can literally narrow it down to a 

18 simple legal dispute, then -- then you and I can be 

19 done. 

20 Your contention is -- let's back up for a 

21 second. 

22 An entrance facility, at a high level, is 
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1 something that Verizon would supply, in this context 

2 to Bright House, that would run from some Bright 

3 House-designated location probably to a Verizon 

4 central office. 

5 A. I described it as basically a wire used to 

6 transport calls between a CLEC switch and an ILEC 

7 switch. 

8 Q. Okay. And -- you say a wire, but it could 

9 be a spiffy fiber-optic thing with great capacity 

10 and 

11 A. It's still wires. 

12 Q. It's still wire, okay. 

13 Okay. And your contention is that entrance 

14 facilities, as you have described them, are not 

15 available as UNEs and, therefore, not available at a 

16 TELRIC rate? 

17 A. That's what the FCC ruled, yes. 

18 Q. Right. And just to be clear, we agree with 

19 you that entrance facilities are not available as 

20 UNEs, and we have no intention of using them as a 

21 UNE. But if I understood your answer earlier, you 

22 recognize that if they are not UNEs, they may 
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1 nonetheless be available under some other regime. 

2 They may not, but that's a legal question as to 

3 whether they were available under some other regime. 

4 A. That's my understanding of Bright House's 

5 position. 

6 Q. Right. Do you think it's true? 

7 And in your testimony, which I see you're 

8 flipping through, I mean, what you commented in the 

9 rebuttal is when the FCC, in the TRRO, said the fact 

10 that we are removing entrance facilities as a UNE 

11 doesn't change a CLEC's right to obtain 

12 interconnection facilities at cost-based rates 

13 which, in context, I think we agree means TELRIC 

14 rates. 

15 Do you agree with that? 

16 A. Yeah, I mean, what I said in the 

17 testimony and I think this is where we are going 

18 to narrow it down to a legal dispute -- is that it 

19 doesn't make sense to interpret the FCC's ruling as 

20 saying that certain facilities that are not 

21 available as UNEs and, therefore, not available at 

22 TELRIC rates nevertheless are available at TELRIC 
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1 rates if you call them something else at their 

2 d i fferent facilities. And that I explained in my 

3 rebuttal testimony. 

4 If you want to -- I understand your 

5 position is different, that you have a different 

6 opinion on that, but that's where I think we do 

7 narrow it down to a legal difference that it would 

8 be very difficult for me to get into a deeper 

9 conversation other than stating Verizon's position. 

10 Q. Okay. And on that, again -- and I don't 

11 want to belabor it; I just want to make sure we're 

12 clear -- if that language you quoted and discuss in 

13 your rebuttal testimony, and that Mr. Gates also 

14 discusses, where the FCC says the fact that we're 

15 declaring this not to be a UNE doesn't affect 

16 interconnection, Verizon's contention -- Verizon's 

17 contention rather, Bright House's contention is, 

18 right, but if it's used for interconnection, it's 

19 still available at TELRIC rates; and Verizon's 

20 contention is, no, this thing just isn't available 

21 at TELRIC rates anymore no matter what you're using 

22 it for. 
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1 Is that a fair summary of the difference? 

2 A. You know, I honestly doesn't know if it's a 

3 fair summary or not. I think it's pretty clearly 

4 laid out in testimony what the difference is, and to 

5 try to put different words on it and to summarize 

6 it -- I really don't think I can say whether or not 

7 that 1 s a fair summary. 

8 Q. Okay. Well, let me try --

9 A. And I don't know what the value in saying 

10 whether it is or not is. 

11 Q. The value, which you may not appreciate, is 

12 it limits my need to call you as an actual witness 

13 at the hearing. So I'm not trying to motivate you 

14 to come up with these answers, but 

15 A. I like Tallahassee 

16 Q. So do I. 

17 A. so that 1 s not a reason for me. 

18 Q. Okay. Do you understand in any way 

19 whatsoever what the FCC in the TRRO referred to as 

20 the impairment analysis? 

21 A. Do I understand what the FCC referred to as 

22 the 
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1 Q. Yeah. When the FCC talks, in the TRRO, 

2 about an impairment analysis, do you know what they 

3 were talking about in any level at all? 

4 A. Yes. The act states that UNEs are 

5 available if they are necessary and if CLECs are not 

6 impaired without access to these. 

7 And the FCC went through years and years 

8 and much litigation --

9 Q. Of pain and anguish. 

10 A. Right -- pain and anguish. Lots of trees 

11 decide in support of figuring out what a legally 

12 permissible impairment analysis is. 

13 And, finally, in the TRRO, they carne up 

14 with one that passed the D.C. Circuit's --

15 Q. Right. 

16 A. review. 

17 Q. Do you have any understanding of whether an 

18 impairment analysis applies in any way to facilities 

19 for purposes of interconnection for the exchange of 

20 traffic as compared to availability of a UNE? 

21 It's okay if your answer is no, but I'm 

22 asking, do you have any understanding of that? 
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1 A. No. 

2 Q. Okay. Okay. Well, I think as everyone's 

3 testimony recognizes, this is pretty much a legal 

4 issue as to what is and isn't required of you by 

5 251 (c) (3) and (c) (2) and all that stuff, and I think 

6 we can leave it at that point. 

7 A. Okay. 

8 Q. I can't guarantee I won't ask you about it 

9 in Tallahassee --

10 A. Fair enough. 

11 Q. All right. So now let's get down to the 

12 really fun stuff, which is assurance of payment. 

13 MR. HAGA: I'd like to toss one 

14 housekeeping thing up 

15 MR. SAVAGE: Oh, certainly. Sure. 

16 MR. HAGA: -- the record, that when you and 

17 the witness were discussing before Mr. Gates' chart, 

18 and you were referring to the exhibit, to Gates' --

19 I believe it was his rebuttal 

20 

21 

22 

MR. SAVAGE: Yes, his rebuttal testimony. 

MR. HAGA: -- testimony, and it is TJG-4. 

MR. SAVAGE: Perfect. 
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1 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

2 Q. Okay. Now, broadly speaking, the whole 

3 issue of assurance of payment has to do with the 

4 prospect that an entity might end up not being good 

5 for its, you know, legitimate debts and the company 

6 that expects to get paid wants some kind of, you 

7 know, letter of credit or bond or something to make 

8 sure that, if the company has trouble, the creditor 

9 can still get paid. 

10 Is that, at a high level, about right? 

11 A. Yeah, generally. Except that -- the 

12 understanding that the company, in this instance, is 

13 a company that's obligated to provide 

14 interconnection to anyone. 

15 Q. We'll ge t there. We'll get there. 

16 A. Okay. 

17 Q. Okay. I'm going to read you a sentence --

18 or I'm going to say something to you, and ask you a 

19 question about it. And what I'm saying is, 

20 moreover, c ompany A has added hundreds of thousands 

21 of subscribers every ye ar since 2007 while compa ny B 

22 has lost hundreds of thous ands during the same 
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1 period. So company A has added hundreds of 

2 thousands of subscribers; company B has lost 

3 hundreds of thousands of subscribers. 

4 If you knew nothing else about company A 

5 and company B, which one of those two companies is 

6 probably more likely to get into trouble in its 

7 ability to pay its bills, the one that's adding 

8 subscribers by the hundreds of thousands or the one 

9 who's losing subscribers by the hundreds of 

10 thousands? 

11 A. You haven't given me enough information on 

12 which to make a judgment. 

13 Q. Okay. What additional information would 

14 you need in order to make a judgment? 

15 A. Adding customers or losing customers 

16 generally affects the top line revenue. 

17 Q. Okay. 

18 A. In order to figure out whether or not there 

19 is a bottom line impact, you would need to know what 

20 these companies are doing in terms of expenses in 

21 order to --because it's a bottom line question. 

22 Q. Okay. 
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1 A. Ultimately what you're asking me is a 

2 bottom line question, and all you are giving me was 

3 top line information. 

4 Q. Okay. Then let me add another assumption. 

5 Assume that both companies have very, very, very 

6 high fixed costs and relatively low costs that vary 

7 with the number of subscribers. 

8 So you have two companies, both with very 

9 high fixed costs, and variable costs don't vary much 

10 with the number of subscribers. One of them is 

11 gaining hundreds of thousands of subscribers a year; 

12 the other is losing hundreds of thousands of 

13 subscribers a year. 

14 On those assumptions, which of those 

15 companies is more likely to have trouble paying its 

16 bills? 

17 A. Under just those assumptions, holding all 

18 else equal, assuming a single product, firm --

19 Q. All that stuff. 

20 A. -- all of that, the company that is losing 

21 customers in that instance, compared to the other 

22 one, all else equal, would at a higher risk. 
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1 Q. Okay. Now, I know we'll revisit some of 

2 those assumptions based on my next question, but are 

3 you aware that one of the things that Bright House 

4 proposed with respect to Verizon's assurance of 

5 payment language was simply to make it neutral, that 

6 each party would have parallel rights to require 

7 assurance of payment of the other based on Verizon's 

8 exact language? 

9 A. Yeah, I think I even addressed that in my 

10 testimony and pointed out that we're not similarly 

11 situated customers in this -- companies in this 

12 instance because one company has an obligation to 

13 interconnect and another company does not. 

14 Q. Okay. 

15 A. And so this agreement can be adopted by any 

16 other CLEC in its entirety that wants to, and so 

17 it's not really a Bright House-specific concern in 

18 that context. Whereas, for Bright House, you're 

19 only interconnecting with the ILEC; you're a CLEC 

20 interconnecting with the ILECs, so you don't have 

21 that comparable obligation or consideration to take 

22 into account. 
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1 Q. Well, let me clear up one thing. Is it 

2 your understanding that Bright House is only 

3 interconnected with Verizon in the Tampa area? 

4 A. I don't have any knowledge of that at all. 

5 What I'm saying is that Verizon has an obligation as 

6 an ILEC that is different from Bright House's 

7 obligation as a CLEC. 

8 What you actually do as a business practice 

9 is not material to that central distinction of where 

10 the two companies are not comparable. 

11 Q. Okay. But just to be clear, your earlier 

12 testimony wasn't meaning to imply any statement 

13 about how many companies Bright House is actually 

14 interconnected with in Florida? 

15 A. That's right. 

16 Q. Okay. Good. All right. Then back to your 

17 other point, how would Verizon be harmed -- granted 

18 that every CLEC in the universe could adopt this 

19 contract if they wanted to, how would Verizon be 

20 harmed by having its actual proposed assurance of 

21 payment language be made entirely mutual so that it 

22 simply said either party may -- instead of Verizon 
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1 may, blah, blah, blah, either party may, you know, 

2 upon whatever conditions Verizon imposed, be made 

3 mutual? Why would that be a probl em? 

4 A. (No response.) 

5 Q. Actually, just to --

6 A. I'd just like to read my-- I don't want to 

7 move on to something else before --

8 Q. No, I'm not going to move on to 

9 something --

10 A. -- I've had a moment --

11 Q. I'm trying to help you. What I want to do 

12 is I want to hand you a document that we can mark as 

13 3 which is your proposed language. You can look at 

14 the actual Verizon assurance of payment language if 

15 it would help. 

16 A. I'd just like a moment in quiet to read my 

17 testimony, if you don't mind. 

18 Q. That's fine. 

19 A. Thank you. 

20 Q. Could you at least tell me which pages 

21 you're reading so I can follow along? 

22 A. Right now I'm in my rebuttal starting on 
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1 page 5. 

2 Q. Okay. 

3 A. And I will also look at my direct. 

4 Q. Great. 

5 A. And on my direct I'm on page 12. 

6 Q. Okay. 

7 A. Okay. I didn't address what harm to 

8 Verizon there would be specifically, so it be would 

9 pure speculation on my part. But one thing that's 

10 coming to mind is just the transaction costs 

11 associated with having to make this arrangement with 

12 all of the CLECs that interconnect with us. As I 

13 mentioned earlier, we have the obligation, as an 

14 ILEC, that CLECs do not have, which is to 

15 interconnec t with all comers who can take the 

16 provisions of any agreement that they want. 

17 And so having this obligation be mutual 

18 would -- or could force Verizon to incur the 

19 transaction costs associated with complying with 

20 that obligation with all the CLECs when it's really 

21 not necessary. 

22 Q. Well, let's drill down on that. And I 

M.A.R. REPORTI NG GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-122 5 

PLATT & DAWSON 



56 

1 think your testimony, if I can summarize it, says, 

2 in response to some of Verizon's concerns -- excuse 

3 me, some of Bright House's concerns, essentially, 

4 what's the big deal? As long as you pay your bills 

5 on time, you won't incur any of this problem at all; 

6 it will just sit there as an unused provision in the 

7 contract. 

8 Is that a fair summary? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. Okay. Why isn't that identically true if 

11 these same provisions apply mutually since, as long 

12 as Verizon pays its bills, this would be just 

13 sitting in the contract and there would be no 

14 transaction costs at all? 

15 A. As I just mentioned, it's because Verizon 

16 would have to set up this relationship with every 

17 single CLEC. And so it's not just a question of one 

18 for us as it is for Bright House. For us, it would 

19 be a question of all. 

20 Q. But let me -- let's -- let us an assume 

21 that this new contract that comes out of this 

22 arbitration is universally viewed by CLECs as the 
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1 best available contract. One. 

2 Let us assume, two, that it include 

3 Verizon' s assurance of payment language except "made 

4 mutual." So either party, under the terms, can 

5 demand assurance of payment. 

6 And let's assume, therefore, three, that 

7 every other CLEC in Florida adopts this agreement as 

8 it relates to Verizon. 

9 Do you understand what I'm aski ng you to 

10 assume? 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. Would you agree with me that if, in fact, 

13 Verizon pays its bills to CLECs on time, as 

14 contemplated by the contract, there would be no 

15 transaction costs imposed on Verizon by virtue of 

16 being subject to an assurance of payment requirement 

17 since it pays its bills on time? 

18 A. I don't know that, because I don't know 

19 what predicate steps Verizon would have to take to 

20 signing such a contract that would apply to all 

21 these different parties. It may be that t here is 

22 something that we have to do before t h e terms are 
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1 triggered in any individual circumstance. 

2 So that's why I say, for Verizon, it may be 

3 a much bigger burden just because of the scale of 

4 interconnecting with all the CLECs -- under your 

5 scenario, every single CLEC we connect with adopts 

6 this term. 

7 Q. Okay. Well, let's -- now I'll mark as --

8 we only have 1 and 2 so far, right? 

9 Let's mark as Number 3 what I'll represent 

10 to you is the assurance of payment language that 

11 Verizon proposed. And that's all I'll do now. I'll 

12 get to 4 in a minute. 

13 (Vasington Deposition Exhibit Number 3 was 

14 marked for identification.) 

15 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

16 Q. So take a look at Number 3 which, again, 

17 I'll represent to you is simply the assurance of 

18 payment language that Verizon --

19 

20 

21 

22 

A. Number 3? 

Q. It's Exhibit Number 3. 

A. Oh, okay. 

Q. And it is 
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1 A. Oh, I'm sorry. 

2 Q. -- section 6 of the contract. I just have 

3 the two pages where that appears. And this is 

4 Verizon's proposed assurance of payment language. 

5 A. Okay. 

6 Q. So what I would like you to do is 

7 refamiliarize yourself with this, and then I'll ask 

8 you some questions about it. So let me know when 

9 you're there. 

10 A. Okay. 

11 Q. Okay. In our earlier conversation you were 

12 concerned that, if this language were mutual and 

13 every other CLEC in Florida adopted it, this 

14 language might impose some transaction costs on 

15 Verizon in terms of setting something up with the 

16 CLEC and 

17 A. No, I didn't say setting something up with 

18 the CLEC. 

19 Q. Well, then I misunderstood. Okay. 

20 A. Setting something up that would be 

21 necessary in order to account for the fact that, at 

22 some point, it could be operative. 
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1 Q. Okay. And what I'd like you to do is take 

2 a look at this language and point out to me what in 

3 this language would require Verizon to do anything, 

4 assuming that Verizon simply paid all its bills on 

5 time as, you know, a good contracting party should? 

6 A. What I'm assuming is that there may be 

7 steps that Verizon would have to take to put in 

8 place the mechanisms that would then be executed 

9 upon these terms coming into effect. 

10 In other words, it wouldn't just be, these 

11 terms come into effect, let's start from ground zero 

12 and go, and write the letter of credit, make 

13 arrangements that would fulfill the letter of 

14 credit. That there would be steps that would be 

15 taken beforehand, whether they be legal steps or 

16 financial steps just for accounting purposes to say, 

17 here is the form, here is the write-up, here are the 

18 procedures you would need to adopt in the event that 

19 this provision ~as triggered at some point. 

20 Those are the types of things that I'm 

21 speculating may be required if Verizon had to be 

22 imposed on -- had this provision imposed on it in 
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1 every one of the contracts with CLECs that we sign 

2 as an ILEC. 

3 Q. Okay. But -- I mean, you did say, in the 

4 answer you just gave, that you were speculating. 

5 And just to be clear, you don't have any knowledge 

6 that there would be any such requirements? 

7 A. No, the very first answer I gave when we 

8 started on this was that I was speculating. 

9 Q. Okay. That's fine. But then let's, for 

10 the moment, assume that they exist and that they are 

11 not trivial. Okay. 

12 Would you agree with me that by imposing 

13 this on every CLEC, as Verizon's form contract does, 

14 you are imposing, across the entire competitive 

15 industry, many, many instances of those effects, 

16 whatever they might be . 

17 I mean, you're not suggesting that Verizon 

18 would have some c osts in getting ready to comply 

19 with this that a CLEC wouldn't have. 

20 A. No, but each CLEC only has it once. 

21 Verizon would have it hundreds of times. When you 

22 say "across the competitive industry," that's not a 
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1 monolith; that's made up of a bunch of different 

2 companies, each of which would only have this 

3 obligation once. 

4 So in my scenario that I'm speculating 

5 about, it's a question of scale in the sense that 

6 Verizon has this obligation to do it with every 

7 single one; each CLEC has the obligation only to do 

8 it once with the ILEC. 

9 Q. So let's state this a couple of ways. One 

10 is your speculative assumption is that Verizon 

11 couldn't take these preparatory steps one time, say, 

12 go to its preferred back and say, you know, I may 

13 have to issue a letter of credit, so set it all and 

14 we'll write in the name of the appropriate CLEC when 

15 it come to it. You're assuming that Verizon would 

16 have to do that 50 times or 100 times instead of 

17 just once. 

18 That's the first thing you're assuming 

19 because 

20 A. Right. 

21 Q. -- if they did it once, then it's one time 

22 for everybody. 
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1 A. That's correct. 

2 Q. Okay. And, number two, looking at the 

3 telecommunications market in Florida as a whole, 

4 even if each CLEC only has to do it once, if there 

5 are hundreds of CLECs, by Verizon imposing this 

6 provision, you're imposing that cost a hundred times 

7 on the industry as a whole -- maybe only once on a 

8 CLEC, but looking at the industry as a whole, it's a 

9 drag on costs; it imposes costs on the CLECs as a 

10 whole if these speculative things exist at all. 

11 A. There is no such thing as CLECs as a whole. 

12 Each CLEC has it only once. Under my assumption, 

13 Verizon would have it many times. That's like 

14 saying if I eat one donut and you eat a hundred 

15 donuts and a hundred people are eating one donut 

16 you're imposing these, you know 

17 Q. Donut costs. 

18 A. -- donut costs on everybody as a whole. It 

19 doesn't make sense to look at it that way. 

20 Q. Spoken like a true native of the home of 

21 Dunkin' Donuts. 

22 A. Thank you. Got to carry the flag. 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP PLATT & DAWSON 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 



64 

1 Q. Well, you know, down here, the war between 

2 Dunkin' and Starbucks is very, very real. 

3 Okay. Well, assume with me for the moment 

4 that your speculative concerns turn out to be 

5 speculative, and there is really no problem, and so, 

6 in fact, Verizon ends up subject to this and it 

7 becomes mutual. 

8 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

9 assume? 

10 A. Yes. 

11 Q. So if this were in place and a CLEC were to 

12 conclude, man, you know, Verizon is losing hundreds 

13 of thousands of customers a year and they have a 

14 high fixed cost and they are just shedding 

15 subscribers -- you know, they are putting on a good 

16 face to Wall Street, but I'm worried. Verizon, I 

17 need assurance of payment from you. 

18 Would that be a legitimate exercise of a 

19 CLEC's right to demand an assurance of payment, as 

20 you understand the operation of these provisions? 

21 A. Is it my understanding that that scenario 

22 would trigger assurance of payment under the 
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1 language that we've proposed? 

2 Q. Yes. Under the language you proposed, if 

3 it were mutual, if a CLEC were to say, well, I 

4 understand Verizon is losing hundreds of thousands 

5 of customers a year in Florida, they publicly 

6 announced that, you know, that they are cutting back 

7 on their FiOS deployments, their wireless business 

8 is going great, but that doesn't help the company 

9 I'm contracting with, which is Verizon- Florida, 

10 LLC -- you know, it doesn't look too good to me. 

11 I'm going to demand assurance of payment because I'm 

12 getting worried. 

13 Would that be a legitimate thing for a CLEC 

14 to do, as you understand the operation of this? 

15 A. You're asking me to offer my opinion on 

16 whether or not section 6.2 would be triggered by the 

17 language --or by the conditions that you've just 

18 described to me and --

19 Q. Well, actually, I was looking at 

20 section 6.1. Right? Section 6.1 says, Upon request 

21 by a party, the other party shall provide assurance 

22 of payment. 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.rnar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



66 

1 A. Right. 

2 Q. And then 6.2 says, Assurance of payment may 

3 be requested. 

4 But do you read that -- 6.2 as the only 

5 time under which assurance of payment could be 

6 requested is what it says in 6.2? 

7 A. I don't know. 

8 Q. Okay. 

9 A. It's not a subpart of 6.1, so I don't know, 

10 you know, legally how the provisions would --

11 Q. Well, assume 

12 A. -- work. 

13 Q. But assume that it would have to meet 6.2. 

14 The scenario I've described, losing customers, 

15 high fixed cost business, publicly announced cutting 

16 back on FiOS, I'm getting worried. Would that be a 

17 legitimate reason to demand assurance of payment 

18 under 6.2? 

19 I'll direct you to (c). 

20 A. Yeah, (c) is, Unable to demonstrate that it 

21 is creditworthy. And I think, under your scenario, 

22 Verizon Corporation's creditworthiness is a function 
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1 of the rating agencies and how they've rated us. 

2 And that is, in effect, related to all of our 

3 businesses. 

4 So whether we're losing lines in the 

5 copper -- the old copper world or not and we are 

6 and have been for almost a decade now has not 

7 affected our creditworthiness. 

8 Q. Is it your understanding that the 

9 contracting party on the other side of Bright House 

10 is Verizon Corporation? 

11 A. I don't believe that it is, but I don't --

12 and I know that it's different for different states, 

13 but I think that the creditworthiness -- the 

14 issuance of bonds, which is where creditworthiness 

15 comes into effect, is -- it's done at the operating 

16 level only in a very few circumstances. 

17 Q. Would Verizon be willing, in this 

18 agreement, to have Verizon Corporation guarantee all 

19 the legitimate debts of Verizon - Florida, LLC, to 

20 Bright House? 

21 MR. HAGA: I'm going to object to that to 

22 the extent that Mr. Vasington isn't here to 
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1 negotiate. 

2 MR. SAVAGE: I understand. If he answers 

3 he doesn't know, that's fine. If the answer is yes, 

4 we may have a simple solution to this problem. 

5 THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

6 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

7 Q. You don't know . . Okay. Too bad. So we 

8 don't have a simple solution yet. Okay. 

9 Focusing on the language of {c) 6.2{c) 

10 that we were talking about, it says, quote, In 

11 Verizon's reasonable judgment, at the effective date 

12 or at any time thereafter, the other company is 

13 unable to demonstrate that it is creditworthy. 

14 That's what {c) is about. 

15 Now, is what you're saying that, if I am a 

16 CLEC -- hypothetically, it's mutual. I'm a CLEC. I 

17 see you losing lines. I don't have a guarantee from 

18 Verizon Corporation to pay what's owed me. I'm just 

19 dealing with Verizon - Florida, LLC. You know, my 

20 reasonable judgment is, you know, you're not 

21 creditworthy. You know, I don't care what the 

22 rating agencies said. The rating agencies gave, you 
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1 know, AAA ratings to junk bonds about mortgages; you 

2 know, I can't trust the rating agencies. The 

3 economy collapsed because we believed the rating 

4 agencies. 

5 So my reasonable judgment is, you're losing 

6 lines at a fast clip. I don't have a corporate 

7 guarantee. I need assurance of payment. Would that 

8 be reasonable? 

9 A. You know, I honestly don't know. 

10 Q. Okay. Suppose I said it was reasonable and 

11 you said it wasn't, and I demanded assurance of 

12 payment anyway under a mutual scenario. As you 

13 understand the operation of this, would you have to 

14 provide that assurance of payment? Even if I think 

15 it's reasonable and you think it's not -- we have a 

16 dispute about that -- but I demand it. As you 

17 understand the way this works, what happens? 

18 A. I don't know how this provision, as 

19 drafted, relates to the dispute resolution 

20 conditions in the contract that are generally found 

21 in these contracts. 

22 Q. Okay. Could you take a look at 
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1 section 6.8. 

2 A. Okay. 

3 Q. Okay. And would you agree with me that 

4 what that says is if -- let's read it. If you make 

5 a request for assurance of payment, that you have no 

6 obligation to perform anything until the assurance 

7 of payment has been provided. 

8 Is that a fair reading of 6.8? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. Okay. So if this were mutual and, let's 

11 say, Bright House serves some schools and hospitals 

12 and doctors and so on in Tampa, which I'm sure we 

13 do, this would give us the authority to cut off 

14 Verizon customers' access to calling schools, 

15 hospitals, neighbors, et cetera, simply because we 

16 demanded an assurance of payment that you didn't 

17 provide. Even though we dispute about whether it's 

18 reasonable or not, we~ve asked for it; 

19 notwithstanding anything else, we can cut you off 

20 and your customers can't call the doctor anymore. 

21 Isn't that a fair reading of section 6.8? 

22 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 
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1 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

2 Q. Can you identify anything in 6.8 that would 

3 prevent that result from happening? 

4 A. Verizon providing the assurance of payment 

5 upon request. 

6 Q. Right. If you didn't do that, even if you 

7 felt that it was totally unreasonable to be 

8 requested of that, if you didn't do it, your 

9 customers could immediately be cut off from calling 

10 the schools, hospitals, friends, neighbors who 

11 happened to be served by Bright House. 

12 That's what it says, doesn't it? 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

A. Yes, it does. 

Q. Do you think that's fair? 

A. This provision is in many contracts. 

Q. That's not what I asked you. 

A. I know, and I'm trying --

Q. Oh, okay. Go ahead. I'm sorry. 

A. I would like a chance to finish --

Q. Please. 

A. by putting my answer in context. 

Q. Go ahead. Sorry. 
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1 A. In the context of the provision itself not 

2 being a major burden on any one party that has it in 

3 only one contract, then I think it is a fair request 

4 because it's a very simple matter to cure. 

5 Q. So what you're saying is it's fair to say 

6 to Bright House that if we don't hop to and respond 

7 immediately to a request for an assurance of payment 

8 that we think is completely unjustified but you've 

9 requested it nonetheless, that we have to do or else 

10 our customers can't call the friends, neighbors, 

11 doctors, schools, hospitals that Verizon happens to 

12 serve. 

13 But if Verizon doesn't pay us or whatever 

14 reason -- we worry about their creditworthiness in 

15 some legitimate way -- first of all, you don't want 

16 us to have any right of demanding assurance at all 

17 but, second of all, even if it was mutual, you 

18 wouldn't want to have yourself subject to that. 

19 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 

20 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

21 Q. But you can answer. 

22 A. Again, that whole notion of whether or not 
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1 it's fair for Verizon to ask for something that 

2 CLECs don't also have a right to ask for is entirely 

3 a function of the differing obligations of an ILEC 

4 versus the differing obligations of a CLEC. 

5 And the fairness of it in a sense, to me, 

6 is also in the pudding of the fact that this 

7 provision is in many agreements, and schools and 

8 hospitals aren't being shut off in accordance with 

9 this provision, and -- so, yeah, I do believe that 

10 this is a fair provision for an ILEC that has 

11 differing obligations than a CLEC to have in its 

12 in its suggested language. And it's in many 

13 agreements and hasn't resulted in the extreme 

14 scenarios that you're describing. 

15 Q. To your knowledge, is it in Bright House's 

16 current agreement with Verizon? 

17 A. I don't know. 

18 Q. I' 11 represent to you, and I' 11 ask you to 

19 assume, that it's not. 

20 On the assumption that it's not in our 

21 current agreement and that it was proposed by 

22 Verizon as something to put into our new agreement, 
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1 do you think it's reasonable for us to be concern ed 

2 about taking on this kind of an obligation t hat we 

3 have never been subject to in the last fi v e years of 

4 our operations? 

5 A. Yes, I do. 

6 Q. Okay. Now, in your testimony -- it may be 

7 in your reply too, but I'm looking at your direct on 

8 page 14, footnote 4 and I'll hand out to you what 

9 I have marked as 4. 

10 (Vasington Deposition Exhibit Number 4 was 

11 marked for identification.) 

12 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

13 Q. And what I'll represent to you is I 

14 downloaded this this morning from the PSC's website. 

15 And I'll represent to you what it is. It is the 

16 assurance of payment provisions -- if you will, the 

17 security provisions -- that were approved by the 

18 commission in the case you cite in footnote 4. 

19 Again, just so there's n o mystery, I went 

20 to that docket number on the commission's web site. 

21 I scrolled through the docket until it got to the 

22 point where the agreement itself was provided, and 
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1 then I pulled out this language from the agreement. 

2 A. (Nodding head. ) 

3 Q. The interesting stuff starts on section 1.8 

4 at the bottom of the first page of the exhibit, 

5 which is deposit policies, and it runs through 

6 1.8.10 at the bottom of the last page. 

7 And I'd ask you to take a look at this. 

8 I'm not going to ask you in detail about it, but I 

9 would like you to look at it. 

10 A. Okay. I've read it. 

11 Q. Would you agree with me that the deposit 

12 policy surety, assurance of payment provisions that 

13 the commission -- the Florida commission approved in 

14 the NuVox case that you relied on differ in 

15 significant ways from the language that Verizon has 

16 proposed for assurance of payment in its contract? 

17 A. I described it in testimony as even more 

18 stringent provisions. 

19 Q. I take it, from that testimony, that 

20 Verizon would then accept, in lieu of its proposal, 

21 section 1.8, the NuVox provisions? 

22 MR. HAGA: I'll object to that. If you're 
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1 asking him to negotiate, that's not what he's here 

2 to do. 

3 BY MR . SAVAGE: 

4 Q. Would Verizon be better off, since those 

5 provisions are more stringent, as you characterized 

6 them, if those provisions and not Verizon's proposal 

7 were the provisions that were imposed in this 

8 regard? 

9 MR. HAGA: I'll object to the form of that. 

10 THE WITNESS: Yeah, I don't know. 

11 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

12 Q. Okay. Then what did you mean when you said 

13 they were more stringent if you don't know the 

14 answer to that question? 

15 A. I meant that that makes our proposal in 

16 this case more reasonable than something that the 

17 commission has already approved in the context of an 

18 objection from a CLEC. 

19 Q. Okay. So would it surprise you if Bright 

20 House or some other competitor were to say, no, you 

21 know, I'd actually rather have the BellSouth/NuVox 

22 conditions than what you're proposing. 
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1 Would that surprise you? 

2 A. Only in the sense that it would represent 

3 to me that I'm not -- that I didn't -- that there 

4 was something about this -- the comparison that I 

5 wasn't aware of that didn't strike me as being as 

6 important as somebody else might have viewed it. 

7 Q. Let me help you with that. 

8 Do you recall our discussion about 

9 section 6.8 of your proposal that basically says, 

10 once you make a request for assurance of payment, if 

11 we do not immediately comply, no matter what the 

12 else the agreement says, you can immediately stop 

13 providing service until we provide it? 

14 A. Okay. 

15 Q. Okay. Now take a look at section 1.8.6 

16 which is on the third of three pages in the NuVox 

17 document. 

18 Could you read that into the record, 

19 please. 

20 A. "Subject to section 1.8.7 following, in the 

21 event NuVox fails to remit to BellSouth any deposit 

22 requested pursuant to this section within 30 
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1 calendar days of NuVox's receipt of such request and 

2 does not dispute the deposit request, within such 

3 30-day period, service NuVox may be terminated with 

4 in accordance with the terms of section 1. 7 and 

5 subtending sections of this attachment, and any 

6 security deposits will be applied to NuVox's account 

7 or accounts." 

8 Q. Now, at the beginning, it said, "Subject to 

9 section 1.8.7," so could you also read section 1.8.7 

10 right below it. 

11 A. "The parties will work together to 

12 determine the need for or amount of a reasonable 

13 deposit. If the parties are unable to agree on a 

14 requests for an additional amounts or a deposit 

15 refund, either party may file a petition for 

16 resolution of the dispute, and both parties shall 

17 cooperatively seek expedited resolution of such 

18 dispute. 

19 "During the pendency of such a proceeding, 

20 the commission may, with reasonable discretion, 

21 require posting of a bond for 50 percent of the 

22 disputed amount during the pendency of the 
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1 proceeding." 

2 Q. Now, applying your practical judgment to 

3 these sorts of things, can you see why a CLEC might 

4 prefer a deposit or assurance of payment regime that 

5 contains section 1.8.6 and 1.8.7 from the NuVox 

6 order as compared to something that contains 

7 section 6.8 from your proposal? 

8 A. (No response.) 

9 Q. If I am a CLEC -- you're looking like you 

10 don't understand the question. 

11 A. Well, no, I understand the question --

12 Q. Okay. 

13 A. -- but, I mean, it's just weird -- you're 

14 asking me whether I can see that a CLEC could make a 

15 judgment that 

16 Q. That 

17 A. these provisions alone --

18 Q. are so much better than section 6.8. 

19 A. I could understand a CLEC making its own 

20 judgments as to the relative importance of various 

21 aspects of these proposals. 

22 Q. So let's be specific. Suppose, for 
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1 example, that you were a CLEC who believes that you 

2 will pay your bills on time and that Verizon will 

3 never reasonably invoke an assurance of payment 

4 request. 

5 Are you with me on that assumption? 

6 A. Urn-hum. 

7 Q. Okay. Assume, further, that the CLEC 

8 believe that its own exposure in the case of an 

9 assurance of payment provision, is Verizon will 

10 unreasonably invoke it and create hassles and 

11 disputes since there will not be any problem about 

12 actually paying the bills. 

13 Are you with me on that assumption? 

14 A. Um-hum. 

15 Q. Okay. On those assumptions, would it not 

16 be reasonable for a CLEC to prefer a provision that 

17 gives them, first, 30 days to respond to any request 

18 for an assurance of payment and, B, gives them a 

19 right to work with the demanding party and bring a 

20 dispute to the commission before any deposit is 

21 actually required as compared to section 6.8 that 

22 says, if you don't respond, you are going to be cut 
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1 off? 

2 A. I don't know whether it would be reasonable 

3 or unreasonable, but any CLEC could evaluate these 

4 terms and come to their own judgment on whether or 

5 not they think that a trade of something that's more 

6 stringent in one provision is counterbalanced by 

7 something that's less stringent in another 

8 provision. That's, you know, the judgment of any 

9 particular entity. 

10 Q. Okay. And what is it -- now I'm going to 

11 get specific. What is it about the provisions of 

12 this NuVox thing that strike you as more stringent? 

13 A. I had understood these provisions to 

14 require CLECs to provide security deposits for two 

15 months of charges, as I testified on page 14. 

16 Q. Okay. And I'm wondering if, after having 

17 read the NuVox provisions in section 1.8, you 

18 actually still believe that. 

19 A. Well, here we're going to get into areas 

20 where I developed this opinion in concert with 

21 counsel. And my understanding was that that was 

22 what this provided. 
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1 Q. Okay. So not that I would ever imply that 

2 your counsel may have erred in what they said to 

3 you, but if, in fact, the security required under 

4 the NuVox provisions is a maximum of two months and, 

5 in addition, any security imposed under the NuVox 

6 conditions would be negotiated between the parties 

7 in accordance with section 1.8.7 of the NuVox 

8 conditions, would you not agree with me that that is 

9 a less stringent provision than simply having to 

10 respond to a Verizon demand? 

11 MR. HAGA: Objection to the form. 

12 THE WITNESS: I don't know, because I don't 

13 know how parties would value or compare a deposit 

14 requirement to a letter of credit requirement. 

15 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

16 Q. Assume, for purposes of this discussion, 

17 that they are absolutely equal to the party-- it 

18 makes no difference to come up with the money or the 

19 letter of credit? 

20 A. Hypothetically, if it makes no difference 

21 whatsoever, would the deposit requirement, as you 

22 described it, be more stringent? It may not be. 
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1 Q. Okay. So I guess what you're saying is, 

2 the increased stringency that you're referring to 

3 refers to the fact that, in the NuVox provision, 

4 what was required was a deposit whereas, in the 

5 Verizon provision, what was required was a letter of 

6 credit? 

7 A. No, I described it specifically as the 

8 deposits for two months of charges in AT&T 

9 agreements. 

10 Q. Okay. 

11 A. You took me down a path of a hypothetical. 

12 Q. Okay. All right. 

13 Suppose, hypothetically, that the only --

14 MR. SAVAGE: Let's take ten minutes and 

15 then we can wrap up. 

16 (A recess was taken.) 

17 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

18 Q. Okay. Now, I was just about to wrap up on 

19 this. In your discussion of the assurance of 

20 payment language, as I mentioned, in both your 

21 direct and rebuttal, you cite the BellSouth/NuVox 

22 arbitration before the commission that produced the 
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1 language that I mentioned that's been marked on 

2 Exhibit 4 . And it's on page 7, footnote 1 of your 

3 direct and somewhere in your rebuttal. 

4 A. Other way around. 

5 Q. I'm sorry. 

6 A. Page 7, footnote 1 in rebuttal. 

7 Q. Okay. But it's also mentioned somewhere in 

8 your direct, I think. Maybe. 

9 A. Yup. 

10 Q. Okay. 

11 A. Page 14. Footnote 4. 

12 Q. Right. And you would agree with me that 

13 this language, that I represent to you is pulled out 

14 of that agreement, is the result of arbitration 

15 before the commission about this . issue? 

16 A. That's my understanding. 

17 Q. Okay. Unless I'm mistaken and correct 

18 me if I'm wrong you didn't actually cite to any 

19 Florida commission decision in which Verizon's 

20 proposed assurance of payment language was actually 

21 litigated as an issue between the parties and then 

22 approved . If you did, point me to where. 
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1 A. I did not. 

2 Q. Okay. Now, harkening back to your days on 

3 the Massachusetts DTE, I'm going to ask you, if 

4 presented with a choice, what you would recommend 

5 the Florida commission do. 

6 Suppose the Florida commission is given a 

7 choice where Bright House says, we will take the 

8 NuVox language that you arbitrated in that other 

9 case, and Verizon says, we want this other language 

10 that we have made up and that you have never 

11 arbitrated before imposed on the parties. 

12 Given those two choices, what would you 

13 recommend the Florida commission do? 

14 A. Evaluate the record and the arguments to 

15 determine what the appropriate decision should be. 

16 Q. Wise advice in every case. 

17 And based on your· understanding of the 

18 arguments and the issues and the evidence, which do 

19 you think the Florida commission do -- should do as 

20 between the language they have already arbitrated 

21 and approved in the NuVox case and Verizon's 

22 proposal? 
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1 A. I believe that the commission should follow 

2 the language that Verizon has already instituted in 

3 its agreements. And if Verizon is able to 

4 distinguish a reason why an earlier arbitrated 

5 decision is not appropriate for its contracts, then 

6 I think the commission should approve that. 

7 Q. So as a general proposition, the fact that 

8 the commission has decided a particular way in some 

9 prior arbitration, if facts and circumstances are 

10 different, they don't have to follow that? 

11 MR. HAGA: Object to the form. 

12 MR. SAVAGE: I'm just following up on his 

13 question [sic]. 

14 THE WITNESS: If facts and circumstances 

15 are different, then it's not necessarily 

16 presidential. And it's also different companies. 

17 As a commissioner, I only had one ILEC that 

18 was subject to interconnection requirements. So 

19 precedent was -- for one company was precedent for 

2 0 that same company going forward. I never had to 

21 deal with the situation of having two different 

22 ILECs who had an interconnection obligation on that. 
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1 Q. I think we can stipulate that the Florida 

2 commission has a much harder job to do than you ever 

3 had in Massachusetts. 

4 A. I won't go there. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. I have nothing further. 

6 MR. HAGA: Does staff have any questions of 

7 the witness? 

8 MS. BROOKS: I actually do have a few. 

9 EXAMINATION 

10 BY MS. BROOKS: 

11 Q. Our first question is, is there a 

12 difference between access service, exchange access 

13 service and special access service? And if you 

14 could explain to us the differences. 

15 A. I'm thinking. 

16 Q. Okay. 

17 A. It's a thoughtful question. I want to give 

18 you a thoughtful answer. 

19 Q. Okay. We'll give you a few moments. 

20 A. Special access is a form of access service, 

21 access service, roughly speaking, being either 

22 switched access or special access. Switched access 
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1 meaning just that, it goes through a switch. 

2 Special access is a dedicated facility for providing 

3 access from interexchange carriers to end user 

4 customers. 

5 Exchange access is a more complicated 

6 question which really gets into legal definitions 

7 because that's not a generic term. That's a 

8 specific term in the Telecommunications Act. And I 

9 think it's probably better left to the briefs to 

10 define that. 

11 MR. SAVAGE: And may I interrupt just 

12 briefly. Tmisha, if it would help the staff, I'd be 

13 willing to take on the task -- and I'm sure Verizon 

14 would as well, that in our position statements that 

15 we've got to file on Monday, I can, if it would 

16 help, sort of point to different, you know, legal 

17 precedents and rules and stuff to sort that out. 

18 Would that be of use to you? 

19 

20 

21 

MS. BROOKS: That would be great. 

MR . SAVAGE: Okay. 

BY MS. BROOKS: 

22 Q. Were you finished your ~nswer? I'm sorry, 
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1 Mr. Vasington. 

2 A. Yes, I was. Thank you. 

3 Q. Okay. Our next question has to do with 

4 issue 2. Are you familiar with that issue? 

5 A. Very generally. I didn't offer any 

6 testimony on it, so I didn't really prepare with a 

7 lot of review for this deposition. So I may defer a 

8 question, but if you want to try me, I can see what 

9 I can do. 

10 Q. We just needed a general answer of 

11 Verizon's position on the issue since it has not 

12 been addressed in any of the testimony. And you 

13 were the only person that hinted to it being 

14 resolved. 

15 MR. HAGA: Mr. Savage is going to speak to 

16 that, and then I can follow up on Verizon after 

17 that, if necessary. 

18 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah, and the reason I feel 

19 competent to speak to it is that, before this --

20 there is a Verizon lawyer who is not in the room, 

21 Mr. Carnell, who has been Verizon's lead negotiator 

22 on this, and he and I were speaking about sort of 
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1 where we stand on various issues right before the 

2 deposition began, and indeed, we were speaking about 

3 issues 1 and 2. 

4 And what I promised him was, as soon as the 

5 deposition is over, I would go to his office and we 

6 would see if we could put those to bed. 

7 But at a high level where I bel ieve we 

·s stand -- and, of course, Verizon can clarify 

9 things -- we have agreed -- we have either agreed on 

10 the pricing for or agreed sort of on the specific 

11 dispute we put to the commission about all the 

12 prices for the material things that Bright House is 

13 buying from Verizon. 

14 And specifically what we did is we pulled 

15 some recent invoices and just looked at everything 

16 that was being charged, and our cutoff was $500 in a 

17 month which, given the size of our relationship, is 

18 not a lot of money. 

19 And everything for which we're being 

20 charged $500 a month or more, the pricing is no 

21 longer ambiguous. 

22 So we haven't a c tually -- and I say -- the 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



1 only dispute about that is the TELRIC rates versus 

2 tariff rates for that set of stuff that we are 

3 buying today that is in dispute-- and so we'll 

4 know -- if we can't settle it, we'll know what the 

5 answer is for that when the commission tells us. 

6 But other than that, we have agreed on 

7 either tariff pricing or fixed pricing in the 

8 contract for everything that is not a small amount 

9 of money. 

91 

10 So we haven't formally closed out issue 2, 

11 because we haven't quite figured out how to embody 

12 that properly in the contract. But the reason the 

13 parties keep ignoring it is t here is no longer 

14 substantial money in dispute about that. 

15 Is that fair, David? 

16 MR. HAGA: Yeah, and on behalf of Verizon, 

17 I think that is more or less right. I haven't been 

18 directly involv ed in those conversations with our 

19 negotiator and Bright House, so I'm cautious to 

20 state, you know, a hundred percent conclusively on 

21 the record, but that's generally in accordance with 

22 my view. And I think Mr. Savage would agree that, 
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1 if for some reason, that's not resolved, we can 

2 state our respective positions in the position 

3 statements that are due --

4 MR. SAVAGE: Monday. 

5 MR. HAGA: -- Monday. 

6 MS. BROOKS: So to the best of your 

7 knowledge, you guys working to resolve these issues? 

8 MR. SAVAGE: Oh, yes. I would be very 

9 surprised if -- as it sits right now, counting 

10 issue 1 and issue 2 in the list, there are a total 

11 of 12 issues that we haven't either just resolved or 

12 really resolved in principle. 

13 I would be very surprised if -- it wouldn't 

14 shock me by the time we file Monday it was down 

15 below 12. And I would be very surprised if it 

16 didn't further decrease by the time we get to the 

17 prehearing, and decrease even further by the time we 

18 get to the hearing. 

19 MS. BROOKS: Okay. Staff's only concern is 

20 that, on issues 1 and 2, we have not gotten 

21 Verizon's position, nor Bright House's position 

22 MR. SAVAGE: In any detail. 
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1 MS. BROOKS: in any detail at all to, of 

2 course, assist us in resolving that issue, and to 

3 not know where either one of you stand at this point 

4 on the issue is -- is a little challenging. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: Adds excitement to our lives. 

6 MR. HAGA: Yeah, and it's a fair point, and 

7 I think you're correct that we are working on 

8 resolve those, and hopefully will, if we are unable 

9 to get them resolved, we can address them in our 

10 position statements that are due on Monday. If that 

11 works for staff. 

12 MS. BROOKS: Well, that's it for staff. 

13 That concludes our questions. 

14 MR. HAGA: Okay. Nothing from Verizon. 

15 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. So that's a wrap. 

16 (Reading and signature not waived.) 

17 (Whereupon, the proceedings at 11:12 a.m. 

18 were concluded.) 

19 

20 

21 

2 2 
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1 COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, to wit: 

2 I, Mario A. Rodriguez, CMRS, CCR, before 

3 whom the foregoing deposition was taken, do hereby 

4 certify that the within-named witness personally 

5 appeared before me at the time and place herein set 

6 out, and after having been duly sworn by me, 

7 according to law, was examined by counsel. 

8 I further certify that the examination was 

9 recorded stenographically by me and this transcript 

10 is a true record of the proceedings. 

11 I further certify that I am not of counsel 

12 to any party, nor an employee of counsel, nor 

13 related to any party, nor in any way interested in 

14 the outcome of this action. 

15 As witness my hand and notarial seal this 

16 day of , 2010. -----------------
17 

18 

19 

20 MARIO A. RODRIGUEZ, Notary Public 

21 Certified Court Reporter No. 0315162 

22 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 4/30/2010 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF DEPONENT 

2 I hereby certify that I have read and 

3 examined the foregoing transcript, and the same is a 

4 true and accurate record of the testimony given by 

5 me. 

6 Any additions or corrections that I feel are 

7 necessary, I will attach on a separate sheet of 

8 paper to the original transcript. 

9 

10 

11 PAUL VASINGTON 

12 I hereby certify that the individual 

13 representing himself/herself to be the above-named 

14 individual, appeared before me this 

15 day of --------------- , 2010, and 

16 executed t he above certificate in my presence. 

17 

18 

19 NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

20 

21 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 

22 
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1 WITNESS: PAUL VASINGTON 

2 DATE: APRIL 30, 2010 

3 CASE: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 

4 

. 5 

6 

7 

conditions of an interconnection agreement 

with Verizon Florida, LLC, by Bright House 

Networks Information Services, (Florida), LLC 

8 Please note any errors and the corrections thereof 

9 on this errata sheet. Do not write on the 

10 transcript. The Rules require a reason for any 

11 change or correction. It may be general, such as 

12 "To correct stenographic error," or "To clarify the 

13 record," or "To conform with the facts." 
, 

14 PAGE LINE CORRECTION REASON FOR CHANGE 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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Section 252 of the Act. In no event shall Verizon be required to 
provide any such Service in the absence of such a Verizon Tariff or 
amendment. 

4.7 Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the contrary, if, as a result of any 
legislative, judicial, regulatory or other governmental decision, order, 
determination or action, or any change in Applicable Law, Verizon is not required 
by Applicable Law to provide any Service, payment or benefit, otherwise required 
to be provided to ***CLEC Acronym TE*** hereunder, then Verizon may 
discontinue the provision of any such Service, payment or benefit, and *'"*CLEC 
Acronym TE*** shall reimburse Verizon for any payment previously made by 
Verizon to ***CLEC Acronym TE*** that was not required by Applicable Law. 
Verizon will provide thirty (30) days prior written notice to ***CLEC Acronym 
TE*** of any such discontinuance of a Service, unless a different notice period or 
different conditions are specified in this Agreement (including, but not limited to, 
in the Networks Element Attachment or an applicable Tariff) or Applicable Law 
for termination of such Service in which event such specified period and/or 
conditions shall apply. For the avoidance of any doubt, this Section 4.7 is self
effectuating and no amendment to this Agreement shall be required to implement 
it. 

5. Assignment 

Neither Party may assign this Agreement or any right or interest under this Agreement, 
nor delegate any obligation under this Agreement, without the prior written consent of the 
other Party, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. 
Any attempted assignment or delegation in violation of this Section 5 shall be void and 
ineffective and constitute default of this Agreement. 

6. Assurance of Payment 

6.1 Upon request by Verizon, ***CLEC Acronym TE*** shall, at any time and from 
time to time. provide to Verizon adequate assurance of payment of amounts due 
(or to become due) to Verizon hereunder. 

6.2 Assurance of payment of charges may be requested by Verizon if ***CLEC 
Acronym TE*** (a) prior to the Effective Date, has failed to timely pay a bill 
rendered to ***CLEC Acronym TE*** by Verizon or its Affiliates, (b) on or after the 
Effective Date, fails to timely pay a bill rendered to ***CLEC Acronym TE*** by 
Verizon or its Affiliates, (c) in Verizon's reasonable judgment, at the Effective 
Date or at any time thereafter, is unable to demonstrate that it is creditworthy, or 
(d) admits its inability to pay its debts as such debts become due, has 
commenced a voluntary case (or has had a case commenced against it) under 
the U.S. Bankruptcy Code or any other law relating to bankruptcy, insolvency, 
reorganization, winding-up, composition or adjustment of debts or the like, has 
made an assignment for the benefit of creditors or is subject to a receivership or 
similar proceeding. 

6.3 Unless otherwise agreed by the Parties, the assurance of payment shall consist 
of an unconditional, irrevocable standby letter of credit naming Verizon as the 
beneficiary thereof and otherwise in form and substance satisfactory to Verizon 
from a financial institution acceptable to Verizon. The letter of credit shall be in 
an amount equal to two (2) months anticipated charges (including, but not limited 
to, both recurring and non-recurring charges), as reasonably determined by 
Verizon, for the Services to be provided by Verizon to ***CLEC Acronym TE*** in 
connection with this Agreement. If ***CLEC Acronym TE*•* meets the condition 
in subsection 6.2(d) above or has failed to timely pay two or more bills rendered 
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by Verizon or a Verizon Affiliate in any twelve (12}-month period, Verizon may, at 
its option, demand (and ***CLEC Acronym TE*** shalt provide) additional 
assurance of payment, consisting of monthly advanced payments of estimated 
charges as reasonably determined by Verizon, with appropriate true-up against 
actual billed charges no more frequently than once per Calendar Quarter. 

6.4 [Intentionally Left Blank]. 

6.5 [Intentionally Left Blank). 

6.6 Verizon may (but is not obligated to) draw on the letter of credit upon notice to 
***CLEC Acronym TE*** in respect of any amounts to be paid by ***CLEC 
Acronym TE*** hereunder that are not paid within thirty {30) days of the date that 
payment of such amounts is required by this Agreement. 

6.7 If Verizon draws on the letter of credit, upon request by Verizon, ***CLEC 
Acronym TE*'"* shall provide a replacement or supplemental letter of credit 
conforming to the requirements of Section 6.3. 

6.8 Notwithstanding anything else set forth in this Agreement, if Verizon makes a 
request for assurance of payment in accordance with the terms of this Section, 
then Verizon shall have no obligation thereafter to perform under this Agreement 
until such time as ***CLEC Acronym TE*** has provided Verizon with such 
assurance of payment. 

6.9 The fact that a letter of credit is requested by Verizon hereunder shall in no way 
relieve ***CLEC Acronym TE*** from compliance with the requirements of this 
Agreement (including, but not limited to, any applicable Tariffs) as to advance 
payments and payment for Services, nor constitute a waiver or modification of 
the terms herein pertaining to the discontinuance of Services for nonpayment of 
any amounts payment of which is required by this Agreement. 

7. Audits 

7.1 Except as may be otherwise specifically provided in this Agreement, either Party 
("Auditing Party") may audit the other Party's ("Audited Party") books, records, 
documents, facilities and systems for the purpose of evaluating the accuracy of 
the Audited Party's bills. Such audits may be performed once in each Calendar 
Year: provided, however, that audits may be conducted more frequently (but no 
more frequently than once in each Calendar Quarter) if the immediately 
preceding audit found previously uncorrected net inaccuracies in billing in favor 
of the Audited Party having an aggregate value of at least $1,000,000. 

7.2 The audit shall be performed by independent certified public accountants 
selected and paid by the Auditing Party. The accountants shall be reasonably 
acceptable to the Audited Party. Prior to commencing the audit, the accountants 
shall execute an agreement with the Audited Party in a form reasonably 
acceptable to the Audited Party that protects the confidentiality of the information 
disclosed by the Audited Party to the accountants. The audit shall take place at 
a time and place agreed upon by the Parties; provided, that the Auditing Party 
may require that the audit commence no later than sixty (60) days after the 
Auditing Party has given notice of the audit to the Audited Party. 

7.3 Each Party shall cooperate fully in any such audit, providing reasonable access 
to any and all employees, books, records, documents, facilities and systems, 
reasonably necessary to assess the accuracy of the Audited Party's bills. 
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V asington Exhibit 4 

Attachment 7 
Page7 

good faith to resolve any dispute over such a11egations and/or the action to be 
taken. If the Parties are unable to resolve such dispute amicably, the issuing Party 
shaU proceed, if at aJI, pursuant to the dispute resolution provisions set forth in the 
General Terms and Conditions. 

1.7.2 BellSouth reserves the right to suspend or tenninate service for nonpayment. If 
payment of amounts not subject to a bilJing dispute, as described in Section 2, is 
not received by the bill date in the month after the original bill date, BeJISouth will 
provide written notice to NuVox. that additional applications for service may be 
refused, that any pending orders for service may not be completed, and/or that 
access to ordering systems may be suspended if payment of such amounts, and all 
other amounts not in dispute that become past due subsequent to the issuance of 
the written notice ("Additional Amounts Owed"), is not received by the (15th) 
calendar day following the date of the notice. ln addition, BeliSouth may, at the 
same time, provide written notice that BelJSouth may discontinue the provision of 
existing services to NuVox if payment of such amounts, and all other Additional 
Amounts Owed that become past due subsequent to the issuance of the written 
notice, is not received by the thirtieth (30th) calendar day following the date of the 
initial notice. Upon request, BellSouth will provide informat1on to NuVox of the 
Additional Amounts Owed that must be paid prior to the time periods set forth in 
the written notice to avoid suspension of access to ordering systems or 
discontinuance of the provision of existing services as set forlh in the initial written 
notice. 

l. 7.3 ln the case of tennination of services. all billed charges, as well as applicable 
tennination charges, shall become due provided, however, if there are any disputed 
charges at the time of termination, the Parties will continue to pursue the 
resolution of the dispute. In the event that the Parties are unable to resolve the 
dispute, it will be resolved using the dispute resolution process. 

1.7.4 The Parties will comply with the applic~ble FCC and Commission rules and orders 
relating to suspension, discontinuance and termination of service. Upon 
termination of service on the billed Party's account, such service to billed Party's 
customers will be denied. The billed Party is solely responsible for notifYing the 
customers of the proposed disconnection of the service The billing Party will 
reestablish service for the billed Party upon payment of all past due charges and the 
appropriate connection fee subject to the billing Party's normal application 
procedures. 

1. 7.5 Notices of suspension or termination of service will be delivered to the appropriate 
billing contact and/or address at the billed Party, as well as to the notice contacts 
specified in the General Terms and Conditions. 

l .8 Depos it Policy. BellSouth reserves the right lo secure the accounts of new CLECs 
(entities with no existing relationship with BeiiSouth for the purchase of wholesale 
services as of the Effective Date) and existing CLECs (entities with an existing 
relationship with BeliSouth for the purchase of wholesale services as of the 
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1.8.3 

J .8.4 

1.8.5 

1.8.5. ) 

1.8.5.2 

1.8.5.3 
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Effective Date) with a suitable form of security pursuant to this Section. NuVox 
may satisfy the requirements of this Section through the presentation of a payment 
guarantee with terms acceptable to BeJJSouth executed by a company with a credit 
rating of greater than or equal to SA 1. Upon request, Nu Vox shall complete a 
credit proft.le and provide in the form attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

With the exception of new CLECs with a D&B credit rating equal to SA 1, 
BeliSouth may secure the accounts of all new CLECs consistent with the terms set 
forth in subsection J .8.2. Further, ifNu Vox has filed for bankruptcy protection 
within twelve (12) months prior to the Effective Date of this Agreement, 
BellSouth may treat Nu Vox, for purposes of establishing security on its accounts, 
as a new CLEC as set forth in subsection 1.8.5. 

The security required by BeliSouth shall take the form of cash, an Irrevocable 
Letter of Credit (BeUSouth Form or substantially similar in substantive parts to the 
BellSouth Form), Surety Bond (BeliSouth Form or substantially similar in 
substantive parts to the BeJISouth Form). 

The maximum amount of the security shall not exceed two (2) month's estimated 
billing for new CLECs or two months' actual billing for existing CLECs (based on 
average monthly billings for the most recent six (6) month period). Interest shall 
accrue per the approp"riate BeiiSouth tariff on cash deposits. 

Any such security shall in no way release NoV ox from,its obligation to make 
complete and timely payments of its bills, subject to the bill dispute procedures set 
forth in Section 2. 

BellSouth may secure the accounts of existing CLECs where an existing CLEC 
does not meet the following factors: 

NuVox must have a good payment history, based upon the preceding twelve (12) 
month period. A good payment history shaU mean that less than ten percent ( 10%) 

· of the non-disputed receivable balance is received over thirty (30) calendar days 
past the Due Date. 

The existing CLEC's liquidity status, based upon a review ofEBITDA, is 
EBITDA positive for the prior four (4) quarters offmancials (at least one of which 
must be an audited fmancial report) excluding any nonrecurring charges or special 
restructuring charges. 

If the existing CLEC has a current bond rating, such CLEC must have a bond 
rating ofBBB or above or the existing CLEC has a current bond rating between 
CCC and BB and meets the following criteria for the last Fiscal Year End and for 
the prior four (4) quarters of reported fmanciais: 

Free cash flow positive; 
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1.8.8 
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1.8.10 

1.9 

Positive tangible net worth; and 

Debt/tangible net worth rating of 2.5 or better. 
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Subject to Section 1.8.7 following, in the event NuVox fails to remit to Bel!South 
any deposit requested pursuant to this Section within thirty (30) calendar days of 
NuVox's receipt of such request, and does not dispute the deposit request within 

. such thirty (30) day period service to NuVox may be terminated in accordance 
with the terms of Section 1.7 and subtending sections of this Attachment, and any 
security deposits wil1 be applied to NuVox's account(s). 

The Parties will work together to determine the need for or amount of a reasonable 
deposit. If the Parties are unable to agree on a request for additional amounts or a 
deposit refund, either Party may file a petition for resolution of the dispute and 
both Parties shall cooperatively seek expedited resolution of such dispute. During 
the pendency of such a proceeding. the Commission may, with reasonable 
discretion, require posting of a bond for 50% of the disputed amount during the 
pendency of the proceeding. 

At any such time as the provision of services to NuVox is terminated pursuant to 
Section 1.7, the amount of the deposit will be credited against NuVox's account(s) 
and any credit balance that may remain will be refunded immediately. 

Subject to a standard of conunercial reasonableness, if a material change in the 
circumstances ofNuVox so warrants and/or gross monthly billing has increased 
more than 25% beyond the level most recently used to determine the level of 
security deposit, BeJJSouth reserves the right to request additional security subject 
to the criteria set forth herein this Section 1.8. 

BeiiSouth shaJJ refund, release or return any security, incJuding aU accrued interest, 
if any, within thirty (30) calendar days of its determination that such security is no 
longer required by the terms of this Section l .8 or within thirty (30) calendar days 
of Nu Vox establishing that it satisfies the standards set forth in Section l .8.5. 
NuVox may make the requisite showing in a letter directed to the Notices 
recipients set forth in the General Terms and Conditions of this Agreement. 
NuVox shall altach supporting fmancial reports to such Jetter and such documents 
shall be accorded conf:Jdential treatment, in accordance with Section l 2 of the 
General Terms and Conditions, unless such documents are otherwise pubJicJy 
available. 

Notices. AJI bills and notices regarding billing matters, including notices relating 
to security deposits, suspension or termination of services, and rejection of 
additional orders shall be forwarded to the billing contacts and/or addresses 
designated by each Party in the establishment of its billing accounts. 
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EXHIBIT NO. _ll 

OCKET NO.: 090501-TP 

ITNESS: Peter J. D'Amico 

ARTY: Verizon Florida 

ESCRIPTION: Transcript, Exhibits and Errata (if any) from the 
pril27, 2010, Deposition ofVerizon Witness Peter J. D'Amico. 
ages 1-97. 

a. Exhibit 1- Direct Testimony ofVerizon Peter J. D'Amico. (Copy 
ot attached.) 

. Exhibit 2- Rebuttal Testimony ofVerizon Witness Peter J. D'Amico. 
(Copy not attached.) 

ROFFERING PARTY: Staff 

J.D.# Stip-13 
FLORIDA P UBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DocKETNO. 090501-TP EXHIBIT 

COMPANY STIPULATED EXHIBIT-13 

WITNESS PETER J. D'AMICO- STIP-13 

DATE 5/25/10 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for arbitration of 

certain terms and conditions of an 

interconnection agreement with Verizon Docket No. 

Florida, LLC, by Bright House Networks 090501-TP 

Information Services, (Florida), LLC 

* * * * * 

COPY 

The depos ition of PETER J. D'AMICO was 

taken on Tuesday, April 27, 2010, commencing at 

10:06 a .m., at the off ices of Verizon, 1 32 0 North 

Courthouse Road, 9th Floor, Arlington, Virginia, 

b e fore Ma ri o A. Rodriguez, CMRS, CCR No. 03 15 1 62 , 

No tary Public. 

* * * * 
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1 A P P E A R A N C E S 

2 

3 ON BEHALF OF THE PETITIONER BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS 

4 INFORMATION SERVICES (FLORIDA), LLC: 

5 CHRISTOPHER SAVAGE, ESQUIRE 
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1 P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

2 

3 (D'Amico Deposition Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2 

4 were premarked for identification.) 

5 Whereupon --

6 PETER J. D'AMICO, 

7 a witness, called for examination, having been first 

8 duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

9 EXAMINATION 

10 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

11 Q. Good morning, Mr. D'Amico. My name is 

12 Chris Savage. I'm counsel for Bright House Networks 

13 Information Services (Florida), LLC in this matter. 

14 I will refer to my client as Bright House. And if 

15 we need to be more specific about the entity, we can 

16 do that at the time. 

17 Just for the record, you've had your 

18 deposition taken before, haven't you? 

19 A. Yes. 

20 Q. And you have appeared as a witness in 

21 numerous proceedings before various commissions? 

22 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. Okay. Just, then, to r~view the bidding 

2 very quickly 

3 MR. SAVAGE: And, David, feel free to add 

4 or correct if you thi9nk I say anything wrong here. 

5 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

6 Q. the way a deposition works, I'll be 

7 asking you questions. You are under oath -- not 

8 that you wouldn't tell the truth otherwise, but 

9 you're expected to tell the truth. Everything you 

10 say is being recorded by the court reporter and it 

11 can become -- we can talk about whether it will 

12 become -- but can become part of the record in the 

13 case and can certainly be used if and when you 

14 appear as a live witness in the hearing in this 

15 case. 

16 I will try to speak clearly and ask 

17 questions clearly, but if for any reason, you don' t 

18 understand a question I've asked, just stop and say 

19 you don't understand, and I'll try again. 

20 Also, as you know, there are a lot of 

21 issues in this case, although we've settled many of 

22 them, and so I may ask you a question that you don't 
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1 know the answer to because it's not part of your 

2 responsibility, or for any other reason. If you 

3 don't know, just say you don't know and we'll move 

4 on. I don't want there to be an expectation --

5 don't think that I have an expectation that you know 

6 the answer to a question just because I ask it. 

7 Do you understand all that? 

8 A. Yes. 

9 Q. Then, on a housekeeping note, obviously if 

10 you need a break for any reason, you know, give us a 

11 signal and we'll do that. I mentioned to David in 

12 advance, unfortunately I've got a matter going on at 

13 my house that makes it necessary for me to leave my 

14 cell phone on. Hopefully, it will not interrupt the 

15 proceedings, but if it does, I hope you will grant 

16 me a little indulgence to deal with whatever is 

17 burning down or falling down, as the case may be, in 

18 my horne. 

19 So, with that, could you state for the 

20 record your position and your employer. 

21 A. My position is product manager with 

22 Verizon. 
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1 Q. And which version of Verizon is your 

2 employer? Are you employed by Verizon - Florida, 

3 LLC, the respondent in this case, or some -- one of 

4 its sister companies? 

5 A. Well, the actual term is Verizon Services 

6 Corp. So that, I guess, would be associated with 

7 the telcom side of Verizon. 

8 Q. Okay. Just to put this in context, if we 
·, 

9 think of Verizon, the ultimate parent entity, 

10 whatever that it is, it does a lot of different 

11 businesses, including telecom? 

12 A. Correct. 

13 Q. Okay. And within the telecom side, there 

14 are various operating subsidiaries, often on a 

15 state-by-state basis, of which Verizon - Florida, 

16 LLC, is one? 

17 A. Correct. 

18 Q. Okay. And then Verizon Services is some 

19 sort of an umbr ella organization that provides 

20 support in various forms to the operating companies 

21 and others within the telecom side who need it? 

22 A. Correct. I don't work for, per se, 
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1 Verizon - Florida or Verizon - Pennsylvania, but I 

2 handle issues associated with those jurisdiction. 

3 Q. Okay. And so -- I mean, for example, 

4 noting your testimony, your direct testimony --

5 MR. SAVAGE: And let me, as housekeeping, 

6 what I have asked the reporter to do -- and I hope 

7 is okay with you, David, is that we just mark as 

8 D'Amico Deposition Exhibit 1 his direct testimony 

9 and mark as D'Amico Deposition Exhibit 2 the 

10 confidential version of his rebuttal testimony. 

11 That's what I'm going to be focusing my questions 

12 on. 

13 MR. HAGA: That's fine. Those are the only 

14 two exhibits we have so far? 

15 MR. SAVAGE: That's that's all I'm 

16 planning, although who knows. 

17 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

18 Q. Okay. Well, then, focusing on -- and you 

19 have a copy of your testimony in front of you? 

20 A. Yes. 

21 Q. Great. Well, focusing on page 1 -- I mean, 

22 I note that you have testified, as you say, in 
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1 Virginia, Delaware, D.C., Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, 

2 a variety of places. That has occurred in your role 

3 as an employee of Verizon Services in support of the 

4 various operating companies? 

5 A. Correct. 

6 Q. Was Hawaii your favorite? 

7 A. We no longer have to go to Hawaii, but that 

8 was one of the more interesting trips. 

9 Q. I'm sure you'll enjoy Tallahassee. 

10 Okay. Now, just, again, to be clear as t o 

11 what's what, would your respons i bilities have any 

12 bearing on a service that we know here, and I think 

13 is also known in Florida, as FiOS -- that's F-i-0-S? 

14 A. No. 

15 Q. No, okay. And would your responsibilities 

16 have anything to do with Verizon's offering of video 

17 services? 

18 A. No. 

19 Q. And how about Verizon's offering of 

20 high-speed Internet service, which is sort of in 

21 FiOS? 

22 A. No. 
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1 Q. Okay. So your responsibilities are 

2 entirely related, then, to Verizon's -- if we can 

3 call them traditional telephone operations? 

4 A. Mainly associated with voice products 

5 interconnection. 

6 Q. Okay. Okay. Great. 

7 Well, then with that, I'm going to ask you 

8 some questions. And just to be clear, I may ask you 

9 questions about issues that the parties have 

10 actually settled, or nearly settled. And the reason 

11 I'm going to do that is because we haven't yet 

12 reached any agreement as to whether the testimony 

13 that was proffered about those issues is going to 

14 simply be stricken or not, and if it's still in the 

15 record, I feel like I may need to ask some questions 

16 about it. 

17 If we could stipulate, which would be fine, 

18 that all the testimony about the settled issues will 

19 be stricken, then I don't need to ask about them. 

20 But I don't know if we're ready to do that yet. So 

21 I just want to make sure you didn't -- addressing 

22 David, that I wasn't surprising you about asking 
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1 about some of those things. That's why I would do 

2 it. 

3 MR. HAGA: Yeah, and I appreciate that. 

4 And I think our view of this deposition is that the 

5 settled issues are the settled issues, and we should 

6 focus on the things that haven't been settled so 

7 that the issues that we have already addressed are 

8 off the table, and if we need to talk about striking 

9 them from the record, or however we want to get 

10 what's already in there out of the record, we can 

11 talk about that or work that out. 

12 But I think our view is what's settled is 

13 settled, and we should just focus on the unresolved 

14 issues, going forward. 

15 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. Well, and then, with 

16 that-- let's take it a question at a time. I'll 

17 try -- if I key off of a piece of testimony relating 

18 to a settled issue, I'll try to focus on testimony 

19 that may relate to as yet unsettled issues. 

20 MR. HAGA: I'm sorry. Can you run that 

21 past me one more time? 

22 MR. SAVAGE: Well, let me just get into it 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



13 

1 and give you an example. 

2 MR. HAGA: Okay. 

3 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

4 Q. One of the phrases that you use in your 

5 testimony, I believe, with respect to fiber meets, 

6 which we have mainly settled -- if you take a look 

7 at page 4 of your direct, line 10, you're quoting an 

8 FCC regulation and a statute saying that we have to 

9 interconnect within the incumbent LEC's network. 

10 And I wanted to ask what your understanding 

11 of "within the incumbent LEC's network" means. 

12 MR. SAVAGE: And the reason I ask that 

13 question even though the testimony appears here, 

14 David, for your benefit, is to the extent we're 

15 talking about TELRIC rates, or the potential of 

16 TELRIC rates for facilities between our network and 

17 your network and to the extent that we're talking 

18 about what functions are included within the 

19 transport function, which are both issues that are 

20 out there, both in terms of pricing and in terms of 

21 the way we interconnect, that's an issue that I 

22 think comes up in that context even though he 
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1 mentions it here in the context of the -- the fiber 

2 meet. 

3 MR. HAGA: Well, I --

4 MR. SAVAGE: He may also mention it back in 

5 the back, but that's just the first part that I 

6 found. 

7 MR. HAGA: Yeah, I see this reference on 

8 page 4 of the direct, which is Exhibit 1, and that 

9 pertains to issue 27 which is --

10 MR. SAVAGE: Which we settled, right? 

11 MR. HAGA: Which is one that the parties 

12 have resolved. 

13 To the extent you're talking about 27, as I 

14 had said before 

15 MR. SAVAGE: 27 is done. 

16 MR. HAGA: that one is off the table. 

17 I'm not sure that this phrasing pertains to either 

18 of the two issues that Mr. D'Amico does still have 

19 live. So if it does show up later within those two 

20 issues, by all means; otherwise, I would sort of 

21 think this is an issue that's resolved. 

22 MR. SAVAGE: Well, the way it would -- I 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(7 03) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



15 

1 mean, here is why I'm doing it this way-- and, 

2 again, I'm not trying to be difficult. Take a look, 

3 for example, at page 12 where we're talking about 

4 issue 32, which is alive and well. Okay? If you 

5 look at lines 18 through 22, or 19 through 22, 

6 Mr. D'Amico says, "If Bright House wants to transmit 

7 and route interconnection traffic to Verizon's end 

8 offices, it may do so, but it must arrange for 

9 multiplexing. " Right? 

10 And at least as I understand the law, part 

11 of that question essentially boils down to, well, 

12 where is the point of interconnection? Because if 

13 the point of interconnection within your network, 

14 for example, is on the multiplexer, then it's 

15 covered in transport. If the point of 

16 interconnection within your network is instead the 

17 port of the switch, then it's not covered in 

18 transport. 

19 So he doesn't here use the word "within the 

20 network," but that's the underlying issue. 

21 I mean, I - - so that's what I was going to 

22 ask. I can get there another way, but -- again, I'm 
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1 not trying to hide any balls. I just want to make 

2 sure you understand where I'm going. 

3 MR. RAGA: Well, not surprisingly, you 

4 know, Verizon has taken a different 

5 MR . SAVAGE: Of course. 

6 MR . RAGA: -- position on that issue, of 

7 course, so I 

8 (Cellular telephone interruption.) 

9 MR . HAGA: Not surprisi ngly, Verizon has 

10 taken a different position ori that issue and so we 

11 don't necessarily agree with that premise. 

12 I'm not sure that Mr. D'Amico testifies at 

13 any point about where the point of interconnection 

14 is under issue 32 or otherwise, and I'm not sure 

15 whether he can. That very much sounds like a legal 

16 issue. But I --

17 MR. SAVAGE: Well, let's take it at a step 

18 at a time. 

19 MR. RAGA: Okay. 

20 MR. SAVAGE: If you want to instruct him 

21 not to answer, go ahead. But let's see where we go . 

22 MR. RAGA: I think that's the right way to 
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1 do it. 

2 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. Well, then, l et's --

3 let me see if I can focus, then, on language where 

4 we're not in disagreement. 

5 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

6 Q. So let's talk for a second about issue 28 

7 which you address initially on pages 5 t hrough 8 of 

8 your direct and then again on pages 1 through 4 of 

9 your rebuttal. 

10 And just to set the stage, the qu estion 

11 underlying issue number 28 is, what types of 

12 traffic -- assuming we were to establish a fiber 

13 meet, what types of traffic would flow over that 

14 fiber meet facility. 

15 So are you generally fami liar with that 

16 issue? 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. Okay. And just, again, to set the stage, 

19 could you give your -- a brief description in your 

20 mind of what a fiber meet facili t y is . 

21 A. It's fairly descriptive of what it's 

22 called. The two parties agree on a point where 
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1 Verizon connects its fiber to Bright House's fiber, 

2 and then they use that for interconnection purposes. 

3 Q. Okay. And just to, again, flesh out the 

4 picture of what this involves, at the point of -- at 

5 the meet point, whatever that might be, the fiber is 

6 linked together through some device or a splice or 

7 whatever that would be, correct? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. Okay. Now, at the ends of the fiber, at 

10 both the Verizon end and the Bright House end, there 

11 would be a device, wouldn't there, typically called 

12 a fiber-optic terminal? 

13 A. Yes, there would be equipment on both ends. 

14 Q. Right. And the function of the equipment 

15 literally on both ends of the fiber is, on the one 

16 hand, to send the laser signals down the fiber for 

17 traffic outbound from one to the other, and receive 

18 the inbound signals from the other carrier on order 

19 to, you know, watch the laser blink on and off and 

20 decode that eventually into meaningful signals? 

21 A. Correct. The two pieces of equipment have 

22 to sync up with each other. 
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1 Q. Okay. And do you have any understanding 

2 with respect to the data rates that are typically 

3 used in sending traffic over a fiber meet 

4 arrangement by those fiber-optic terminals on either 

5 end? 

6 A. Not specifically associated with the 

7 equipment. I'm familiar with DS1s and DS3s and OC3s 

8 as far as capacities, but as far as any technical 

9 aspects of, you know, the bit rate or whatever --

10 Q. You wouldn't be in there programming these 

11 devices? 

12 A. Correct. I am not an engineer. 

13 Q. Okay. And just for the record, a DS1 

14 signal is -- can be characterized as either 1.544 

15 megabits per second or roughly the equivalent of 24 

16 simultaneous voice channels; is that your 

17 understanding? 

18 A. Correct. And oftentimes a voice channel is 

19 also referred to as a DSO. 

20 Q. Okay. And then a DS3, you would think 

21 could be three DS1s, but it's not; it's actually the 

22 equivalent of 28 DS1s; isn't that right? 
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1 A. Correct. 

2 Q. Okay. And then a OC3 is equiv alent to 

3 three DS3? 

4 A. Correct. 

5 Q. Okay. And just for the -- agai n, for the 

6 record, DS stands for digital service or digital 

7 signal? 

8 A. I believe that is correct. The other 

9 things I would note is that's the capacity. For 

10 example, on a DS3, there's 28 slot s that can be 

11 filled with DS1s, but they don't have to be. I 

12 mean, you can order a DS3 at some point and t hen put 

13 DS1s on them. So at full capacity, there would be 

14 28 on that. 

15 Q. Right. And although you're not a network 

16 engineer, you would agree that it's generally good 

17 practice not to literally fill up a DS3 to t h e 

18 absolute maximum before you start growing your 

19 interconnection network if you need to? You want to 

20 leave a little spare so that you don't get clogged 

21 up at the busy hour? 

22 A. Correct. There's some forecasting and 
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1 engineering associated with it. 

2 Q. And that's the kind of thing that the 

3 network engineers do is figure out when it's time to 

4 add capacity in order to accommodate traffic, or cut 

5 back on capacity in order to accommodate a decline 

6 in traffic? 

7 A. Yes. 

8 Q. Okay. And, again, for the record, OC 

9 stands for optical carrier? You have an optical 

10 carrier 3, optical carrier 12 --

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. -- and so on. 

13 A. That sounds right. 

14 Q. Okay. Now, as far as you know, the 

15 fiber-optic terminals sending the traffic back and 

16 forth across a fiber meet, as a technical matter, 

17 those devices don't have any restriction on what 

18 kind of traffic, from a regulatory perspective, is 

19 represented by the laser blips, do they? 

20 A. When you say ''kind of traffic," you mean 

21 voice traffic? 

22 Q. Right. Well, I mean, could it be voice 
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1 traffic? Could it be toll traffic? Could it be, 

2 you know, ISP-bound traffic, if we cared about that? 

3 Could it be traffic bound for a third party? 

4 As far as the fiber-optic terminals are 

5 concerned, it's just laser blips and bleeps back and 

6 forth, right? 

7 A. Correct. 

8 Q. Okay. Now, in your testimony -- and I 

9 could find it, but I don't think we need to -- you 

10 state that there would be some problem with using a 

11 fiber meet for the purpose of a special access 

12 arrangement; is that right? 

13 A. Correct. 

14 Q. And could you just describe briefly what 

15 the problem would be for that purpose? 

16 A. Well, the example that I cited was a 

17 point-to-point special access which would connect 

18 two locations, two end user locations, you know, but 

19 it wouldn't go through an actual switch. 

20 And the -- the problem with putting special 

21 access on a fiber meet, one, there would be some 

22 technical issues as far as having equipment on, say, 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



23 

1 the pole that's traditionally associated with 

2 Verizon special access services, as well as the 

3 tariff doesn 1 t really have a situation where a 

4 point-to-point would be associated with termination 

5 on a pole. 

6 Q. And just to clarify, the way your tariff 

7 works for special access traditionally is that 

8 you're linking two locations -- and let's call them 

9 an A and a Z location. Are you with me so far? 

10 A. Yes. 

11 Q. And at the A end there is something that is 

12 referred to in your tariff as a channel termination 

13 that essentially runs from the customer premises to 

14 the serving wire center for that customer, the 

15 nearest Verizon on this. 

16 A. Correct. 

17 Q. Okay. And then, at the Z end, wherever 

18 that may be, there is another channel termination 

19 running from the other customer location back to 

20 whatever the nearest Verizon office is to that 

21 second location. 

22 A. Correct. 
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1 Q. And then in the middle, linking those two 

2 Verizon offices, is something typically called 

3 channel mileage? 

4 A. If the two offices are separate. If they 

5 are not, then there wouldn't be any channel mileage. 

6 Q. Right. If it's two offices in the same --

7 there would just be two channel terms and then zero 

8 mileage? 

9 A. Correct. 

10 Q. Okay. And when you say, then, that a fiber 

11 meet can't be used for special access as a tariff 

12 matter, you're envisioning a scenario that's like 

13 the following, that the A end, the first customer, 

14 is served by Verizon out of some Verizon central 

15 office, the Z end hypothetically would be a customer 

16 over off of Bright House's network, and so the 

17 special access circuit, in theory, would have a 

18 channel termination on the Verizon end, a channel 

19 termination on the Bright House end, and then this 

20 link would go between them, and what you're saying 

21 is, as a tariffing matter, that doesn't work? 

22 A. Correct·. That's one example. 
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1 Q. Okay. And when you talked about equipment 

2 associated with a special access service being 

3 located on a pole, tell me if I'm wrong, but what I 

4 understood you to mean is you were envisioning 

5 provisioning the special access circuit as 

6 essentially running from the customer location on 

7 Verizon's network into the nearest Verizon central 

8 office, and then terminating on that pole, and 

9 that's not the way you would normally do things? 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. Because the equipment isn't designed to be 

12 out on poles; it's designed to be in customer 

13 premises and so on? 

14 A. Correct. 

15 Q. Okay. So when you say -- when you raise 

16 your concern about using a fiber meet for special 

17 access, it's driven by these concerns about the way 

18 that Verizon normally tariffs the special access 

19 service? 

20 A. As well as the -- the equipment issue. 

21 Q. Right. Okay. 

22 So other .than unswitched services -- and 
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1 let's say we've got special access and maybe some 

2 other unswitched services, but if we put aside 

3 unswitched services, do you have any objection or 

4 problem with using the fiber meet facilities for any 

5 switched service, whatever that might be? 

6 A. Actually, we do, only to the extent that 

7 I'm not sure how to define what you're saying is 

8 switched services. 

9 The approach that we're taking is we're 

10 listing all of the traffic that we know occurs today 

11 and so, you know, we would view it as defining what 

12 can go on the fiber meet as opposed to saying 

13 anything could go on it. 

14 Q. Okay. Well, let me just run some examples 

15 by you and you can tell me if Verizon has any 

16 objection to each one going over the fiber meet, and 

17 I am going to start with ones where I think we're in 

18 complete agreement and then maybe I will get to one 

19 where we don't agree. And if not, maybe we settle 

20 this issue too. 

21 A basic -- let's call it a basic local call 

22 that starts with one of the VoiP end users that are 
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1 indirectly served by Bright House, goes to our 

2 network, goes across the fiber meet, goes to a 

3 Verizon end office, you know, down the street, to a 

4 Verizon local customer. · 

5 No problem with that, right? 

6 A. That is addressed in our language, yes. 

7 Q. Right. Okay. 

8 Second call. Same way: Originates with a 

9 Bright House customer, goes to the Bright House --

10 for purposes of this deposition -- I know that this 

11 is an issue that's still in play -- I will refer to 

12 a Bright House end user as a VoiP customer of Bright 

13 House's cable affiliate that gets their connectivity 

14 through us. 

15 I understand we haven't quite worked out 

16 all that language, but for purposes of this 

17 deposition, that's what I mean when I say a Bright 

18 House end user. Do you understand that, when I say 

19 that? 

20 A. Yes. 

21 Q. Okay. So we got a call that starts with a 

22 Bright House end user, goes to the Bright House 
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1 switch, goes across the fiber meet, makes its way to 

2 a Verizon end office, but let's say that, when the 

3 dust settles, that's is an intraLATA toll call 

4 between Bright House and Verizon. 

5 You don't have any problem with the fiber 

6 meet being used for that traffic? 

7 A. Correct. That is addressed in our language 

8 as well. 

9 Q. Right. Okay. Third scenario: Call starts 

10 with a Bright House end user, goes across the fiber 

11 meet, goes up to your tandem and goes off to some 

12 third-party long distance carrier. I think of that 

13 as meet point billing traffic where we start it, you 

14 do the tandem switching, and off it goes to a 

15 third-party long distance carrier. 

16 You don't have any problem with that on the 

17 fiber meet, do you? 

18 A. The language also addresses that as well. 

19 I believe it's called jointly provided switched 

20 access . 

2 1 Q. Switched access, correct. 

22 And as far as Verizon is concerned, that is 

M.A . R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
{703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



29 

1 acceptable traffic on the fiber meet? 

2 A. Yes. I think the only caveat there is that 

3 we have to both agree on it or -- if you request it 

4 in writing, then 

5 Q. Right. And the issue there, I mean, just 

6 so the record is clear, is when you and this may 

7 be some other witness' area, and if it is, just 

8 you know, we can clarify it. But the way the 

9 jointly provided access or meet point billing 

10 traffic with long distance carriers normally works 

11 is the two local exchange carriers involved have to 

12 agree on the point at which one carrier's 

13 responsibility for transport begins and the other 

14 ends so that we can both know how much to bill the 

15 long distance carrier. 

16 Are you with me so far? 

17 A. I don't know that I agree with that, and 

18 that isn't really my issue. 

19 MR. SAVAGE: And just so the record is 

20 clear, if I'm not mistaken, Mr. Munsell addresses 

21 the meet point billing issues in general? 

22 MR. HAGA: In general. That's right. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah. 

2 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

3 Q. And I'm happy not to ask you any more about 

4 meet point billing in any detail on the 

5 understanding, if we can say on the record, that the 

6 details of meet point billing are not your 

7 responsibility; is that true? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. Okay. So I don't have to worry about it 

10 again. 

11 Okay. But putting aside the details of it, 

12 assuming that the parties agree on where the meet 

13 point is and the kind of technical arrangements and 

14 billing arrangements for billing the long distance 

15 carrier, from your perspective, nothing about 

16 Verizon's language would prohibit the use of a fiber 

17 meet arrangement for this jointly provided switched 

18 access traffic. 

19 A. Correct. That is my understanding. 

20 Q. Okay. Then the next kind of traffic would 

21 be what's called transit traffic where the call 

22 originates with a Bright House end user, is bound 
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1 for the customer of some third-party carrier with 

2 whom Bright House does not have a direct connection, 

3 and so it would go from our network, across the 

4 fiber meet, to Verizon's tandem, and then off to 

5 this third-party carrier. 

6 In that circumstance, you would agree we 

7 would be buying transit service from you? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. And am I correct that Verizon has no 

10 objection to the use of the fiber meet point 

11 facilities to handle that kind of traffic? 

12 A. Yes, that is also addressed in our 

13 language. 

14 Q. Okay. And then just to be clear, it's also 

15 okay with Verizon to use the fiber meet for all the 

16 things I have just described, except in reverse: A 

17 Verizon customer, local customer going to a Bright 

18 House end user that's local, Verizon to Bright House 

19 intraLATA toll, inbound traffic from a third-party 

20 long distance carrier through your tandem, over our 

21 network, and then inbound transit traffic third 

22 party, through your tandem, to us. 
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1 All of those are okay as well? 

2 A. Correct. 

3 Q. Okay. So those are all okay. 

4 From your perspective, the special access 

5 is not okay. 

6 Putting aside for a moment this sort of 

7 philosophical question of do we have to list 

8 everything or not, can you think of anything besides 

9 unswitched traffic to which Verizon would object 

10 going over a fiber meet arrangement? 

11 A. I don't know what I don't know, so ... 

12 Q. Shade of Donald Rumsfeld, unknown unknowns. 

13 A. I can answer or attempt to answer specific 

14 types, but to say that, you know, there is something 

15 that I haven't thought of or that I'm not aware of, 

16 I don't know. 

17 Q. Okay. Well, let me ask it differently. 

18 Sitting here right now today, can you think 

19 of anything else, other than unswitched traffic, to 

20 which Verizon would object? I'm not saying there 

21 isn't anything else, but can you think of anything 

22 else, sitting here today? 
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1 A. I think somewhere in my testimony I may 

2 have been mentioned cable television. 

3 Q. Right. And I was making the assumption 

4 that I guess I'll make explicit: Can you think of 

5 any configuration where we would send cable 

6 television signals over to a fiber meet to Verizon 

7 where we would be expecting Verizon to switch them? 

8 A. I don't know, but then again, you know, 

9 technology changes. You know, a few years ago there 

10 were a lot of things I never thought would have 

11 and I still doesn't understand some of the 

12 Twitter and everything else, so I -- I don't know. 

13 Q. Okay. So essentially, to the extent that 

14 cable television isn't already excluded by saying it 

15 has to be switched traffic, you would put cable 

16 television as something that wouldn't go over the 

17 fiber meet? 

18 A. Correct. 

19 Q. Okay. Can you think of anything else, 

20 sitting here today? 

21 Again, I understand that new things may 

22 happen, but just -- I'm asking, sitting here today, 
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1 what you can think of. 

2 A. Maybe UNE traffic. It used to be called 

3 UNE-P. I'm not sure how that would work, but that 

4 could be a possibility. 

5 Q. Well, actually, let me ask about that. I 

6 don't think it affects our configuration, but just 

7 to make sure I understand. Suppose, hypothetically, 

8 that we were buying UNE -- and for the record that's 

9 U-N-E; it stands for unbundled network elements. 

10 Supposed we were buying UNE loops from you out of 

11 some central office and that we had customers served 

12 off of those UNE loops from your central office. Do 

13 you understand the configuration I'm suggesting? 

14 A. At a very high level. 

15 Q. Yeah, that's all I'm-- at this point. So 

16 if we needed to get traffic from our network over to 

17 that central office of yours and then down out that 

18 UNE loop, is it Verizon's position that a fiber meet 

19 should not be used for that purpose? 

20 A. I don't believe that's one of the 

21 categories that we have as traffic that would go 

22 over a fiber meet. 
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1 Q. Okay. And can you think of any reason -- I 

2 mean, again, I'm just trying to understand the logic 

3 of your position. Can you think of any reason why 

4 that traffic wouldn't or shouldn't go over a fiber 

5 meet? 

6 A. Other than I'm not very familiar with the 

7 aspects of those arrangements, traditionally I am 

8 not aware of, you know, that type of arrangement 

9 being on a mid-span fiber meet. 

10 Q. Okay. To your knowledge, Bright House 

11 doesn't purchase any UNE loops from Verizon, do 

1 2 they? 

1 3 A. I don't know one way o r the o ther. 

14 Q. Okay. That's fine. 

15 Okay. Anything -- so we've got special 

16 access traffic, cable televisio n traffic, traffi c 

17 bound for a UNE loop. Can you think of anything 

18 e ls e to which Verizon would obj e ct be ing s ent over 

1 9 this f iber? 

20 A. Back to my original r e sponse : I don' t know 

21 wha t I don't kno w. 

2 2 Q. Right. And the n back to my amende d 
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1 question, sitting here today, you can't think of 

2 anything else? 

3 A. Sitting here today, I'm not trying to think 

4 of anything else because, in order to do that, I 

5 would have to probably have more information or do 

6 more research or understand things better. So I 

7 would say that I'm not prepared to think of what 

8 else there could be. 

9 Q. Okay. And I guess I'm asking you, based on 

10 your current state of knowledge, to try to think. 

11 Again, I understand what you're saying, and I accept 

12 that, oh, my gosh, something may occur to you on, 

13 you know, the plane back to Pittsburgh or whatever 

14 that you forgot. I get that. But the question is, 

15 sitting here today, nothing else comes to mind as 

16 things that couldn't be on the fiber meet? 

17 A. Sitting here today, reading the Verizon 

18 proposed language, I can't think of anything that we 

19 haven't already listed that wouldn't be covered 

20 under a fiber meet arrangement and, in the future, 

21 if something were to come up, I think we have 

22 language that says that the parties would -- would 
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1 agree -- mutually agree on that traffic. 

2 Q. Okay. And let me, then, ask a question 

3 that isn't so much technical in nature as regulatory 

4 in nature. 

5 Suppose that the Florida commission or the 

6 FCC were to conduct a proceeding, make some ruling 

7 that says there is this kind of traffic that exists 

8 today that the parties are exchanging today, and we 

9 are going to deem it to be some random new 

10 regulatory category -- special -- you know, extra 

11 special super duper local traffic as compared to 

12 plain old local traffic -- because it has certain 

13 characteristics as to how it's done. And, indeed, 

14 the FCC now announces there is this new category of 

15 traffic subject to, you know, new compensation rules 

16 or new something. 

17 Would you agree with me that if the FCC 

18 were to take such sort of regulatory action, that 

19 would have no effect on the technical categories of 

20 the fiber meet arrangement to continue carrying the 

21 traffic it was carrying the day before the 

22 announcement came out? 
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1 MR. HAGA: Object to the form of that 

2 question. 

3 Go ahead and answer. 

4 MR. SAVAGE: I'd probably object to the 

5 form of the question. 

6 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

Q. Do you understand what I'm asking? 7 

8 A. I would agree with that to the extent that 

9 the traffic was already being passed. 

10 Q. Right. And as far.as you're aware, would 

11 Verizon take the position that if the regulatory 

12 authorities were to reclassify existing traffic from 

13 one category into some new category, that barring 

14 agreement of the parties, that reclassification by 

15 itself wouldn't affect the transfer of traffic over 

16 a fiber meet? 

17 MR. HAGA: Object to the form. 

18 MR. SAVAGE: Because i t's hypothetical? 

19 MR. HAGA: I think you're asking him for a 

20 legal conclusion to a certain extent. 

21 MR. SAVAGE: Actually, what I am meaning to 

22 ask him is essentially-- I mean, again, I'm not 
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1 trying to hide the ball. What I mean to ask him is 

2 in the event that we get a change in law with 

3 respect to certain traffic that we are now 

4 exchanging, that what we would do under the 

5 agreement is negotiate the change in law as it 

6 affects our arrangement and that Verizon would not 

7 simply cease carrying the traffic. 

8 And you see why this comes up. If 

9 Verizon's position is only the listed kinds of 

10 traffic can go and then the FCC says we now have 

11 this new special kind of traffic not on the list, 

12 but we've been exchanging it, what do we do? 

13 That's 

14 MR. RAGA: You're asking him, if there is 

15 something new, does Verizon's language allow the 

16 parties to get together and address the new --

17 MR. SAVAGE: Correct. 

18 MR. RAGA: -- issue. Okay. 

19 MR. SAVAGE: That's where I'm going. And, 

20 again, not to hide the ball, there is an open issue 

21 about what if there is a change in law that makes it 

22 unnecessary for Verizon to continue providing a 
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1 service and blah, blah, blah, and we haven't gotten · 

2 rid of that 

3 MR. RAGA: Right. Which, by the way, is 

4 not --

5 MR. SAVAGE: I know that's not his issue, 

6 but you can see how it plays into the problem of 

7 having an exact list rather than a list of 

8 exclusions. 

9 MR. HAGA: Well, if the question is if 

10 there's something new, does Verizon's language allow 

11 the parties to get together and address the new --

12 MR. SAVAGE: That's exactly what I'm trying 

13 to get to. 

14 MR. HAGA: Yeah. 

15 MR. SAVAGE: Probably been too clever at 

16 hiding that. That's all I'm trying to get to. 

17 MR. HAGA: Okay. 

18 THE WITNESS: I believe the language does 

19 allow for not only the example that you stated, but 

20 just some new form of traffic that hasn't really 

21 been addressed in the regulatory arena. 

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. Right. Okay. And i t would cert ainly, you 

2 would agree with me, be Verizon's intent, if t here 

3 is some, you know, unknown regulatory ruling that 

4 designates a new kind of traffic out o f t h e groups 

5 of traffic we're already exchanging, not to 

6 interfere with the free flow of traffic, but rather 

7 to discuss with Bright House how t o handle that in 

8 light of whatever the new ruling h appens to be? 

9 A. It's -- it's a hypothe t ical question, but I 

10 can't imagine that the parties wouldn't get together 

11 and address it. I don't know t h at that situation is 

12 restricted just to traffic over a mid-span fiber 

13 meet. 

14 Q. I don't think it is. I agree with you. 

15 But since you're the mid-span fiber meet guy, that's 

16 the context I'm asking you. 

17 A. Okay. 

18 Q. And, again, not to hide the ball -- I mean, 

19 we're considering, you know, reconfiguring our 

20 network -- we're not necessarily going to do it; we 

21 are considering it. And obviously we want to 

22 understand what Verizon's position would be if we 
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1 were to do that before we undertake the time and 

2 expense of actually doing it. That's why I'm asking 

3 you these questions. So -- okay. 

4 So let me see if I can summarize what you 

5 have said on this issue, and I'm going to ask you to 

6 agree if I give a fair summary, just to make sure 

7 that I've got my brain around it. 

8 Point one is that Verizon believes that its 

9 language that actually lists permissible types of 

10 traffic is the better way to deal with it in the 

11 contract. Is that fair? 

12 A. Correct. 

13 Q. Okay. Point number 2 is Verizon believes 

14 that its list in its proposed language in the 

15 contract encompasses all the kinds of traffic that 

16 the parties are today exchanging. 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. Okay. And point 3, if some regulatory 

19 ruling were to occur in the future that redesignated 

20 some of the traffic we're exchanging today as some 

21 new type of traffic, you would expect the parties to 

22 be able to discuss how to handle that in an orderly 
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1 fashion rather than Verizon taking a position that, 

2 well, since it's now not listed, you would cut off 

3 the transmission of it. 

4 A. Correct. I'm not aware of -- of situations 

5 where Verizon wakes up in the morning and, because 

6 of some action, that suddenly traffic is just 

7 unilaterally stopped without some, you know, extreme 

8 situations of, you know, litigation or whatever. 

9 Q. No, and I appreciate that. And just, 

10 again, to put context to the question, I'm not 

11 meaning to imply that Verizon would do any of these 

12 bad things I'm hypothesizing. 

13 Unfortunately, since what we're debating 

14 about in this proceeding is what the language of a 

15 new contract will be, I need to at least consider 

16 and ask you about, in my judgment, what Verizon 

17 could do under the new language if all the current 

18 Verizon management retired and, you know, nasty evil 

19 people took over Verizon and wanted to do the worst 

20 they could under the contract, I'm trying to see 

21 what that "worst they could under the contract" 

22 could be. 
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1 I'm not meaning to imply that current 

2 Verizon management would do anything like that. Do 

3 you understand? 

4 A. Yes. Understood. 

5 Q. Good. Okay .. Okay. Let's look at the next 

6 live issue which is -- oh, here is one where the 

7 question arises on page 11 of your direct -- it 

8 arises in your discussion of -- I think it's issue 

9 number 29 about separate trunk groups, but it 

10 relates to this access toll connecting trunk 

11 question. It's the question that starts on line 10 

12 of your direct on page 11. Do you have that in 

13 front of you? 

14 A. Direct, page 11, line 10. 

15 Q. Yes? 

16 A. Okay. 

17 Q. Okay. I think this issue is no longer 

18 live, but I wanted to clarify what it is to make 

19 sure it's no longer live. 

20 MR. HAGA: Issue 29 is no longer live, from 

21 my perspective. 

22 MR. SAVAGE: Issue 29 is no longer live, 
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1 but certain issues about access to all connecting 

2 trunks and meet point billing is still live, but I 

3 think this piece of it is no longer live. 

4 And I just want to clarify that because my 

5 understanding is, again -- I think it's Mr. Munsell 

6 who deals with the meet point billing issues. 

7 MR. RAGA: Yes. 

8 MR. SAVAGE: And this ties into that. And 

9 so it's not an issue 29 question; it's an issue 

10 whatever this question -- about meet point billing. 

11 MR. HAGA: And my guess is we'll probably 

12 say to ask Mr. Munsell, but --

13 MR. SAVAGE: That's -- that's fine. 

14 MR. RAGA: -- go ahead and ask your 

15 question and then we can see if that's the answer. 

16 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

17 Q. Okay. Yeah. First, just to be really 

18 clear, your understanding, an access toll connecting 

19 trunk, as Verizon uses that term, is, by definition, 

20 a trunk that runs from a Verizon tandem out to 

21 another carrier, like Bright House or some other 

22 third party, for purposes of handling access 
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1 traffic. Is that your understanding of the term 

2 "access toll connecting trunk"? 

3 A. I don't know if it's semantics as far as 

4 coming from a tandem out as opposed to another 

5 carrier connecting to the Verizon access tandem. 

6 Q. It's a -- those trunks are a link between a 

7 Verizon tandem and a third-party carrier? 

8 A. I guess I could agree with that at a high 

9 level. 

10 Q. Okay. And, again, in the Verizon lexicon 

11 about this, the purpose of an access toll connecting 

12 trunk between Verizon and a carrier like Bright 

13 House is to carry traffic that either starts with 

14 Bright House, goes through the tandem and goes out 

15 to a third party long distance carrier or, in the 

16 opposite direction, comes in from a third-party long 

17 distance carrier, hits the Verizon tandem, and then 

18 goes out to Bright House. 

19 Is that your understanding of that term? 

20 MR. HAGA: I think this is probably getting 

21 into Munsell's testimony rather than Mr. D'Amico's 

22 testimony. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: That's fine. I'm happy t o do 

2 all this with Mr. Munsell 

3 MR . HAGA: Yeah, I think he's probabl y the 

4 . right guy for that. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

6 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

7 Q. So then, for purposes of your testimony, to 

8 the extent that you are making reference to access 

9 toll connecting trunks and so on, your best answer 

10 to me is, I should really talk about t hat wi th 

11 Mr. Munsell; is that fair, Mr. D'Ami co? 

12 A. Yes. 

13 Q. Okay. Great . That's fine. We can put 

14 that aside, then. Okay. 

15 A. You can tell him that 

1 6 Q. I will a make a point 

17 A. -- I said hello . 

18 Q. I'll make a point of tell i ng Mr. Munsell 

19 t hat you said it was his p roblem. 

20 Okay. Issue 32, accepting t runking at t h e 

21 DS3 level or a bove. Do you agree with me that i t is 

22 technic ally feasible for Verizon to a c cept input 
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2 level? 

3 A. Into our tandem switches or end office 

4 switches. 

5 Q. That's not part of my question. Is 

6 Verizon - Florida, LLC, the ILEC, capable of 
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7 receiving, through some combination of equipment, a 

8 signal coming in from Bright House at a DS3 or OC3 

9 level? 

10 A. The way I would respond to that is there 

11 are facilities that carry traffic at different 

12 capacities --

13 Q. Right. 

14 A. -- DS3, DS1, OC3, so I would agree that 

15 that is available. 

16 As far as the interface into Verizon's 

17 switches, those are done at a DS1 level. 

18 Q. Okay. And let's draw a mental picture, if 

19 you will -- and for purposes of this set of 

20 questions, let's not worry about cost, let's not 

21 worry about who is responsible for paying for what. 

22 These questions are entirely what can you actually 
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1 do as a technical matter, and then we'll talk about 

2 cost later on. 

3 Do you understand what I'm asking you to do 

4 for this purpose? 

5 A. I understand the first part. I don't know 

6 that I'm willing to talk about costs later on. 

7 Q. Okay. Some -- maybe we won't even get 

8 there. Okay. 

9 Suppose that Bright House has an optical 

10 fiber with signals coming in outbound trying to get 

11 to Verizon at an OC3 signal level of interface. 

12 Do you understand what I'm asking? Do you 

13 understand that idea, that we've got an OC3 signal 

14 coming in that we're trying to get to? 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. Okay. You would agree with me, would you 

17 not, that Verizon today owns equipment in its 

18 various building that have OC3 -- I'll call them 

19 ports that are capable of receiving an OC3 signal 

20 input? 

21 A. Well, that's where we're getting a little 

22 bit mixed up, at least from my perspective. 
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1 Again, I would agree that when we're 

2 talking -- as far as capacity to get from point A to 

3 B 

4 Q. Right. That's all I'm taking about now. 

5 A. -- that that is capable. But, to me, this 

6 issue really goes kind of a layer deeper to say, 

7 associated with the trunking, and t he trunking that 

8 would ride that facility ultimately ends up a t a 

9 Verizon switch. 

10 Q. Right. And I'm-- I'm moving in that 

11 direction. What I want to do -- to try to do is to 

12 work through physically what would happen, and then 

13 talk about the notion o f what it means for 

14 interconnection purposes. 

15 So physically you agree with me that 

16 Verizon has the equipment that could accept an OC3 

17 signal, and assuming we're now marching to get that 

18 OC3 signal to Verizon switches, at some point 

19 between that OC3 input and the switch, there would 

20 need to be a func t ion that we call demultiplexing, 

21 correct? 

22 A. Correct. 
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1 Q. Okay. And so Verizon has equipment that 

2 can take in a signal at OC3, right? I mean, Verizon 

3 owns that gear? 

4 A. Again, you're implying that -- that there 

5 is this master hole into Verizon's switch that can 

6 just take, you know, an OC3. 

7 Q. I'm not implying that at all. Indeed, I am 

8 taking you at your word, although I've got some 

9 outstanding data requests, that -- for purposes of 

10 this discussion that -- well, I'll just ask. 

11 Is it your understanding that all of 

12 Verizon's switches in the Tampa LATA, in the Tampa 

13 area, only have DS1 ports on them? 

14 A. They have an interface for a DS1 port. I 

15 believe -- and that's the only way that we connect 

16 both with CLECs and ILECs and wireless carriers. 

17 I believe there's one of the tandems that 

18 we replied to in one of the interrogatories that 

19 talks about an OC3 arrangement, but ultimately the 

20 way that it's designed, that that still requires a 

21 DS1 port interface, if you will. 

22 Q. Okay. So let's go back. 
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1 Assume for purposes of this question, this 

2 line of questions, that I am not meaning to imply 

3 with this line of questions -- I mean, our position 

4 in the litigation is different, but I'm not trying 

5 to imply in this line of questions that Verizon 

6 should be required to change its switches in any 

7 way. I really am just trying to, first, lay out 

8 physically what would happen. 

9 So let me try a multi-part summary, and 

10 then you can tell me where it's wrong. 

11 What would happen, as a matter of physical 

12 signal transmission, with an inbound OC3 to Verizon 

13 is the fiber carrying the OC3 would terminate on a 

14 fiber-optic terminal in Verizon's office that 

15 Verizon owns. Out of the other side of that 

16 terminal -- the terminal itself may break an OC3 

17 down into DS3s or DS1s. It may perform a 

18 demultiplexing function; is that right, as you 

19 understand it? 

20 A. Yes. 

21 Q. Okay. If it doesn't, if it steps it down 

22 only, say, to a DS3, there might then be a separate 
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1 device that Verizon would own, which is a 

2 multiplexer/demultiplexer, which would step down, if 

3 you will, DS3s into DSls. Right? I mean, Verizon 

4 also has separate multiplexers? 

5 A. The "Verizon owns" part is you know, 

6 Verizon owns multiplexers, but it also provides them 

7 to other carriers. 

8 Q. Right. And are you implying there the 

9 notion of a virtual collocation arrangement where 

10 Verizon would provide the demultiplexing equipment 

11 on some sort of a leased basis? 

12 A. Yes, it wouldn't have to be just collo. It 

13 could be, you know, just -- in the trunking world, 

14 carriers lease DS3 mux -- multiplexers all the time. 

15 Q. Right. Now, this may be an unduly legal 

16 question, but I'm playing off of the answer you just 

17 gave. 

18 When you say that a carrier leases a DS3 

19 mux -- and for the record, that's M-U-X -- short for 

20 multiplexer. 

21 When you say the carrier leases that, is it 

22 fair to say what you mean by that, that the carrier 
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1 would pay Verizon a recurring monthly rate for the 

2 multiplexing and demultiplexing service? 

3 A. That could -- that could occur. I guess 

4 the points I was trying to make was, as far as 

5 infrastructure, the difference between, you know, a 

6 multiplexer that is kind of embedded somewhere 

7 between, you know, say a Verizon's tandem and its 

8 end office as opposed to one that is dedicated to a 

9 particular carrier. 

10 Q. And is it your understanding that 

11 multiplexing devices are sufficiently small, let's 

12 say, that an entire multiplexing device would be 

13 dedicated to the use of a particular carrier? 

14 A. A -- a DS3-to-DS1 mux would typically be 

15 devoted to a particular carrier. 

16 Q. Okay~ But when you say lease it again, 

17 just to be clear, if you think about, you know, 

18 leasing an apartment, right, you have control over 

· 19 it, you clean it, you're responsible for maintenance 

20 on it, et cetera, et cetera. That's not the 

21 arrangement that exists when a carrier leases a DS3 

22 mux from Verizon. If it breaks or stops working, 
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1 Verizon would simple undertake to replace it under 

2 the normal arrangement; isn't that right? 

3 A. That would be my understanding, yeah. 

4 Q. And, again, I understand that it's common 

5 in the industry for leasing a circuit or leasing or 

6 so on -- but it's not a lease like you lease a house 

7 or lease an apartment; it's simply making use of 

8 that equipment; is that fair? 

9 MR. HAGA: Object to the form to the extent 

10 you're asking for a legal conclusion. 

11 You can answer. 

12 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

13 Q. Okay. But you can answer. 

14 A. I would say that it's not the same as 

15 leasing a house, but I don't know the two analogies 

16 fit each other. 

17 Q. Let me ask some questions. I mean, the 

18 muxing equipment that we're talking about physically 

19 sits in a Verizon central office, correct? 

20 MR. HAGA: Which muxing equipment are we 

21 talking about? 

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. The muxing equipment that is -- that a 

2 carrier would lease to step down a DS3 to a DSl or 

3 even a higher signal to a DS1. 

4 That's equipment that sits physically in 

5 your central offices, right? 

6 A. Most likely. I mean, some people call that 

7 a wire center, a central office --

8 Q. I'm just referring to the buildings that 

9 have "Verizon" on the side where you have switches 

10 and fiber coming in and that sort of thing. 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. Okay. You_know, we had a long talk about 

13 the difference between a central office and a wire 

14 center and a wire center area, but we don't need to 

15 go there. 

16 Okay. And, again, not to be too detailed, 

17 but where it sits in the Verizon central office 

18 Verizon decides, right? It's not like the carrier 

19 gets to say, I want it on the third floor, not the 

20 second floor. If I'm a carrier buying/leasing -- in 

21 that term, leasing a mux from you, you decide where 

22 it sits in that building, right? 
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1 A. I'm not sure about that. I don't know the 

2 operational aspects of --

3 Q. Oh, you just don't know. Okay. 

4 A. Yeah. 

5 Q. All right. Does Verizon allow a carrier 

6 obtaining this muxing service to specify the 

7 manufacturer of the equipment that will be used to 

8 do it? 

9 A. I don't believe so, but you're getting kind 

10 of out of my area there. 

11 Q. Okay. All right. So, again, physically, 

12 the traffic will come in -- in my hypothetical, come 

13 in on an optical fiber, hit a Verizon-owned 

14 f i ber-optic terminal, and either that device itself 

15 or a separate muxing device will take that OC3 and 

16 break it down into some appropriate number of DS1s, 

17 and then there will be some kind of physical wire 

18 that connects the DS1 output of the mux into the 

19 port of the appropriate switch? 

20 A. Yes, that would be associated with the 

21 trunking aspect of it. 

22 Q. Right. Okay. 
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1 Now, now that we have covered that 

2 physically, what -- am I correct that Verizon's 

3 position about interconnection is that the 

4 interconnection between Bright House and Verizon 

5 occurs at the Verizon switch port at the DS1 level? 

6 Is that your position? 

7 A. That sounds like more of a legal aspect. 

8 What I'm saying is that the trunking that 

9 goes into the switch is at a DSl l evel. 

10 Q. Okay. Right. 

11 Is it your understanding that, to the 

12 extent that Bright House sends an OC3 signal into a 

13 Verizon-owned fiber-optic terminal, that the way 

14 it's supposed to work is Bright -- if Bright House 

15 wants to get that demultiplexed down to DSl signals 

16 to go into your switches, that that is something 

17 Bright House has to pay for? 

18 A. Well, again, you're get t ing into the 

19 resolved part, I believe, of this issue as far as 

20 there was some type of settlement that occurred. 

21 Q. Well -- yeah, and without getting into the 

22 monetary details, which I think you appropria t ely 
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1 treated as confidential, briefly what that 

2 settlement said is we agree that as long as we 

3 maintain our existing configuration without material 

4 change, or something like that, we had an agreement 

5 with respect to how the charging would go. 

6 And, again I mean, have you reviewed the 

7 settlement document? 

8 A. No, I have not. 

9 Q. Okay. Well, accept, for purposes of this 

10 discussion, then, that that's what the settlement 

11 provides, that as long as we do not materially 

12 change our configuration, we have agreed on how the 

13 charging would work. 

14 And so in that context again, the reason 

15 for my questions, responding to your mentioning the 

16 settlement, is we are considering ways i n which we 

17 might seek to reconfigure our interconnection with 

18 Verizon, either for technical benefits we might be 

19 able to achieve or economic benefits. 

20 So understand we're not proposing to fail 

21 to abide by the settlement, but the reason I'm 

22 asking these questions is we do need to understand, 
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1 under the new contract, what the charging would be 

2 were we to, in any material way, reconfigure because 

3 if we don't know what the charging would be, how 

4 would we know whether we're willing to try to do it? 

5 So do you understand that context? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. Okay. So, with that, if we were to 

8 undertake a reconfiguration that nonetheless 

9 resulted in our delivering an OC3 signal to you, so 

10 the settlement wouldn't apply -- and I understand --

11 I'm not asking you to make any legal judgment. I'm 

12 saying assume that the settlement would not apply. 

13 If we were to deliver to you an OC3 signal, 

14 is it your understanding that we should have to pay 

15 you for the function of demultiplexing that OC3 

16 signal down into the DS1s that are the capacity of 

17 your switchboards? 

18 MR. RAGA: And I'm going to object to that 

19 question to the extent that you're asking him for a 

20 legal conclusion on how this would apply, and also 

21 to the extent that it's hypothetical. 

22 MR. SAVAGE: Well, what I'm trying to 
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1 understand -- well, let me ask it another way, then. 

2 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

3 Q. Why shouldn't we be able to just deliver 

4 you traffic at the DS3 or higher level and make you 

5 responsible for any demultiplexing necessary to get 

6 into your switches? 

7 A. Again, I think that's getting into legal 

8 aspects of it which I'm not sure the I'm the right 

9 person to ask that. 

10 I can address, you know, efficiencies as 

11 far as DS3 interfaces into our switches versus DS1 

12 interfaces, which I think that we've done. And I 

13 think we have also shown that Mr. Gates' 

14 characterization that everything should be a DS3 and 

15 that Verizon's --

16 Q. Or higher. 

17 A. or higher really doesn't make sense. 

18 I mean, under his kind of theory, then, 

19 eve ry DEOT -- direct end office trunk --

20 Q. D-E-0-T. 

21 A. D-E-0-T would be a DS3. And the volumes, 

22 the traffic volumes, just don't warrant that . . 
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1 I mean, he states that there's 30 million 

2 minutes a month, which, you know, is a lot of 

3 minutes, on one respect, but on the other hand, when 

4 you break that down on a per switch level, it 

5 doesn't warrant DS3 to the Verizon end offices. And 

6 under the current arrangement, the DEOTs are all 

7 DSls. 

8 So that's what my testimony was trying to 

9 clear up, is that Verizon's network is efficient, 

10 that multiplexers introduced into the network 

11 actually make it more efficient than not having 

12 them. 

13 So this -- you know, DS3s all over the 

14 place just doesn't make sense. 

15 Q. Okay. Well -- that's fine. Obviously, we 

16 have a different view about Mr. Gates, but your 

17 lawyer is going to have an opportunity to talk to 

18 him next week, so we can clear that up then. 

19 I mean, just to be clear, and maybe your 

20 testimony --maybe you're not the guy to ask this 

21 question to. That's fine. I just want to you 

22 know, you're the first one out of the box, so it's 
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1 not surprising that I have questions that I have to 

2 deal with other people on. 

3 But suppose that for purpose of these 

4 questions, assume that we are not asking Verizon to 

5 actually change out its switches so that switches 

6 can directly receive a DS3 input. 

7 Suppose that we are simply asking that the 

8 point of interconnection between Verizon and Bright 

9 House be treated as the point at which the optical 

10 fiber, at OC3 level, enters the Verizon fiber-optic 

11 terminal. 

12 Do you have any opinion on where that point 

13 of interconnection should be deemed to be for 

14 purposes of interconnecting our networks? 

15 A. No. I don't think I'm the right guy for 

16 that. 

17 Again, I would reiterate that, you know, 

18 from a trunking level, ultimately when you get down 

19 to that level, a DS1 interface at the switches 

20 are -- you know, are very efficient. It allows, you 

21 know, capacity to not be stranded because, you know, 

22 putting a DS3 into a switch port when it doesn't 
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1 warrant the traffic -- say you only needed two DS1s 

2 worth of traffic into that end office, and you put a 

3 DS3, you're stranding, you know, 26 slots. And when 

4 you multiple that arrangement by other carriers, you 

5 know, you -- you waste of a lot of switch 

6 intelligence. And that has a finite, you know, cap 

7 on it as far as the size of the switch. 

8 Even carriers -- you know, the big IXCs, 

9 the AT&Ts of the world, where they do have the 

10 volumes of a DS3 to a particular end office, they 

11 you know, they mux that down to -- you know, to the 

12 DS1 level to get into our switches. 

13 Q. Okay. And, again, your testimony, if I may 

14 summarize it, is, given Verizon's current switches 

15 that are in place, as an engineering matter, it 

16 makes sense to have the ports into those switches be 

17 and remain DS1 ports in order to better manage the 

18 traffic that's coming into the switch? 

19 A. Yes. 

20 Q. Okay. And your testimony doesn't address 

21 the question of whether the point at which 

22 interconnection with Verizon is deemed to occur, for 
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1 purposes of an interconnection agreement, should be 

2 somewhere other than a DS1 port on a switch. Your 

3 testimony just doesn't address that? 

4 A. No, it does not. 

5 Q. Okay. 

6 A. I don't believe so. 

7 Q. Okay. But we do agree that Verizon's --

8 the equipment that Verizon owns within its network 

9 has the capability of performing what we are calling 

10 the stepping-down function from OC3 to DS3 and DS3 

11 down to DS1. There is no technical issue that 

12 Verizon can do that. 

13 A. Correct. It can be done. 

14 Q. Right. Okay. So -- and this is helpful --

15 I mean, again, not trying to hide the ball because 

16 Bright House, in a way, doesn't care, if it hands 

17 you an OC3, whether that plugs into a fiber-optic 

18 terminal, whether it plugs into a new gizmo that 

19 you've got, or that it plugs into a switch. What we 

20 care about is that we can hand it off to you at that 

21 level, at which point it becomes your responsibility 

22 which, as I understand your most recent answer, 
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1 that's not something you address, whose 

2 responsibility starts and ends where? 

3 A. Right. I don't see this issue addressing 

4 that. 

5 I was -- and, again, the way I read 

6 Mr. Gates' testimony, as well as the way that the 

7 issue was presented, was it was a combination of 

8 everything should be a DS3 or higher into all of 

9 Verizon's switches, and they should get on the ball, 

10 or the Florida commission should order Verizon to 

11 change all of its switches to be a DS3 interface or 

12 higher. And that -- you know, that just can't be 

13 further from the truth, or accurate or 

14 misunderstanding. 

15 The other part of this issue is 

16 Q. Priced out any soft switches lately? I 

17 mean, there are some good deal s. 

18 A. The other issue was whether or not it r ides 

19 a fiber or copper and that issue of, well, we 

20 wouldn't change it after it's in existence; we just 

21 want to decide, on day one. And, again, Verizon has 

22 an issue with that in, you know, whether or not 
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1 there is a fiber there versus copper. You know, 

2 those are kind of engineering decisions that Verizon 

3 would make within its operational aspect of it as 

4 opposed to Bright House saying, I want it one way or 

5 the other. 

6 Not to say that, on an operational level, 

7 that happens all the time, parties get together and 

8 say, what do you have? We would like to do it this 

9 way. 

10 But when it comes down to it, if something 

11 is not there, you know, fiber to the top of some 

12 mountain where, you know, there's going to be a big 

13 complex, then maybe it gets put in. 

14 But if it's just for the -- you know, the 

15 log cabin that the guy owns the entire valley, we 

16 might not put fiber up there. 

17 Q. I've got fiber in my house, right, I'm a 

18 happy guy. 

19 A. So ... 

20 Q. But let me ask you some questions about 

21 that relating not to building out fiber to remote 

22 locations, but Verizon's existing network in Tampa. 
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1 Does Verizon link its own switches within 

2 the Tampa LATA by means of optical fiber? 

3 Interoffice facilities between the end offices and 

4 between the end offices and the tandem. 

5 A. I don't know that I -- I could guess on 

6 that. The -- the discussions that I have had with 

7 our local engineers have really been focused on DS3s 

8 versus DS1s, and I haven't really gotten into what's 

9 the medium, if you will, other than it could be 

10 fiber or it could be, you know, copper. 

11 Q. Well, I guess I will follow up with a data 

12 request, and you don't have to answer; you can send 

13 it to the network guys, but based on your -- you've 

14 been working for Verizon and predecessor companies 

15 for what? 20-odd years now? 

16 A. 26. 

17 Q. You're an old-timer. 

18 A. Old-timer. 

19 Q. Based on your experience in the industry, 

20 would you expect that the interoffice facilities 

21 between Verizon's end offices in Tampa and between 

22 those end offices and the tandem would be optical 
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1 fiber rather than copper? 

2 A. I would think there would be fiber, but 

3 I've also heard, you know, retirement of copper 

4 is -- you know, it takes an effort or it takes money 

5 to change things, so sometimes -- you know, it would 

6 be a nice thing to kind of, you know, retire some 

7 copper, but I've, you know, also heard that you 

8 can't get everything done at once, and so I think 

9 it's a combination. 

10 I don't know the specifics of, say, you 

11 know, the Tampa area, whether it's, you know, all 

12 fiber or it's hard to get into under the ground 

13 you know, all those aspects of right-of-way and 

14 conduit and, you know, all that stuff. 

15 So -- I don't know. I would suspect that, 

16 you know, in a perfect world, the more fiber would 

17 be better, but that's just my ... 

18 Q. Well, you would agree with me, then, that 

19 if, today, Verizon were putting in a new interoffice 

20 connection between two end offices or an end office 

21 and a tandem, if you were building something new 

22 today, you would build fiber and not copper; is that 
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1 right? 

2 A. I don't-- I've never been involved in 

3 actually doing that, so I don't know. I mean, I 

4 could say yes, but there could be other, you know, 

5 situations where there is something already there --

6 again, I just have never done that or been involved 

7 with it. 

8 Q. Okay. 

9 MR. SAVAGE: David, does Mr. Munsell or 

10 Mr. Vasington -- would one of them be in a position 

11 to answer the question about Verizon's position 

12 about where the point of interconnection for 

13 purposes of the contract is deemed to be? 

14 MR. HAGA: I'm not sure if that's a fact 

15 question for the fact witnesses. I mean, I haven't 

16 thought particularly about that before you asked the 

17 question. I mean, that sort of strikes me as the 

18 ultimate legal issue that each party might take, and 

19 I'm sure we would address that in a briefing. 

20 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah. I mean, it may turn out 

21 to be a legal issue, but just -- I mean, again, I'm 

22 not trying to hide any balls here. 
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1 MR. HAGA: Yeah. 

2 MR. SAVAGE: Take a look at their 

3 testimony, and I will do the same because this is 

4 you know, it's obviously a significant issue to us 

5 in terms of what we have to pay for and what we 

6 don't. 

7 MR. HAGA: Sure. 

8 MR. SAVAGE: And if your position is it's 

9 entirely legal, you know, then I won't ask your 

10 witnesses about it, but --

11 MR. HAGA: I mean I mean, that's sort 

12 of -- my gut reaction to that is that's kind of 

13 getting to the bottom line, you know, legal position 

14 of each party, but, you know, I will think about 

1 5 that. 

16 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. Well, let me take a 

17 moment and look at a couple of things. 

18 MR. HAGA: Do you want to go off the record 

19 for a minute? 

20 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah, why don't take, like, a 

21 five-minute break off the record. 

22 {A recess was taken.) 
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1 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

2 Q. Take a look at your rebuttal testimony, 

3 which is D'Amico Deposition Exhibit 2, at page 12 on 

4 lines 8 through 11. And there you say, "As Verizon 

5 has pointed out" -- and will again emphasize in its 

6 legal briefs -- "Verizon is not required to modify 

7 its network to suit interconnecting parties; they 

8 take Verizon's network as it is." 

9 Now, is it fair to say, given your 

10 reference to the legal briefs, that you recognize 

11 that this is a statement about Verizon's legal 

12 obligations? 

13 A. That's my high-level understanding prefaced 

14 by I am not a lawyer and those that are will expand 

15 upon it. 

16 Q. Right. And I guess my purpose of asking 

17 the question is, you don't have any independent 

18 expertise that would lead you to this conclusion; 

19 rather, this is what your understanding of Verizon's 

20 legal position is; is that fair? 

21 A. I would say that's fair, again, at a high 

22 level because I would think that the briefs will 
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1 have more than a sentence or two on this. 

2 Q. I suspect they will, and that's fine. 

3 Those are good answers because now I don't have to, 

4 like, ask you a whole bunch of questions about this. 

5 Good. 

6 Okay. Then looking down at the paragraph 

7 below that, lines 15 through 21, you make reference 

8 to an FCC ruling saying switch ports are not 

9 TELRIC-priced unbundled network elements. 

10 Do you see that? 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. Okay. Is it your understanding that Bright 

13 House buys no unbundled network elements from 

14 Verizon? 

15 A. I don't know one way or the other. 

16 Q. Okay. 

17 A. The same deal with the -- I think the UNE-P 

18 thing you asked earlier. 

19 Q. Right. Assume that Bright House doesn't 

20 buy any UNEs of any sort from Verizon and that what 

21 we're talking about entirely is interconnection of 

22 networks and not buying piece parts of your network. 
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1 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

2 assume? 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. Okay. If -- on that assumption, would you 

5 agree with me that the FCC's determination that a 

6 switch port isn't a UNE isn't directly -- doesn't 

7 have any direct bearing on what Bright House is 

8 trying to buy from Verizon? 

9 A. I would say that the intent of this answer 

10 was to counter or respond, rebut Mr. Gates' level of 

11 testimony where he seemed to get into a lot of legal 

12 issues. And not knowing whether those legal issues 

13 were correct or not correct, this was my high-level 

14 attempt to -- to state that his going down the 

15 TELRIC road, if you will, as far as how a network 

16 architecture how Verizon should design its 

17 network or change it in the future, I didn't see 

18 that to have any bearing on what we're doing today 

19 or what we will do in the future. 

20 Q. Okay. Well, let me ask a couple of 

21 questions about that. If I get to the point where 

22 it's just legal and is not your bailiwick, we can 
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1 stop. 

2 First, for the record, do you understand 

3 what the acronym TELRIC, T-E-L-R-I-C, stands for? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. And what is that? 

6 A. Total element long-run incremental cost, I 

7 think. 

8 Q. Good job. 

9 And would you agree with me that TELRIC is 

10 a costing -- a methodology for developing costs that 

11 the FCC created in connection with implementing 

12 the '96 act? 

13 A. It's a costing methodology. I believe 

14 there is a lot of history with it, so as far as how 

15 it was created or, you know, where it carne from, I 

16 just know that it's a costing methodology, and it's 

17 not really something that, in my mind, drives how 

18 the operational folks design Verizon's network. 

19 Q. Okay. And do you understand how the TELRIC 

20 methodology works at any level, high level, low 

21 level, detailed level? 

22 A. Other than just reading some of Mr. Gates' 
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1 testimony -- I don't know if that is correct or not, 

2 but, you know, I've heard forward-looking -- and, 

3 again, costing is not my --my strong suit or -- I'm 

4 not the subject matter expert on costing. 

5 Q. You're not a cost guy; you're not a TELRIC 

6 expert? 

7 A. No . 

8 Q. Okay. Now, I'm doing this from-- roughly 

9 from memory, but do you recall, in the testimony 

10 that you're responding to, Mr. Gates' testimony, his 

11 summary of the TELRIC methodology is saying that the 

12 cost of an interconnection arrangement should be 

13 based on a configuration that an efficient ILEC 

14 would deploy using the best currently available 

15 technology? Do you remember that notion? 

16 A. I remember that, and I can't really say if 

17 that's accurate or not accurate. 

18 Q. Okay. Well, I will ask you to assume that 

19 anything Mr. Gates about TELRIC is completely 

20 accurate. 

21 Obviously, you may challenge that in some 

22 way, but assuming that what Mr. Gates says about 
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1 TELRIC is accurate, would you agree with me that the 

2 TELRIC standard would determine costs not on the 

3 basis of an ILEC's network as it exists, but on the 

4 basis of the technology that an efficient ILEC would 

5 deploy going forward? 

6 MR. HAGA: And I'll object to the form of 

7 that question, both to the assuming that Mr. Gates 

8 is right about everything --

9 MR. SAVAGE: Well, he can challenge that 

10 assumption later --

11 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

12 Q. But assuming he's right, isn't that what 

13 the TELRIC standard says? 

14 MR. RAGA: And also to the extent that this 

15 is gett ing beyond Mr. D'Amico's ability as a fact 

16 witness to testify about TELRIC, given what he has 

17 already said about his -- his limited understanding 

18 of the order and how it applies. 

19 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. So we can stipulate 

20 that Mr. D'Amico is not a TELRIC costing expert and 

21 has not applied the TELRIC standard in trying to 

22 determine his testimony. Can we stipulate to that? 
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1 MR. HAGA: I think we can stipulate that he 

2 is not a TELRIC expert. I think, as Mr. D'Amico 

3 said, he had this one sentence in here based on sort 

4 of his lay understanding of an FCC order that 

5 Mr. Gates had cited saying I think this is talking 

6 about two different things. But that's obviously 

7 his lay understanding and, as he said, he's not a 

8 cost guy. 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

BY MR. SAVAGE: 

Do you have an understanding of what the 

12 transport -- that when you have two networks who are 

13 inter connected and exchanging traffic, do you 

14 understand generally that, under the reciprocal 

15 compensation regime, the parties are supposed to pay 

16 each other for transport and terminat ion of t hat 

17 traffic? 

18 A. I've seen that term, and I know that 

1 9 Verizon pays Bright House and Bright House pays 

20 Veri zon for the exchange of local traffic. 

21 Q. Okay. But you don't have any speci fic 

22 understanding or expertise about precisely what 
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1 individual network functions are embraced within 

2 transport and what individual network functions are 

3 embraced within termination? 

4 A. Again, that is probably more of an --

5 either a costing or, you know, a legal aspect. I 

6 know there's different rates in different states, 

7 and then there is -- you know, there is this 0007 

8 situation with what is loosely referred to as rate 

9 plan B. But, you know, as far as all the aspects of 

10 the ISP order and all that, I wouldn't say that I'm 

11 that well versed in it. 

12 Q. And putting aside all that ISP order stuff 

13 which, fortunately, Bright House has nothing to do 

14 with, the specific question I asked -- I think I may 

15 have heard an answer, but I'm not sure -- is, you 

16 don't have any testimony or even expertise in the 

17 question of what specific network functions are 

18 covered by the notion of transport and what specific 

19 network functions are covered by the notion of 

20 termination? 

21 A. Correct. The issue 32, again, was dealing, 

22 in my mind, with, how I characterized it before, the 
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1 fiber versus copper and the interface into -- you 

2 know, the port into the Verizon switches. 

3 Q. Okay. And then the -- just picking up 

4 briefly on that last point, the fiber versus copper, 

5 is it fair to say that what Ve~izon•s position is 

6 with respect to that is that when a new physical 

7 interconnection is being set up between Bright House 

8 and Verizon, rather than have the contract 

9 specifically give one party or the other control as 

10 to the physical facilities, we should just basically 

11 leave it to the network guys to work out by mutual 

12 agreement? 

13 A. I would say that's a fair summary of it. 

14 Q. Okay. And as a general matter, to the 

15 extent that Verizon, at some particular central 

16 office, wire center, whatever, some building, has 

17 the capability to accept a fiber interconnection by 

18 virtue of having fiber there or having the 

19 fiber-optic terminals there, Verizon doesn't have 

20 any general objection to interconnecting using fiber 

21 rather than copper, assuming you have the facilities 

22 available? 
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1 A. That would be my high-level understanding 

2 other than -- you know, keeping in mind that, you 

3 know, the operations folks would be -- you know, 

4 would look at all the aspects of it. 

5 Q. Okay. 

6 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. That's all I have. 

7 Thank you. 

8 I guess -- before you would do any 

9 redirect -- Tmisha, does staff have any questions 

10 for this witness? 

11 MS. BROOKS: Yes. Staff has one question. 

12 EXAMINATION 

13 BY MS. BROOKS: 

14 Q. Staff's question is, in your response, 

15 Mr. D'Amico, to staff interrogatory 15(b), which is 

16 on page 12 -- do you have that with you? 

17 A. I do. 

18 Q. Let me know when you have found it. 

19 A. Okay. I'm there. 

20 Q. Okay. You state that multiplexing is not a 

21 part of the transport function, correct? 

22 A. Just one second. I'm reading the entire 
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1 response here. 

2 Q. Okay. 

3 MR. SAVAGE: While he's reading, do you 

4 have a copy of that handy? I didn't ask about it, 

5 but I don't have a copy in front of me. 

6 Is yours marked or --

7 MR. HAGA: No, I don't think it's --

8 MR. SAVAGE: I will only look at that page. 

9 I just want to see precisely what the ... 

10 THE WITNESS: Okay. I've read it. 

11 BY MS. BROOKS: 

12 Q. My question was, you do state in that 

13 response that multiplexing is not a part of the 

14 transport function, correct? 

15 A. Correct. 

16 Q. Okay. Is it also the case that Verizon 

17 does not consider demultiplexing part of the 

18 transport function under the current interconnection 

19 agreement? 

20 A. I think this response is dealing with the 

21 arrangement that Verizon and Bright House currently 

22 has which -- part of that is that we've worked out, 
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1 through the settlement, the multiplexing issue, I 

2 guess, as far as how that is compensated. And to 

3 the extent that, you know, that were to change, as I 

4 end [sic] it, as a yet unspecified interconnection 

5 arrangement, I really wasn't able to determine at 

6 this time. 

7 But multiplexing -- you know, dedicated he 

8 multiplexing, to me, is going from a DS3, or 

9 whatever arrangement comes into Verizon, ultimately 

10 needs to get multiplexed down, if you will, to a DS1 

11 so that it can interconnect with Verizon switches. 

12 So I'm not sure if I've answered your 

13 question or if I need to if you need to kind of 

14 ask it in a different way or ... 

15 Q. Well, I mean, generally we just wanted to 

16 know if you thought that demultiplexing was a part 

17 of the transport function. 

18 MR. HAGA: This is David Haga. Just to 

19 clarify, are you saying that the answer refers to 

20 multiplexing and you're just asking if it's also 

21 demul tiplexing? 

22 MS. BROOKS: Yes. 
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1 MR. HAGA: Okay. 

2 THE WITNESS: Yeah, I would -- I kind of 

3 use those, in my mind, terms interchangeably, 

4 whether it's multiplexing up or down. 

5 BY MS. BROOKS: 

6 Q. Okay. And because multiplexing is not a 

7 part of the transport function, you would say that 

8 demu1tiplexing is also not a part of the transport 

9 function? 

10 A. Correct. I would consider them -- in 

11 this -- in the way that I've responded to this 

12 particular question, I would say multiplexing and 

13 demultiplexing, in my mind, is a multiplexing 

14 function, whether it's up or down. 

15 Q. Okay. And do you consider them a part of 

16 the transport function or you do not consider them a 

17 part of the transport function? 

18 A. I do not, in respect to the arrangement 

19 between Verizon and Bright House. 

20 Q. Okay. My next question -- I'm sorry. I 

21 have two questions. Are multiplexing and 

22 demultiplexing functions tariffed functions? 
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1 A. Well, the multiplexer is a tariffed -- is a 

2 tariffed piece of equipment. 

3 So, in other words, there is something 

4 called a 3-to-1 multiplexer, and so it would come in 

5 as a DS3, and then it would go out as 28 DS1s. So 

6 that would be, in my mind, a multiplexer. 

7 Now, whether it's multiplexing or 

8 dernul tiplexing, I would just say it's multiplexing. 

9 There could also be, you know, a lower 

10 level of multiplexing from a DSl to DSOs, but I 

11 don't think that really applies for this particular 

12 issue. 

13 So, I mean, in our tariffs it's referred to 

14 as a -- I believe a DS1 to -- I'm sorry, a 

15 DS3-to-DS1 multiplexer. 

16 Q. Okay. So to the best o f your 

17 understanding, multiplexing is a tariffed function? 

18 A. Yes. 

19 Q. Okay. And can you identify where in which 

20 of Verizon's tariffs this function is listed? 

2 1 A. Not offhand. I mean, again, it's -- it's 

22 in Verizon's tariffs. Generically, multiplexing is 
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1 also a -- a function, if you will. 

2 I mean, again, it's taking a DS3 and rnuxing 

3 it down, multiplexing it down, into 28 DSls. 

4 MS. BROOKS: Can you have the wi t ness, 

5 David, get back to us about what tariff the 

6 multiplexing or the demultiplexing, multiplexing 

7 functions are listed? 

8 MR. RAGA: Absolutely. We will get that to 

9 you. 

10 MS. BROOKS: Thanks. That's it for staff. 

11 MR. SAVAGE: And if you could serve Bright 

12 House as well, so we know where it is as well, 

13 although I expect we already know. 

14 MS. BROOKS: Are we going to identify that 

15 as a late-filed deposition exhibit? 

16 MR. RAGA: The tariff itself? 

17 MS. BROOKS: Yes. 

18 MR. HAGA: Yeah, we can do it that way. 

19 MS. BROOKS: Okay. Thanks, David. 

20 MR. RAGA: Sure. 

21 MR. SAVAGE: I think the tariff in which it 

22 is embodied is pretty massive document. And I'm 

M. A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



87 

1 happy to -- I mean, we can either dump that into the 

2 record or identify that parts of it. 

3 MS. BROOKS: If you could just identify the 

4 part and give us that section, that would be fine. 

5 MR. HAGA: Okay. We will do that . 

6 MS. BROOKS: Thanks, David. 

7 MR. HAGA: And was that it for staff 

8 questions? 

9 MS. BROOKS: That's it. 

10 EXAMINATION 

11 BY MR. HAGA: 

12 Q. I had just a couple of follow-up questions. 

13 For this first one let's talk about 

14 issue 28, Mr. D'Amico, and if you could pull out 

15 your direct testimony, which is Deposition 

16 Exhibit 1, and turn to page 6, if you could. 

17 A . Okay. 

18 Q. And do you see there the question, What 

19 types of traffic does Verizon propose to exchange 

20 over fiber meets? And then your answer is listed 

21 there -- and this is from lines 1 to 11 on page 6. 

22 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. And is it your understanding that these are 

2 the types of traffic that Verizon has agreed to 

3 allow over the fiber meet? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. And in putting together this list of 

6 different kinds of traffic, was Verizon attempting 

7 to be inclusive or exclusive? 

8 A. Inclusive. 

9 Q. And what was -- well, let me ask it this 

10 way. Was Verizon attempting to capture all of the 

11 traffic that is currently exchanged today? 

12 A. Yes. 

13 Q. And are you aware of any kind of traffic 

14 that Bright House currently proposes to exchange 

15 over a fiber meet that is not included here? 

16 A. No, I'm not. 

17 Q. Okay. If we could turn to issue 32, then. 

18 And, Mr. D'Amico, you will recall that this is the 

19 issue about trunking at DS3 level or above, right? 

20 A. Yes. 

21 Q. There has been some ·discussion today and in 

22 Mr. Gates' testimony about whether this is an 
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1 efficient network arrangement for Verizon to accept 

2 traffic at the DS1 level. 

3 Is there anything inefficient about 

4 accepting traffic at the DS1 level? 

5 A. Not that I'm aware of. I've tried to 

6 outline, you know, why it's efficient and also tried 

7 to respond to some of Mr. Gates' characterizations, 

8 I guess, regarding why it's inefficient. 

9 Q. Is transmission at the DS1 level slower 

10 than transmission at the DS3 level? 

11 A. No. It's really a capacity thing. And 

12 that was another thing t hat just kind of confused 

13 me. 

14 In the way that I -- I look at that is if 

15 you have four people, two Verizon end users and two 

16 Bright House end users, and one happens to, you 

1 7 know, call - - one set c alls each other over a DS1 

18 trunk and the other has it over a DS3, that phone 

19 both phones -- I mean, Mr. Gates implies that it's 

20 kind of a race, and the one person is going to dial 

21 the phone and pick up, and the other one is going 

22 to -- da-da-da-da -- and eventually their phone is 
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1 going to ring, and then, when they are talking, he 

2 even maybe implies that somehow that that will be 

3 slower conversations or something. 

4 So -- it just didn't make sense to me. So, 

5 I mean, it's really a capacity thing; it's not a 

6 speed thing. 

7 Q. So those two phones calls would get there 

8 at the same time, whether it's DS1 or DS3? 

9 A. Right. All the specs would be the same 

10 and you know. 

11 Q. There has also been some reference to the 

12 fact that DS1 was developed some number of years 

13 ago, and I guess there's the implication that that 

14 is an old technology. 

15 Is equipment available at t he DS1 level in 

16 the marketplace today? 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. And is that what Verizon is us i ng for 

19 itself in Florida? In other words, is Verizon doing 

20 things at the DSl level today in Florida? 

21 A. Yes. 

22 Q. And is that what Verizon is doing for other 
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1 carriers? In other words, is Verizon doing things 

2 at the DS1 level for other carriers in Florida 

3 today? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. Mr. Savage asked you about inbound traffic 

6 coming from Bright House to Verizon and being 

7 multiplexed or demultiplexed down to the DS1 level. 

8 Do you recall that discussion? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. And he referred to some equipment that that 

11 traffic goes through. And I know there was some 

12 discussion about owned or leased or whatever the 

13 proper terminology was for t hat equipment there. 

14 And I take it you're not terribly familiar with the 

15 legal distinctions between owned and leased; is that 

16 fair? 

17 A. Correct. 

18 Q. But that equipment there, this is the 

19 equipment that would demultiplex a signal down to 

20 the DS1 level; is that right? 

21 A. Yes, but again, I don't know that I like 

22 the term "demultiplexed." To me, I would just say 
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1 it is multiplexed to a DS3 to a DS1, you know, 

2 because it's not a multiplexed and demul tiplexed, in 

3 my mind; it's multiplexing. 

4 Q. That's fair. I appreciate that. 

5 But that piece of equipment, why is it 

6 there? 

7 A. It's there -- it's a dedicated piece of 

8 equipment that is there to -- you know, it's 

9 dedicated to Bright House so that they can send or 

10 terminate trunks into Verizon's switches at a DSl 

11 level. 

12 I guess I -- to the extent that Bright 

13 House wanted to use their own multiplexer in, say, a 

14 collocation arrangement, you know, they could do 

15 that and they wouldn't need to -- to get something 

16 from Verizon. But in, I guess, this example, it's 

17 there because Bright House needs it in order to get 

18 down to a DSl level to get into our switches. 

19 Q. And let me make sure I understand that. So 

20 Verizon's switches accept the input, if you will, at 

21 a DS1 level? 

22 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. And so something has to happen for Bright 

2 House's traffic that is not at a DS1 level to be 

3 converted to a DS1 level so that it can be received 

4 by Verizon's switches? 

5 A. Correct. 

6 Q. And that equipment is there in order to 

7 accomplish that function? 

8 A. Yes. 

9 Q. And if Bright House delivered at a DSl 

10 level, that equipment would not be provided by 

11 Verizon? 

12 A. Correct. 

13 Q. Let me ask you more broadly about issue 32, 

14 and Mr. Savage made reference to a settlement 

15 agreement. Do you recall that? 

16 A. Yes. 

17 Q. And I understand that you're not 

18 intricately versed in the details of the settlement 

19 agreement, but do you have an understanding, 

20 generally speaking, of what the settlement agreement 

21 covers? 

22 A. It covers the existing arrangements, both 
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1 currently as well as, it's my understanding that, 

2 under the new agreement, that, you know, as long as 

3 things stay materially the same, that it would also 

4 cover it on a going-forward basis as well. 

5 Q. Okay. And do you understand whether Bright 

6 House has put forward any proposals to do something 

7 different other than those current arrangements that 

8 are covered by the settlement agreement? 

9 A. I'm not aware of any proposals. 

10 MR. HAGA: Okay. Thank you. I have 

11 nothing further. 

12 MR. SAVAGE: I have nothing further. 

13 (Reading and signature not waived.) 

14 {Whereupon, the proceedings at 12:04 p.m. 

15 were concluded.) 

16 

17 

18 
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1 COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, to wit: 

2 I, Mario A. Rodriguez, CMRS, CCR, before 

3 whom the foregoing deposition was taken, do hereby 

4 certify that the within-named witness personally 

5 appeared before me at the time and place herein set 

6 out, and after having been duly sworn by me, 

7 according to law, was examined by counsel. 

8 I further certify that the examination was 

9 recorded stenographically by me and this transcript 

10 is a true record of the proceedings. 

11 I further certify that I am not of counsel 

12 to any party, nor an employee of counsel, nor 

13 related to any party, nor in any way interested in 

14 the outcome of this action. 

15 As witness my hand and notarial seal this 

16 day of ' 2010. -----------------
17 

18 

19 

20 MARIO A. RODRIGUEZ, Notary Public 

21 Certified Court Reporter No. 0315162 

22 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 4/30/2014 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF DEPONENT 

2 I hereby certify that I have read and 

3 examined the foregoing transcript, and the same is a 

4 true and accurate record of the testimony given by 

5 me. 

6 Any additions or corrections that I feel are 

7 necessary, I will attach on a separate sheet of 

8 paper to the original transcript. 

9 

10 

11 PETER J. D'AMICO 

12 I hereby certify that the individual 

13 representing himself/herself to be the above-named 

14 individual, appeared before me this 

15 day of , 2010, and ---------------
16 executed the above certificate in my presence. 

17 

18 

19 NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

20 

21 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 

22 
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1 WITNESS: PETER J. D'AMICO 

2 DATE: APRIL 27, 2010 

3 CASE: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 

4 conditions of an interconnection agreement 

5 with Verizon Florida, LLC, by Bright House 

6 Networks Information Services, (Florida}, LLC 

7 

8 Please note any errors and the corrections thereof 

9 on this errata sheet. Do not write on the 

10 transcript. The Rules require a reason for any 

11 change or correction. It may be general, such as 

12 "To correct stenographic error," or "To clarify the 

13 record," or "To conform with the fac t s." 
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8 Arlington, V_irginia 22201 

9 (703) 351-3065 - voice 

10 (703) 351-3655 - facsimile 

11 

12 DULANEY L. O'ROARK, III (via telephone) 

13 Vice President & General Counsel 

14 Southeast Region - Legal Department 

15 Six Concourse Parkway, N.E. 

16 Suite 800 

17 Atlanta, Georgia 30328 

18 {770) 284-3620 - voice 

19 

2 0 

21 

22 (Appeara nces cont inued on the next page.) 
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1 APPEARANCES (continued): 

2 

3 ON BEHALF OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION: 

4 TIMISHA BROOKS, ESQUIRE (via telephone) 

5 Florida Public Service Commission 

6 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

7 Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

8 tbrooks@psc.state.fl.us 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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1 I N D E X 

2 DEPOSITION OF WILLIAM MUNSELL 

3 APRIL 29, 2010 

4 

5 EXAMINATION BY: PAGE 

6 Mr. Savage 7' 262 

7 Ms. Brooks 246 

8 Mr. Haga 247 

9 

10 MUNSELL DEPOSITION EXHIBITS: PAGE MARKED 

11 Nos. 1 and 2 9 

12 No. 3 57 

13 No. 4 69 

14 No. 5 82 

15 No. 6 111 

16 No. 7 143 

17 No. 8 161 

18 No. 9 184 

19 No. 10 202 

20 No. 11 216 

21 

22 (Exhibits continued on the next page. ) 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP PLATT & DAWSON 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 



6 

1 MUNSELL DEPOSITION EXHIBITS: PAGE MARKED 

2 No. 12 224 

3 No. 13 226 

4 No. 14 230 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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1 P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

2 

3 Whereupon --

4 WILLIAM MUNSELL, 

5 a witness, called for examination, having been first 

6 duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

7 EXAMINATION 

8 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

9 Q. Good morning, Mr. Munsell. 

10 A. Good morning. 

11 Q. My name is Chris Savage. I represent 

12 Bright House Networks Information Services 

13 (Florida), LLC in this matter. We are the 

14 petitioner. 

15 I assume you have had your deposition taken 

16 before. 

17 A. I have. 

18 Q. Just for the record, as you know, you are 

19 under oath. I'll be asking you questions. You give 

20 your answers. The reporter records them. 

21 Ground rules. Obviously -- it's quite 

22 possible that I will ask a question that is either 
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1 incoherent or ununderstandable for some reason. If 

2 you don't understand the question that I ask, don't 

3 answer it. Just tell me to try again. 

4 A. I will. 

5 Q. Also, because there are a lot of issues in 

6 the case, and some have been settled and some 

7 haven't, I may well ask you a question that you 

8 understand but you don't know the answer to. If you 

9 don't know, just say, I don't know, and we'll move 

10 on to something else. Do you understand that? 

11 A. I do understand that. 

12 Q. Excellent. And, with that, I guess we can 

13 just get started. 

14 First, let me talk about your background. 

15 There are two exhibits that we want to start with 

16 that I don't know if I have a copy for the reporter 

17 right now. But it would be your direct testimony 

18 and your rebuttal testimony, and let's call those 1 

19 and 2. Are you with me so far? 

20 MR. SAVAGE: And, Mr. Reporter, do you have 

21 copies of 1 and 2 now, or can we get those later? 

22 THE REPORTER: We can get it later. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

2 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2 

3 were marked for identification.) 

4 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

5 Q. All right. Well, taking a look at Number 

6 1 

7 MR. HAGA: And 1 is the direct? 

8 MR. SAVAGE: 1 is the direct testimony, 

9 sorry. 

10 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

11 Q. Your direct testimony filed March 26th. On 

12 page 1 and 2 I want to talk about your backgro und a 

13 little bit and see what we are dealing with. 

14 A. Very good. 

15 Q. You started with GTE in 198 2? 

16 A. I d id . 

17 Q. You're an old-timer, like me. 

18 A. Yeah. 

19 Q. All right. 

2 0 A. If I didn' t have a 16-year-old, who wo uld 

21 know. 

22 Q. That's right. Yeah, mine a re 18. 
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1 But I want to ask you about a few 

2 proceedings from the deep dark past and see if you 

3 have any awareness of them, just to get a sense of 

4 the depth and nature of your experience. 

5 Are you familiar with a proceeding that was 

6 known at the time as Computer Inquiry II or the 

7 second computer inquiry? Did you have anything to 

8 do with that? 

9 A. I believe that predated my employment by, 

10 oh, a year or two or three. 

11 Q. But in the course of your employment you've 

12 had an opportunity to understand a bit about what 

13 the FCC did in Computer II? Or is that not even in 

14 your --

15 A. Boy, that is outside my --

16 Q. Okay. That's fine. How about the creation 

17 of access tariffs that mainly happened in 1983 going 

18 into 1984? 

19 A. I was involved to the extent that the 

20 access tariffs required a forecast of units in order 

21 to arrive at a price per unit of an access element . 

22 Q. And so if I just get that -- if -- somebody 
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1 else might determine that the total cost of doing 

2 something would be a million dollars. You would 

3 then say, well, that total cost of a million dollars 

4 is going to be spread over, we predict, a million 

5 units, so we should price it at a dollar a unit? 

6 A. Exactly. 

7 Q. Okay. And then were you familiar at all 

8 with what happened in, let's say, the '85/'86 time 

9 frame surrounding the deregulation of inside wire? 

10 Was that any part of your responsibility? 

11 A. It was not. 

12 Q. Okay. How about the institution of price 

13 cap regulation for local exchange carrie rs in the 

14 '89/'90/'91 time frame? 

15 A. I was never involved in the institution of 

16 price cap r egulation. I understood a bit about how 

17 it affected the ability to change prices of an 

18 access element afte r it was instituted. 

19 Q. So once it was in place, the mechanics of 

20 it became part of your job, to figure out how to 

21 change the rates or what could happe n? 

22 A. What could happen, not necessarily the 
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1 mechanics of it, which are always muddy. 

2 Q. Arcane, yeah. 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. You don't remember the Z factor? 

5 A. No. 

6 Q. All right. 

7 A. Other people did that. 

8 Q. Okay. Well, that's good. You lucked out. 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. During -- let's just call it the pre-96 act 

11 era, did you ever have an opportunity to testify in 

12 what I would call a traditional rate case? 

13 A. No. 

14 Q. Okay. And in your -- you indicate on 

15 page 2 that you've testified in approximately 40 

16 proceedings. Does your vast experience 

17 testifying have you ever testified actually in a 

18 court case before a jury, or has it only been 

19 regulatory proceedings? 

20 A. Never before a jury, but I have testified 

21 before a judge. 

22 Q. Okay. And was that in relation to anything 
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1 having to do with your work for GTE or Verizon on 

2 the telecom side, or was that just unrelated? 

3 A. On the telecom side, my work for Verizon. 

4 Q. Oh, okay. What was that case about, just 

5 in a nutshell? 

6 A. In a nutshell, it had to do with a 

7 third party seeking payment from another 

8 third party. Verizon was a switching provider and 

9 was subpoenaed as a witness. 

10 Q. Oh, okay. 

11 A. Verizon was subpoenaed to provide a 

12 witness, and they named me. 

13 Q. Lucky you. So that wasn't a case in which 

14 Verizon was particularly advancing any regulatory 

15 position on any particular matter; you just needed 

16 to provide evidence to the Court? 

17 A. Correct. 

18 Q. Okay. Now, with respect to these 40 

19 proceedings I'm not meaning to put you on the 

20 spot, and I don't necessarily want to go into 

21 details, but would it be fair to say that in some of 

22 those proceedings from time to time some commissions 
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1 have ruled against Verizon's positions on something? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. Has a commission ever ruled against 

4 Verizon's position on something where you had 

5 presented Verizon's testimony? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. Now, when that happens, is it your sense 

8 that the commission got it right and you just needed 

9 to understand things better, or is it your sense 

10 that the commission has made a mistake? 

11 A. Both. 

12 Q. Sometimes, when a commission rules against 

13 you, you or the company comes to recognize that 

14 maybe you need to change your position, but 

15 sometimes the commission just gets things wrong; is 

16 that fair? 

17 A. I would say, more precisely, that when the 

18 commission would rule against us, there could be a 

19 view that there are two possible correct answers; 

20 they chose one that was different than ours. 

21 Q. Well, picking up on that, I guess what 

22 you're saying -- and I'll put sort of a --maybe a 
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1 legal term that there are some issues out there 

2 where the commission has a range of discretion as to 

3 what it can do. It could do one thing, it could do 

4 another thing, maybe even a third thing. Different 

5 parties may want different answers, but none of them 

6 a wrong; is that a fair way to put it? 

7 A. Yeah, and I'll perhaps branch out and give 

8 you an example of some of my testimony. 

9 In '95, '96, '97 I testified to intraLATA 

10 equal access, or introduction of that into the 

11 network, and the cost recovery of that. 

12 There was a dispute about what units we 

13 ought to apply that cost recovery over. Was it just 

14 intraLATA minutes or it would it be intrastate 

15 minutes? Our position was that it should all be 

16 intrastate. The IXC's position was that it should 

17 be just intraLATA. 

18 Some commissions went to the intraLATA; 

19 some commissions went for the intrastate; some 

20 commissions went to both. No, I shouldn't say both, 

21 because that would be intrastate. But -- it's been 

22 a few years. 
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1 Q. But that's an example of something where we 

2 say reasonable minds could differ about the right 

3 answer and --

4 A. Correct. 

5 Q. Okay. All right. Well, looking again at 

6 page 2, on lines 8 and 9, you say, "I am very 

7 familiar with and fully understand the Verizon 

8 Company's positions on matters that involve 

9 interconnection with the networks at CLECs." 

10 Do you see that testimony? 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. And that familiarity is based on surviving 

13 40 proceedings and advising companies and all of 

14 that stuff? 

15 A. And doing primarily this type of stuff 

16 since '96. 

17 Q. I hope they pay you well. 

18 A. Well, my job responsibilities t oday are 

19 primarily working on and resolving billing disputes 

20 under existing agreements with CLECs. 

21 Q. Okay. 

22 A. And I would say we are successful do i ng 
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1 that without litigation nine times out of t en, maybe 

2 eight times out of ten. I mean, so that's -- my 

3 normal day-to-day job is to do that . 

4 Q. Okay. When you say you're very familiar 

5 with and fully understand the Verizon Company's 

6 positions, let me explore that just a little bit. 

7 Would you agree with me that in order to 

8 fully understand the Verizon Company's positions, 

9 even though I recognize you're not a l awyer, and I'm 

10 not suggesting you're trying to infringe on the 

11 monopoly that David and I have on that -- i s it fair 

12 to say that in order to do your job, you have to 

13 have a fairly good at least laymen's understanding 

14 of what the Telecommunications Act requires of I LECs 

15 and CLECs? 

16 A. I certainly have reviewed those 

17 requirements. To the extent that interpreti ng 

18 and -- I shouldn't say to the extent. In 

19 interpreting any of those requirements, I i nterface 

20 quite frequently with Verizon attorneys. 

21 Q. I'm sure they appreciate that. Bu t I 

22 guess --
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1 A. Preserving their monopoly, yes. 

2 Q. That's right. That's right. But I guess 

3 my question to you is, in order for you to do your 

4 job and articulate and defend Verizon's positions 

5 granted that you talk to Verizon attorneys -- you 

6 would agree with me that you have to develop your 

7 own understanding of, at least in practical terms, 

8 what the law requires and what the regulations 

9 require; isn't that right? 

10 A. Well, I certainly have to listen to the 

11 attorneys' understanding of those requirements and 

12 do my best to make them my own. And as a 

13 non-lawyer, sometimes using terms that have specific 

14 legal meaning that, unless you are a part of the 

15 monopoly, basically you're not going to get. 

16 Q. So -- and the reason I'm asking -- just, 

17 again, I'm not hiding the ball here. Both in your 

18 direct and your rebuttal you make reference to 

19 the '96 act and you quote the statute and you cite 

20 FCC proceedings and all that. 

21 And is it fair to say that, on the one 

22 hand, if -- if the lawyers get into a spat about 
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1 what precisely those things mean, you would step 

2 back and say, that's a legal question? 

3 A. Correct. 

4 Q. But by the same token, you have an 

5 understanding in your own mind of what they mean, 

6 and you rely on that understanding in your own mind 

7 in presenting your testimony; is that fair? 

8 A. I'm sorry. Can you ask me that again. 

9 Q. Sure . In presenting your testimony that 

10 includes references to and descriptions of the '96 

11 act, FCC rulings, state commission rulings and 

12 similar materials, by including that in your 

13 testimony, is it fair to say that you are presenting 

14 your own understanding of what those materials mean 

15 with the caveat, of course, that the lawyers may 

16 fight about it and tell you they mean something 

17 different at some other time? 

18 A. Clearly, Verizon attorneys have had a hand 

19 in making sure my testimony is accurate legally. 

20 And to the extent that I drafted anything that, in 

21 their opinion, wasn't accurate legally, they 

22 corrected me . 
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1 Q. Right. But the question I'm asking -- and 

2 you may not realize it, but you are giving answers 

3 that could make your life real easy today. But the 

4 question that I'm essentially asking is, do you have 

5 any independent knowledge, understanding or opinion 

6 about what the 1996 act means or requires or what 

7 FCC rulings mean or require of Verizon? 

8 A. As a nonlawyer? 

9 Q. Yes. 

10 A. I do. 

11 Q. Okay. 

12 A. As a -- obviously as a -- from a legal 

13 position, I don't. 

14 Q. Okay. So with that understanding, as we go 

15 forward today, I will be asking you questions about 

16 your testimony as it relates to certain legal 

17 matters and regulatory matters. And I may be 

18 showing you things that are of a legal and 

19 regulatory nature. 

20 Understand that, in all of those instances, 

21 I will be asking you for your lay understanding. 

22 And we can just assume that if there is a special 
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1 secret legal meaning to it, you know, Mr. Haga and 

2 Mr. O'Roark and I will sort all that out -- ans 

3 Ms. Brooks -- will sort all that out as time goes 

4 on, and that's not your issue. But I will ask you 

5 about your lay understanding of those things. 

6 A. Very good. 

7 Q. Okay. And then, last but not least, if I 

8 start asking you questions about those kinds of 

9 things and you feel like I've just pushed beyond 

10 your lay understanding, please tell me. Just say, 

11 look, you're getting beyond what I know; leave that 

12 to the lawyers. 

13 A. I will. 

14 Q. Okay. You're with me so far. Great. 

15 Okay. Well, let's take a stab at something 

16 that I think is relatively straightforward, and that 

17 is issue number 13, which appears in your direct 

18 testimony starting on page 12 and appears in your 

19 r e buttal testimony starting on page 11. And I may 

20 jump back and forth between them. 

21 And just for the record, issue number 13 is 

22 the question of whether there should be -- let's 
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1 call it a contractual statute of limitations of one 

2 year on back-billing and billing disputes. Do you 

3 understand what that issue is about? 

4 A. I believe so. 

5 Q. Okay. What is your understanding, if you 

6 can give us briefly, of Bright House's proposal with 

7 respect to this issue? 

8 A. I believe Bright House proposes that if the 

9 dispute is not brought to the attention of the 

10 let's say if the billed party doesn't bring a 

11 dispute to the billing party within, I believe, one 

12 year of the issuance of the bill, then any rights to 

13 dispute that bill have been waived. 

14 Q. And do you understand that we have any 

15 proposal -- we, Bright House, have any proposal with 

16 respect to the right to back-bill? 

17 A. Yes, there is a -- I think-- there's a 

18 back-billing dispute here, too, isn't there? 

19 Q. Right. Just to be clear, I mean, our 

20 proposal is that the one-year cutoff applies both 

21 ways; that you can't dispute a bill more than a year 

22 after you received the bill. You also can't come 
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1 back more than a year after the service was rendered 

2 and say, oh, by the way, a year and a half ago, I 

3 did this; here's the bill. 

4 A. That's right. 

5 Q. Okay. And I take it from your testimony 

6 you think that's a bad idea? 

7 A. Yes. 

8 Q. Why? 

9 A. In my experience, in dealing with billing 

10 disputes, as I've said I primarily do, it is not 

11 uncommon to find back-bills. And at least in my 

12 experience, I find that Verizon is back-billed for 

13 longer periods of time than Verizon back-bills, 

14 perhaps not with Bright House, but in my experience 

15 with other CLECs. 

16 So certainly the ability to back-bill cuts 

17 both ways. And there are instances where services 

18 that could have been billed timely aren't billed in 

19 a timely manner, typically within a month of service 

20 being rendered, because all of the facts about the 

21 service aren't known. 

22 Q. As you sit here today, are you aware of any 
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1 instance in the last five years in which Verizon has 

2 back-billed Bright House for services rendered more 

3 than a year prior to the rendering of the service? 

4 A. No. 

5 Q. And sitting here today, are you aware of 

6 any situation in which either Verizon or Bright 

7 House has raised a bill protest to the other one 

8 more than a year after the bill was originally 

9 rendered? 

10 A. No. 

11 Q. So it's fair to say that, based on the 

12 parties' existing experience, just looking at these 

13 two parties, imposing a one-year cutoff wouldn't 

14 work any hardship on either party? 

15 MR. HAGA: Objection to the form. 

16 THE WITNESS: Looking at these two parties 

17 and in our history that we --both of us observed, 

18 and not discounting the fact that even though, in 

19 the last year, let's say, we haven't had a back-bill 

20 for longer than a year, doesn't mean that something 

21 could have been provided and not billed in that 

22 period by either party and subject to back-billing 
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1 greater than a year under the previous agreement --

2 so not discounting that there isn't something there, 

3 there has -- to my knowledge, there has been nothing 

4 in our relationship greater than a year. 

5 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

6 Q. Okay. Now, to the best of your knowledge, 

7 does Bright House buy any services from Verizon for 

8 resale? 

9 A. No. 

10 Q. And to the best of your knowl edge, does 

11 Bright House buy any unbundled network elements from 

12 Verizon? 

13 A. I don't believe so. 

14 Q. And would you agree with me that the main 

15 billings that go back and forth between Verizon and 

16 Bright House -- well, I'm going to give you a list 

17 of things, and I would like you to tell me whether, 

18 to your understanding, that list of things pretty 

19 much encompasses the billings that go back and forth 

20 between Verizon and Bright House. 

21 Number 1, we send traffic to each other and 

22 bill each other reciprocal compensation or access, 
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1 as the case may be. 

2 Number 2, Verizon provides directory 

3 listings for the ultimate residence folks who buy 

4 the VoiP service that we supply the connectivity 

5 for. 

6 Number 3, we buy a bunch of facilities from 

7 you in connection with providing access to 

8 third-party long distance carriers. 

9 Number 4, we pay you for collocation space 

10 in three different locations. 

11 Would you agree with me that those four 

12 things combined represent the overwhelming majority 

13 of the bills that go back and forth between our 

14 companies? 

15 A. I can't say I've ever looked at a 

16 comprehensive list of invoices that Verizon issues 

17 to Bright House, or Bright House issues to 

18 Verizon 

19 Q. Okay. 

20 A. to be able to form an opinion of whether 

21 that's true or not. 

22 Q. Okay. Now, take a look, if you could, on 
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1 page 13 of your direct. Do you have that in front 

2 of you? 

3 A. I do. 

Q. Okay. Looking at lines 9 through 10, you 

5 say, "Proper billing is one of the more difficult 

6 challenges in telecommunications." 

7 And since you spend your life dealing with 

8 billing disputes, I expect you to be able to answer 

9 my next question, which is, why? Why do you think 

10 that's true? 

11 A. Because it's very difficult today to 

12 correctly -- and it depends on where the billing 

13 records are created. I deal mainly with usage 

14 disputes. 

15 Q. Okay. 

16 A. You know, the recip camp, the access -- and 

17 it's very difficult to determine who to bill and 

18 what jurisdiction to bill. 

19 Q. And when you say what jurisdiction, by that 

20 you mean whether the rate to apply to a particular 

21 minute of use should be out of the interstate or the 

22 intrastate tariff? 
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1 A. Or whether it's recip comp or whether 

2 perhaps it's Voice over Internet Protocol. 

3 Q. Is it Verizon's position that Voice over 

4 Internet Protocol should be billed at some separate 

5 rate other than access or recip comp, as the case 

6 may be? 

7 A. It's at least Verizon's knowledge that many 

8 entities claim that Voice over Internet is subject 

9 to some different rate regime than the jurisdiction 

10 of the call as determined by the calling and called 

11 number would lead the billing party to believe the 

12 jurisdiction as -- that was a long answer, wasn't 

13 it? 

14 Q. Yeah. Let me unpack that. 

15 Normally, when you get -- when Verizon gets 

16 a call coming into one of its switches, would you 

17 agree with me that the switch will typically 

18 generate a record that at least in the old days we 

19 called an AMA record, an automatic message 

20 accounting record? Recording at the switch. 

21 A. Depending on what trunk group it came in 

22 on, yes. 
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1 Q. Okay. And those AMA records then go 

2 through a magic process, which I think is called 

3 mediation, the result of which is something called a 

4 CDR, or call detail record; is that right? 

5 A. Well, the AMA is a CDR, but the mediation 

6 typically will create -- will standardize the AMA 

7 record, perhaps into an EMI record. 

8 Q. Okay. But this magic data includes, if 

9 everything has gone correctly, a field that 

10 indicates the number where the call originated and 

11 then another field that indicates the number that is 

12 being called; is that right? 

13 A. To the extent that the calling number is 

14 signaled, correct. 

15 Q. Right. And so I mean, again, all these 

16 things let's assume can go wrong in some case, but 

17 in the normal case, the sort of basic case, you'll 

18 have a calling number and a called number. And if I 

19 understood your earlier answer correctly, those are 

20 the two bits of data that the billing system uses to 

21 decide how to bill that call? 

22 A. What jurisdiction to assign to that call. 
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1 Q. Right. So that if a call has an 

2 originating number of 703-351, which I think is the 

3 exchange here in Arlington, Virginia, and a 

4 terminating number of, you know, 206-757, which is 

5 my firm's office in Seattle, the billing system will 

6 look at that and say, 703 on the one end, 206 on the 

7 other end, that's an interstate call? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. Okay. On the other hand, if it goes from 

10 703-351 here in Arlington, Virginia, to 202-973, my 

11 office across the river in D.C., that will be 

12 programmed well enough to know, you know, that's an 

13 interstate call, but for these purposes, locally, it 

14 wil l go across the state boundaries? 

15 A. Correct. 

16 Q. Okay. On the other hand, you may have a 

17 call that starts at 703-351 here in Arlington and 

18 goes to 703 somewhere way the heck out in Virginia, 

19 and even though it's still in 703, it will look a t 

20 the 351 and t he whatever the other exchange is 

2 1 and say, that's an intraLATA t oll call. 

22 A. Correct. 
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1 Q. Okay . It takes a lot of work, I imagine, 

2 to keep all these little tables straight to compare 

3 one to the other . 

4 A. No, it doesn't take much work at all 

5 because that data is downloaded from a Telcordia 

6 database. 

7 Q. And which Telcordia database would that be? 

8 What's it called? 

9 A. I think it's called BRDS, B-R-D-8. 

10 Q. Okay. And the theory on that is that as 

11 carriers come along, a new carrier comes into being, 

12 or opens a new exchange, or whatever it may b e, that 

13 gets published to the database and then everyone 

14 downloads it and they know what to do with it? 

15 A. Yeah, though I'm not aware of anybody 

16 coming in and creating a new exchange . The 

17 exchanges are pretty stable now. You may add an NXX 

18 code to an exchange --

19 Q. That's what I meant. 

20 A. But the exchange is stable. 

21 Q. Right. The exchange is the area served by 

2 2 a particular NXX code, more or less? 
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1 A. Or historically an exchange is the area 

2 served by the incumbent LEC of an exchange, and now 

3 you find multiple NXX codes and multiple carriers 

4 serving those NXX codes for that exchange --we'll 

5 call that local competition. 

6 Q. And I will spare you how complicated it 

7 gets when a number has been ported and so, on the 

8 one hand, it looks like it's being dialed to one and 

9 goes actually to something called the local routing 

10 number -- have you had to deal with those kind of 

11 problems? 

12 A. For this purpose, it doesn't change it 

13 since local number portability is not geographic. 

14 Q. Right. Okay. 

15 A. However, to add on, local number 

16 portability does complicate the issue of determining 

17 who to bill. 

18 Q. Yes. And is that handled -- how is that 

19 handled? When someone dials a ported number or a 

20 call comes in from a ported number -- I guess would 

21 be your -- a call comes in from a ported number. 

22 How do you decide who to bill? 
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1 A. It relies on a concept known as the first 

2 point of switching. So the call comes in on a local 

3 interconnection trunk group to our switch. We 

4 create a record that identifies the entity on the 

5 other side of that trunk group as the entity to be 

6 billed. 

7 Q. And then how do you decide whether to bill 

8 that entity a reciprocal compensation rate or, let's 

9 say, an intrastate, intraLATA access rate? 

10 A. Again, that goes back to the BRDS data 

11 which lists these NXX codes by exchange. And, for 

12 Verizon, the local calling areas for the Verizon 

13 retail products are in stable tables, because we use 

14 the same tables for retail billing as wholesale for 

15 that purpose. 

16 Q. Okay. So if I understand you correctly, 

17 given some of these complications, there are 

18 circumstances where you decide who to bill not based 

19 on information contained in the AMA or CDR or EMI or 

20 whatever it is, but rather just on which trunk it 

21 came in on; you know this is a trunk t hat's coming 

22 from XYZ company? 
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1 A. Correct, as long as we are the first point 

2 of switching. 

3 Q. Right. When you say first point of 

4 switching, I mean, if -- if -- if XYZ CLEC has a 

5 customer, and that customer makes a call, the CLEC 

6 will switch it in their switch before they hand it 

7 over to you on a trunk, right? 

8 A. Correct. First point of switching is 

9 always one of those terms that has survived the 

10 access regime as -- the first point of switching on 

11 a terminating access call coming in from an IXC, for 

12 example, is either the tandem the IXC drops the call 

13 to, or the end office that the IXC drops the call 

14 to. 

15 An example of the second point of switching 

16 in that would be the IXC drops a call to a tandem --

17 that would be the first point. ·The end office would 

18 be the second point. 

19 Q. Right. And let me unpack that again, just 

20 so the record is clear. An IXC may send a call from 

21 its network directly to your end office and then on 

22 to the person being called. 
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1 And in that case, you would say the first 

2 point of switching is your end office? 

3 A. Correct. 

4 Q. Right. And when you call it the first 

5 point of switching, you're not meaning to imply that 

6 the IXC didn't switch it all over the place before 

7 it got to you? 

8 A. Or that there was an originating end office 

9 switch that switched it before it got to the IXC, 

10 correct. 

11 Q. Right. So just to be clear, when you say 

12 the first point of switching, what you mean is the 

13 first point of switching within Verizon's network? 

14 A. I think it's typically called within the 

15 LEC network. 

16 Q. Okay. So there will be a trunk that comes 

17 into the first point of switching from somebody. 

18 And you use knowledge that it comes in on that trunk 

19 group to know that that somebody is who you're 

20 supposed to bill? 

21 A. Correct. 

22 Q. Okay. And so you have this pile of records 
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1 that came in on this trunk. You know that XYZ CLEC 

2 is going to get the bill, and then you go through 

3 this comparison of originating and terminating 

4 numbers to figure out what's billed at access, 

5 what's billed at recip camp, et cetera, et cetera? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. Isn't there some parameter in the signaling 

8 data that comes in with a call that would tell you 

9 who the call is coming from? 

10 A. Not on a terminating call. 

11 Q. Okay. 

12 A. There is no signaling of an originating 

13 company number, or OCN, and there is no signaling of 

14 a CIC, or carrier identification code, CIC. 

15 (Discussion off the record.) 

16 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

17 Q. Okay. So with all of this going on on the 

18 billing, how can it be that, to your knowledge, 

19 Verizon and Bright House have never had to back-bill 

20 each other for something more than a year old? Have 

21 we just gotten it right all that time? 

22 A. I can't say that we've gotten it right all 
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1 of the time. I would probably venture an estimate 

2 that it's not that wrong. 

3 Q. There is a --

4 A. The -- there is a tolerance. 

5 Q. Right. If -- do you know what the run rate 

6 of billing each other is for traffic we send each 

7 other between Bright House and Verizon? 

8 A. I remember looking at the traffic, at least 

9 on the direct end office trunk groups, and the local 

10 traffic as well as the intraLATA toll traffic being 

11 relatively balanced on those trunk groups, the 

12 direct end office. And there are quite a few direct 

13 end office trunk groups. 

14 I don't recall, really, whether it's 

15 relatively balanced in total or not, including the 

16 tandem trunks, but I would guess so, given the 

17 balance on the end office. 

18 Q. Okay. And, in fact, would you accept, or 

19 do you know, whether it's true that roughly 

20 95 percent of t he traffic goes between our 

21 networks -- local or intraLATA toll traffi c goes by 

22 a direct trunking and not the tandem? 
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1 A. I don't recall whether that was the 

2 percentage or not, frankly. If that was your 

3 question 

4 Q. Yeah, that was my question, yeah. And is 

5 your -- if you don't recall the exact percentage, 

6 would you agree with me that it's -- a very large 

7 portion of our traffic is direct trunk rather than 

8 through tandems? 

9 A. I expect so, yes. 

10 Q. Now, take a look at page 15 of your direct 

11 testimony. Here you're talking about a reference to 

12 the applicable statute of limitations in Florida. 

13 And here is going to be our first foray into stuff 

14 that I know at the far reaches of it we get into 

15 legal stuff, but here it is in your testimony, so I 

16 want to ask you about it. 

17 Do you have an understanding of what a 

18 statute of limitations is at a high level in 

19 general? 

20 A. At a high level, as a layperson, my 

21 understanding would be that is a statute in state 

22 law that establishes, in this case, a limitation on 
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1 a period of time that can evolve before something is 

2 billed. 

3 Q. And sort of saying that in practical 

4 terms --

5 A. I thought that was. 

6 Q. Well, I'll try again. Would you agree with 

7 me that what a statute of limitation says in the 

8 state law matter is, if you wait too long to bring 

9 some claim, whether it's a billing claim or 

10 whatever, you can't do it if you wait too long, and 

11 the question is, how long is too long? Is that a 

12 fair summary? 

13 A. I suspect there are other cav eats on that 

14 "too long," though I can't say I know that. 

15 Q. I'll spare you a discussion of laches 

16 and 

17 A. Very good, yes. Those are the caveats. I 

18 don't know --

19 Q. I'm not 

20 A. Very good. 

21 Q. I'm really asking this for a high-leve l 

22 discussion -- and, again, I'm not trying to trick 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.rnar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



40 

1 you up with legal stuff. That's David's job, to 

2 keep you safe from that, but 

3 A. Then I would agree. 

4 Q. Okay. Now, help me here for a minute and 

5 go back to page 3 and 4 of your direct. And I'll 

6 ask you some more questions about it later, but at a 

7 high level here, it seems to me that you're saying 

8 is the reason we're doing this and what this 

9 contract is about is to implement this set of 

10 federal legal requirements on you and, I guess, us. 

11 Is that fair? 

12 A. Certainly the legal requirements are on us 

13 to enter into these agreements, yes. 

14 Q. And these legal requirements -- you know, 

15 again, doubtless with the supervision and assistance 

16 of your lawyers, you're citing 47 USC section 

17 whatever -- and just to be clear, that's title 47 of 

18 the United States Code, and not the Florida code, 

19 right? 

20 A. Correct. 

21 Q. Okay. And this may go beyond what you're 

22 doing, but if we're doing this under federal law, 
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1 who cares what the statute of limitations in Florida 

2 is? 

3 MR. HAGA: Object to the form of the 

4 question to the extent you're asking him for a legal 

5 conclusion. 

6 MR. SAVAGE: Well, let me ask him for his 

7 lay understanding. 

8 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

9 Q. Given your understanding that we're 

10 operating in order to deal with your federal 

11 obligations, what does it matter, if you have any 

12 idea -- since you mentioned state law, what does it 

13 matter what state law says? Do you have any 

14 understanding of why it would matter? 

15 MR. HAGA: And I'll assert the same 

16 objection . 

17 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

18 Q. But my question stands. Do you have any 

19 understanding of why it would matter? 

20 A. I do not. 

21 Q. Okay. So if -- but this is in here, as 

22 indicated earlier -- your lawyers approved this 
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1 inclusion in your testimony? 

2 A. Correct. 

3 Q. And so, from that, is it fair to gather 

4 that Verizon~s position is that the laws of a state 

5 can indeed affect what ought to go into an 

6 interconnection agreement? 

7 MR. HAGA: Objection to the form of that 

8 question. 

9 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

10 Q. Do you have any understanding of Verizon's 

11 position with respect to whether state law matters 

12 to what goes into an interconnection agreement? 

13 A. I don't have an opinion. 

14 Q. Okay. So to the extent your testimony 

15 could be read to imply of you as to the relevance or 

16 role of state law in what should go into this 

17 agreement, that would be a mistake because you have 

18 no view on it? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

MR. HAGA: Objection to the form. 

You can answer. 

THE WITNESS: Can you ask me that again? 

BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. You testified a minute ago that you have no 

2 view as to -- let's call it the role of state law in 

3 forming what goes into one of these contracts; is 

4 that right? 

5 A. I don't have a view as to the interaction 

6 of the federal act and the FCC regs and their 

7 interplay with state law. I just don't have -- to 

8 me, that's a legal conclusion or a legal opinion. I 

9 don't know how those interact. 

10 Q. Okay. So two possibilities. 

11 Possibility number 1, it could be, as far as you 

12 know, that state law has nothing to do with it. 

13 Possibility number 2, it could be that these 

14 agreements have to totally conform with everything 

15 in state law as well as federal law. You just have 

16 no idea which of those two is true, or whether it's 

17 something else? 

18 A. And for any particular subject, that would 

19 be accurate. 

20 Q. Okay. Well, then, putting aside the fact 

21 that in this case back in 2003 that you cite here, 

22 that the Florida commission said, we're going to 
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1 stick with the state's statute of limitations, can 

2 you think of any practical reason that having a 

3 one-year cutoff applicable both ways to both parties 

4 would be a problem between Bright House and Verizon? 

5 A. As between Bright House and Verizon and our 

6 prior history to date that is known, no. 

7 As to Verizon and any other CLEC that might 

8 adopt the contract that comes out of this 

9 arbitration, I have seen instances where there are 

10 amounts that are back-billed for greater than a 

11 12-month period. 

12 Q. And just to be clear about what you just 

13 referred to, adopting an agreement, what's your 

14 understanding about how that works for CLECs, 

15 adopting agreements? 

16 A. Once an agreement becomes effective in 

17 Florida between Verizon and another entity, a third 

18 entity can request that they make that contract 

19 their own. 

20 Q. And to that topic, do you have any 

21 understanding about how it is that Bright House got 

22 into its current existing contract with Verizon? 
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1 A. I have looked at it in the past, but it was 

2 the distant past and I can't remember if it's your 

3 own contract or something you adopted. 

4 Q. Okay. Well, I'll -- I'll represent to you 

5 that it's something we adopted in the past, and I'll 

6 get more to that in a minute. 

7 Now, in all of your work for GTE, and then 

8 Verizon, have you ever had to look at or come to any 

9 understanding of the whole idea of a cost of capital 

10 to be used in a business? 

11 A. No. 

12 Q. Okay. Okay. So -- well, let me ask you a 

13 practical question: Would you agree with me that, 

14 other things being equal, if a business can lower 

15 its exposure to risk, that's a good thing, other 

16 things being equal? 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. Okay. And would you agree with me that, as 

19 long as it remains possible for Verizon to protest a 

20 bill that Bright House sent it and that Verizon has 

21 paid us, or alternatively, for Verizon to back-bill 

22 Bright House for services that hadn't previously 
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1 been billed, that each of those two things 

2 contributes to Bright House's risk? 

3 A. I would. 

4 Q. Okay. And, conversely, to the extent that 

5 Bright House has a right to send a bill to Verizon 

6 for services that it rendered in the past but has 

7 never previously billed or, alternatively, to 

8 protest and demand back money that it paid 

9 previously, that that exposes Verizon to risk? 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. So whatever else it would do, would you 

12 agree with me that having a one-year cutoff for back 

13 billing and billing disputes would lower both of our 

14 business risk as compared to having a three-year or 

15 five-year or seven-year, or whatever the statute of 

16 limitations cutoff might be? 

17 A. Well, it certainly lower the risk of the 

18 party being back-billed or protested, but it also, 

19 I'd say, increases the risk of the party that could 

20 be doing the billing or protesting because now their 

21 ability to back-bill or to protest is limited. 

22 So there is going to be -- there is a 
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1 decrease and an increase. 

2 Q. So, basically, it's a wash? 

3 A. I don't know if it's a wash or not, but 

4 it's not all one way. 

5 Q. Okay. And, essentially, whether it's a 

6 wash or not for any given company depends on whether 

7 you're more likely to be back-billing and griping 

8 about bills you already paid, on the one hand, or 

9 more likely instead to be on the receiving end of 

10 those kind of things? 

11 A. I would agree with that. 

12 Q. Okay. Where do you think Verizon falls? 

13 Are you more likely, in your experience, based on 

14 all your work with billing disputes, to be on t he 

15 receiving end of protests and back-bills, or are you 

16 more likely to be back-billing and raising protests 

17 after the fac t ? 

18 A. I've see n b oth, though I'd say it's more 

19 prevalent tha t we're on the receiving end. 

20 Q. On the receiving end of back-bills and 

21 protests? 

22 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. Okay. So in Verizon's case, it would lower 

2 your risk to have a shorter cutoff? 

3 A. In my experience on the disputes that I'm 

4 involved with, I'd say that's a correct statement. 

5 Q. And Bright House, of course, is proposing 

6 the one-year cutoff, so we may be stupid, and it may 

7 be that we are hurting ourselves, but we are 

8 proposing to restrict our ability to impinge upon 

9 you with protests and back-bills, right? 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. So, again, putting aside this adoption 

12 problem, as between the two of us, a one-year cutoff 

13 is probably a pretty good idea, right? 

14 A. At least relative to the services that my 

15 experience is on, which is usage -- and there is a 

16 whole other major category of services that are 

17 billed, and perhaps disputed, being facility 

18 charges as between -- my experience of the usage 

19 and Bright House and Verizon Florida, that's 

20 accurate in the history that I know of. 

21 Q. Okay. Now, shifting from the specific to 

22 the general here, as a general proposition, does 
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1 Verizon, let's say, consider itself constrained to 

2 take certain positions in negotiating with Bright 

3 House not because of anything about Bright House, 

4 but because of this concern that anything you agree 

5 to might be adopted by somebody else? 

6 MR. HAGA: Object to the form of that 

7 question. 

8 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

9 Q. You can answer. 

10 A. The adoption does make the ability in one 

11 of these interconnection agreements to agree to 

12 terms that are so specific between two parties that 

13 make them problematic in the adoption process. 

14 Q. Okay. Take a look at your rebuttal 

15 testimony at page 13 on lines, let's say, 12 through 

16 14. Do you have that? 

17 A. I do. 

18 Q. Okay. And there you say, "Under the ICA 

19 language that the parties have been operating under 

20 for years (that Bright House now seeks to 

21 modify)" -- and focusing on that little 

22 parenthetical, my question is, do you have any 
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1 understanding as to the circumstances t hat led 

2 Bright House and Verizon to be negot iating a new 

3 agreement? 

4 A. I don't believe I do. 

5 Q. Okay. Did you when you put this 

6 testimony together, did you ask anybody, why are we 

7 doing this? Or -- I mean, I think a fair reading of 

8 some of your testimony is -- and tell me if I'm 

9 wrong -- Bright House is doing pretty well under the 

10 existing interconnection agreement, and yet here 

11 they are making all these proposed changes to it. 

12 Is that a fair characterization of some of your 

13 testimony? 

14 A. Well, at least a fair characteri zation is 

15 that, clearly, Bright House has been doing wel l in 

16 the Florida market under the existing 

17 interconnection agreement, and to the extent that 

18 Bright House is claiming that they need these 

19 modifications in order to compete sort of pales when 

20 you compare it t o their marketplace experience. 

21 Q. Well, to address that, l et me use a 

22 possibly -- possibly inflammatory example, but you 
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1 can see. 

2 Suppose that I am running a dry cleaning 

3 shop and I'm doing a pretty good business and, you 

4 know, prospering as a small businessman. Do you 

5 understand that basic concept? 

6 A. I do. 

7 Q. And suppose, hypothetically, you know, two 

8 guys walk in, one small and wearing a nice suit, and 

9 one very large and very mean-looking and carrying a 

10 club, and they say, gosh, you've got a nice business 

11 here; it would be a terrible thing if anything 

12 happened to it, but we can offer you protection for 

13 just a hundred dollars a week. We can guarantee 

14 that your business won't, say, burn down tomorrow. 

15 And the dry cleaning guy says, sounds like 

16 a deal to me, and pays the hundred dollars a week. 

17 Do you understand the scenario I've just 

18 described? 

19 A. Yes. 

20 Q. Now, let's assume that our hypothetical 

21 insurance agents have properly calculated the market 

22 that they are selling into, and realize that they 
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1 can get a hundred dollars a week, and nobody will 

2 complain about them. Are you with me so far? 

3 A. I'm 

4 Q. I'm the dry cleaner and I say, you know, 

5 for a hundred dollars a week, I'll pay it and avoid 

6 the trouble. Do you understand that concept? 

7 A. Yes, I got that part. 

8 Q. Okay. Now, in this scenario, you would 

9 agree with me that a hundred dollars a week that 

10 that dry cleaner ought to have to reinvest in their 

11 business or, you know, pay dividends to their 
. . 

12 shareholders or whatever, are instead going to our 

13 two insurance salesmen? 

14 A. Correct. 

15 Q. Okay. Now, under that scenario, you would 

16 agree with me that the dry cleaner is doing worse 

17 than they should do in the competitive market by 

18 virtue of that hundred dollar a week insurance 

19 payment, correct? 

20 A. Unless his business burned down because he 

21 didn't pay for the insurance and had no insurance. 

22 Absent that, he's doing worse. 
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1 Q. Okay. So you would agree with me, in 

2 principle, that a business can be thriving to all 

3 appearances in the market and yet still have certain 

4 financial drags on its operations that, by rights, 

5 it shouldn't have? 

6 A. I'm not sure I understood "by rights." 

7 Q. Well, let's assume that the -- our 

8 insurance salesmen, in my example, have not received 

9 the proper authorization from the insurance 

10 commissioner to be selling their insurance. 

11 A. It's not State Farm? 

12 Q. It's not State Farm, no. It's just, you 

13 know, insurance. 

14 But you would agree with me that a 

15 business the dry cleaning business can appear to 

16 be thriving and have lots of customers, and yet 

17 still be having to pay that -- "having" in the sense 

18 of being afraid not to -- having to pay that hundred 

19 dollars that they shouldn't have to pay? 

20 A. Yeah. I mean, since the example is 

21 somewhat inflammatory, we've got a shake-down versus 

22 State Farm --
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1 Q. Right. 

2 A. -- because we all -- normally all of us, we 

3 do pay for insurance. 

4 Q. Correct. Correct. 

5 So -- but, in concept, suppose that, 

6 hypothetically, back in 1997 when the 

7 interconnection agreement under which Bright House 

8 is presently operating was originally established --

9 suppose, hypothetically, some term or terms in that 

10 agreement are not as favorable to Bright House as 

11 current law would entitle Bright House to have. 

12 Do you understand the idea that current 

13 law, we can get a better deal? 

14 A. I do . 

15 Q. Okay. If 

16 MR. HAGA: Just to be clear, you're asking 

17 him to assume these facts. 

18 MR. SAVAGE: Correct. Yeah. You know, I'm 

19 not saying that there is. 

20 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

21 Q. But if, hypothetically, that were true, 

22 then wouldn't it be a perfectly legitimate thing for 
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1 Bright House to say, I would like to renegotiate the 

2 agreement in light of current law? 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. Okay. Now, again, just to be clear and not 

5 hide the ball, based on your earlier answers, I 

6 assume that when you put together your testimony, 

7 you were unaware that Verizon and Bright House had a 

8 dispute about charges for directory listings back 

9 and forth? 

10 A. No, I was aware -- I have been aware of 

11 that directly listings dispute. I, frankly, don't 

12 know the time period for the dispute, though. 

13 Q. Okay. Were you aware that that dispute was 

14 settled roughly a year ago? 

15 A. I know it was settled. I don't remember 

16 the time frame, though. 

17 Q. Were you aware that one of the terms of t he 

18 settlement was that the signing of the settlement 

1 9 would constitute a request to negotiate a new 

20 agreement? 

21 A. No, I was not aware of that. 

22 Q. Okay. Then I'll leave you alone on that. 
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1 If you will accept my representation that that's 

2 true, we can demonstrate in the record if we need 

3 to. 

4 A. Very good. 

5 Q. Okay. All right. Let's then move back to 

6 your direct testimony starting on pages 3 and 4 and 

7 5. And I have the confidential version in front of 

8 me, as you may, but I don't think I'm going to ask 

9 about any information that is marked as confidential 

10 on page 5. 

11 A. And I do not have the confidential --

12 MR. HAGA: He actually has the public 

13 version in front of him. 

14 MR. SAVAGE: That's great. That's fine. 

15 If we need to get into the confidential, I'll let 

16 you know. 

17 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

18 Q. But let me -- before we start this new 

19 topic, when I went through my litany of the rules 

20 for the deposition that I know you already know, if, 

21 at any point, you feel like you need to take a 

22 break, you know, health break, get a drink, 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



57 

1 whatever, you know, let me know and we'll 

2 accommodate that. 

3 A. I will. 

4 Q. Okay. Having passed that chance, let's 

5 move on. 

6 MR. SAVAGE: What I would like to do now is 

7 hand out what we can mark as Number 3, Munsell 

8 Exhibit 3, which I will represent to you is my best 

9 effort to faithfully reproduce, through the wonders 

10 of copying and pasting, section 251(c} (2} of the 

11 federal act. 

12 {Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 3 was 

13 marked for identification.} 

14 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

15 Q. Do you have that in front of you? 

16 A. I do. 

17 Q. And you see that on lines 12 and 13 on 

18 page 3 of your direct, and then again on line 7 on 

19 page 4 o f your direct, you quote from parts of this 

20 statute. Am I right about that? 

21 A. Let's see. That was page 3, lines 12 and 

22 13, and page 7 
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1 Q. Page 4, line 7. 

2 A. Oh. Yes. 

3 Q. Okay. So I'd like you to take a moment to 

4 look at Exhibit 3, which again I'll represent to you 

5 is a full and complete and accurate copy of 

6 section (c) (2) of section 251 of the federal act. 

7 And the first question is, after you've looked at 

8 it, have you seen this before? Are you familiar 

9 with this language? 

10 A. And I have seen it before. 

11 Q. Okay. And, you know, subject to all of our 

12 earlier qualifications about not pushing you too far 

13 into the realm of the law, on lines 14 -- let's go 

14 to 13 to 15 -- you refer to the ILEC's obligation to 

15 provide interconnection with other LECs for the 

16 transmission and routing for telephone exchange 

17 service and exchange access. 

18 Do you see that? 

19 . A. I do . 

20 Q. And then, to kind of underline the point, 

21 on page 4, on lines 5 through 7, you refer to this 

22 being for the purpose of facilitating "the 
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1 transmission and routing of telephone exchange 

2 service and exchange access" not for any other 

3 purpose. 

4 Do you see that? 

5 A. I do. 

6 Q. Okay. Do you have an understanding of what 

7 telephone exchange service is? 

8 MR. HAGA: Are you asking him what it is 

9 within the meaning of 47 USC 251(c) (2)? 

10 MR. SAVAGE: At the moment, I'm asking him, 

11 does he have any understanding at all of what it is? 

12 And we'll narrow that down as we go forward. I 

13 mean, it's the term in his testimony. 

14 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

15 Q. Do you have any understanding at all of 

16 what telephone exchange service is ? 

17 A. And, clearly, my testimony is quoting from 

18 the Code of Federal Regulations, if 

1 9 Q. Actually, i t's the u.s. Code. 

2 0 A. Oka y . It's close. 

2 1 Q. We'll leave the Code of Federal 

22 Regulations --
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1 A. Okay. That's why -- it's clearly out of my 

2 realm. 

3 As a layperson, my understanding of 

4 telephone exchange service would be a local exchange 

5 service that an ILEC, like Verizon, provides out of 

6 its, typically, general exchange services tariff 

7 that's typically regulated by the state public 

8 service commission of the particular state it's 

9 offered in. 

10 Q. And in -- putting it in very practical 

11 terms, telephone exchange service is when somebody 

12 picks up the phone in their house, and calls their 

13 neighbor a block or two away; is that a fair example 

14 of telephone exchange service? 

15 MR. RAGA: And let me just lodge an 

16 objection here -- and maybe this can be a standing 

17 objection for this line of questions. 

18 To the extent you're asking him to 

19 interpret specific terms within the act, that's 

20 calling for a legal conclusion and I'll object to 

21 that. 

22 If you're asking him, you know, generally 
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1 speaking layperson parlance of -- of terms, you 

2 know, as someone in the telecommunications industry, 

3 that's something different. But I object to you 

4 asking him what the meaning is of terms in the act. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: Let's be very clear, just so 

6 there is no dispute. I mean, A, I am -- unless I 

7 specifically say otherwise, please assume that my 

8 question is intended to get to Mr. Munsell's 

9 understanding of a term as he used it in his 

10 testimony. 

11 Now, if you will stipulate to me that 

12 Mr. Munsell has no competence whatsoever to have an 

13 opinion about the legal meaning of the act or the 

14 legal meaning of any FCC regulation or ruling, then 

15 we're done, and then I'll just ask him about his lay 

16 understanding. 

17 If you won't stipulate that with me, that 

18 he has no competence in that area, then I have a 

19 right to ask him about it. So are we good? Do we 

20 have a stipulation? 

21 MR. HAGA: I understand what you're saying, 

22 and I think -- and Mr. Munsell can correct me -- but 
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1 what I understood his testimony to be before, when 

2 you were asking him generally to lay a foundation, 

3 was that in his role working on interconnection 

4 arrangements, he can't help but bump up against some 

5 of the terms of the act and state law and so forth, 

6 and that he -- in those instances, he has some 

7 knowledge, but works with inside counsel or counsel 

8 for Verizon to be able to implement those legal 

9 terms. 

10 So I think, if you're asking him about, you 

11 know, in the course of his job, about facts relating 

12 to those legal terms, I think that's certainly fair 

13 game. 

14 I think if you're asking him to get in and 

15 parse words of the statute or how they might apply, 

16 I think that is properly legal, and we can address 

17 that in legal leave briefs. 

18 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. What I intend to be 

19 doing is, A, asking him about what he actually said 

20 in his testimony, which you guys . put together, not 

21 me -- and, two, asking him about his lay and 

22 practical understanding of what's in his testimony 
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1 to the extent it might arguably appear to be a legal 

2 interpretation. 

3 MR. HAGA: Right. And certainly if it's in 

4 his testimony, you can ask him about it and ask him 

5 if he knows anything beyond what's stated there, and 

6 I suspect --

7 MR. SAVAGE: If the answer is no --

8 MR. HAGA: I suspect we both know what the 

9 answer to that is. But, you know, if it's his 

10 testimony, by all means, ask him about it. 

11 You know, beyond that and asking him, you 

12 know, legal questions beyond what's stated in his 

13 testimony, you know, that will draw an objection. 

14 But by all means, let's --

15 MR. SAVAGE: We'll sort it out. 

16 MR. HAGA: -- see what we can do, yeah. 

17 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

18 Q. Okay. So the question that I asked was 

19 something like, in practical terms, would you agree 

20 that an example of telephone exchange service is 

21 someone picking up the phone and calling a neighbor 

22 a couple of blocks away? 
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1 A. Yes, I'd say it's even more basic than 

2 that; it's having that phone service. 

3 Q. Okay. Having the service that lets me do 

4 that is telephone exchange service? 

5 A. Correct. 

6 Q. All right. And then the other thing 

7 there are two things that we can interconnect for, 

8 and not for any other purpose, according to your 

9 testimony: One is telephone exchange service and 

10 the other is exchange access. 

11 Now, what is your understanding of what 

12 exchange access is subject to all of the same 

13 caveats and limitations that we talked about? 

14 MR. HAGA: And same objections. 

15 MR. SAVAGE: Right. 

16 THE WITNESS: In my experience, we're 

17 dealing with traffic exchange between an 

18 interexchange carrier who carries long distance 

19 traffic with the local exchange market, whether tha t 

20 be an ILEC or a CLEC, and that interexchange creates 

21 switched access traffic between the LEC/CLEC network 

22 and an IXC' s network. 
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1 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

2 Q. Okay. Let me give you a -- sort of a 

3 simplified call scenario and see if we can just nail 

4 this down. 

5 Suppose that I am a residence customer 

6 served by Verizon in Montgomery County, Maryland. 

7 Suppose that my brother is a residence customer 

8 served by Verizon in Los Angeles, California. With 

9 me so far? 

10 A. Except we doesn't serve Los Angeles. Yes. 

11 Q. All right. Santa Barbara, California. You 

12 do serve Santa Barbara, right? 

13 A. I think so. 

14 Q. Growing up, I was a GTE customer --

15 A. We've got a tandem in Santa Barbara, so --

16 Q. There you go. All right. 

17 So my brother lives in Santa Barbara. So 

18 I'm now calling my brother in Santa Barbara. And 

19 the call would go from, let's say, Verizon that 

20 serves me in Montgomery County, Maryl and, to, let's 

21 say, AT&T that would carry the call across the 

22 country, get it to your tandem in Santa Barbara, and 
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1 then Verizon in Santa Barbara would get it to my 

2 brother. Do you understand that basic call flow? 

3 A. I do. 

4 Q. Okay. Now in that scenario -- let's see if 

5 we agree on the following. 

6 I am making a call to my brother, so I am 

7 buying a long distance call from AT&T? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. In order to make that cal l go through, AT&T 

10 has to do more than just carry it across the 

11 country. They have to get it from my house to their 

12 network and then they have to get it from their 

13 network in Santa Barbara to my brother. 

14 A. Correct. 

15 Q. And in order to get it from my house to 

16 t heir network in Montgomery County, they buy from 

17 Verizon a service, typically called originating 

18 switched acce ss. 

19 A. Unless they have a direct connec tion wi th 

20 your house, t hat is what they would do. 

21 Q. Right. I'm a happy FIOS company so, no, 

22 AT&T does no t have a direct connection to my house. 
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1 And then, with the same caveat at the far 

2 end, AT&T buys what's typically called terminating 

3 switched access from Verizon in Santa Barbara to get 

4 to the house at the far end? 

5 A. Correct. 

6 Q. Okay. And your understanding -- correct me 

7 if I'm wrong -- is that when we talk about exchange 

8 access, in practical terms what we're talking about 

9 is what it is AT&T is buying from Verizon in 

10 Montgomery County to originate the call and then, 

11 again, from Verizon in Santa Barbara, California, to 

12 terminate the call? 

13 A. Yes, in that hypothetical. 

14 Q. Right. Now, other than that sort of, you 

15 know, iconic case of exchange access, in your 

16 understanding, are there other things that would 

17 constitute exchange access within the meaning that 

18 you use it in your testimony? 

19 MR. HAGA: Subject to the same objection. 

20 THE WITNESS: I really don't know where 

21 special access facilities fall within the meaning of 

22 exchange access. That might be in there or not . 
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1 Being a usage guy for 20-odd years, that's 

2 what I focus on, and that's what my expertise is. 

3 So within the usage side, certainly. I can't say 

4 I don't have an opinion on dedicated facilities and 

5 where they fall. 

6 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

7 Q. Okay. Well, for 

8 A. So -- I just don't deal with it. 

9 Q. Okay. Well, for purposes of this 

10 deposition, let's just say -- let's just stipulate 

11 that the answer with respect to special access is, 

12 it depends. 

13 A. Very good. 

14 Q. Okay. Now, I'd like to hand out something 

15 else to which we can call Number 4, which I'll 

16 represent to you is my best effort to cut and paste 

17 certain definitions from the definitions section. 

18 And I would like you to first look at and then tell 

19 me if you ever seen these terms and this language 

20 before. 

21 Have you ever had to review this stuff 

22 before? 
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1 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 4 was 

2 marked for identification.) 

3 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

4 Q. Let me know when you've had a chance to 

5 look it over. 

6 A. I will. 

7 I've looked at it. 

8 Q. Okay. Now, let's take them one at a time. 

9 The first item is headed subsection 16 -- because 

10 that's in subsection 16 of this Florida law. It's a 

11 definition of the term "exchange access" which I'll 

12 represent to you is just cut and pasted from federal 

13 law. 

14 Have you ever seen this language before? 

15 A. I have. 

16 Q. Okay. Would you agree with me, then, that 

17 the federal law defines exchange access as "the 

18 offering of access to telephone exchange services or 

19 facilities for the purpose of the origination or 

20 termination of telephone toll services"? 

21 A. That is what it says. 

22 Q. Do you have any understanding of what that 
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1 language means? 

2 MR. HAGA: Objection to the extent you are 

3 asking him for a legal conclusion. 

4 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

5 Q. At this point, any understanding of what it 

6 means. "No" is a perfectly acceptable answer, if 

7 true. 

8 A. In our hypothetical, it would appear to fit 

9 what we determined or discuss as being originating 

10 switched access and terminating switched access. 

11 Q. Right. And with reference to that 

12 hypothetical, what AT&T was selling me, since I was 

13 making the call, was telephone toll service, and 

14 they used the Verizon exchange services and 

15 facilities on either end to originate and terminate 

16 it and, therefore, that was exchange access? 

17 A. In that hypothetical, I would say that 

18 applies, yes. 

19 Q. Right. And, again, we'll leave the "it 

20 depends" out there for all the special access stuff. 

21 A. Thank you. 

22 Q. Okay. You may assume that "it depends" is 
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1 the answer for almost everything having to do with 

2 special access, in my experience. 

3 A. That is why I stay away from special 

4 access. 

5 Q. There you go. All right. 

6 The second listed definition is 26, which 

7 is the definition of a local exchange carrier. Now, 

8 have you seen that language before I presented it to 

9 you this morning? 

10 A. I have. 

11 Q. Okay. And I'm not going to read the last 

12 sentence which has to do with wireless traffic which 

13 is not, in my judgment, relevant here. The first 

14 sentence is, "Local exchange carrier means 'any 

15 person that is engaged in the provision of telephone 

16 exchange service or exchange access.'" 

17 Are you with me so far? 

18 A. Yes. 

19 Q. Okay. Now, I'm going to switch up here. 

20 Go back to Number 3, which is the 

21 definition-- this stuff from 251(c) (2). 

22 A. Okay. Exhibit 3? 
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1 Q. Exhibit 3, yeah. Okay. 

2 And Exhibit 3 states, as you quoted in your 

3 testimony, that the point of interconnection is for 

4 the transmission and routing of telephone exchange 

5 service and exchange access. Do you see that? 

6 A. In my testimony? 

7 Q. It's in your testimony, and it's also in 

8 Deposition Exhibit 3. 

9 A. Right. 

10 Q. You'll find it in your testimony on page --

11 A. Is that the page 4. 

12 Q. Yeah -- it's close. Page 3 at lines 14 

13 through 15, for the transmission and routing of 

14 telephone exchange service and exchange access. 

15 Do you see that? 

16 A. Yes. 

17 Q. So you would agree with me, I think, that 

18 this definition of local exchange carrier, anybody 

19 who is providing telephone exchange service and 

20 exchange access, seems to relate to what 

21 interconnection is for, either telephone exchange 

22 service or exchange access; is that fair? 
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1 MR. HAGA: And I'll object to that question 

2 to the extent you're asking him to parse statutes 

3 and tie them back together. I think that's a legal 

4 conclusion. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

6 THE WITNESS: And can you break that 

7 question down a bit for me? I'm sorry. 

8 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

9 Q. Okay. If you look at -- your testimony is 

10 easier because you've got it in front of you. 

11 A. Right. 

12 Q. Page 3, lines 14 through 15. You're 

13 stating that the ILECs have an obligation to 

14 interconnect with carriers for the transmission and 

15 routing of telephone exchange service and exchange 

16 access. 

17 Do you see that? 

18 A. I do. 

19 Q. Okay. And then the definition of a local 

20 exchange carrier in Exhibit 4 that I just handed 

21 you, the one with all the definition 

22 A. Got it. 
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1 Q. -- says a local exchange carrier is any 

2 person engaged in the provision of telephone 

3 exchange service or exchange access. 

4 A. I see that. 

5 Q. Okay. So, in practical terms, would you 

6 agree with me that what this means -- and, again, 

7 this is in practical terms -- your obligation to 

8 interconnect with us under the statute you're 

9 quoting has to do with our provision of the things 

10 that make us a local exchange carrier, either 

11 telephone exchange service or exchange access? 

12 MR. HAGA: Same objection as to asking for 

13 a legal conclusion. 

14 THE WITNESS: Yes, in your capacity as a 

15 local exchange carrier. 

16 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

17 Q. Right. Okay. So -- that, then, brings me 

18 to another question. Take a look -- if you look at 

19 your direct testimony, page 2, line 19 through 

20 page 3, line 2. Do you have that? 

21 A. I do. 

22 Q. And then, again, in your rebuttal testimony 
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1 on page 2 -- you have the same problem with the 

2 numbering software that I do, but it's the 

3 unnumbered stuff that's footnote 1. 

4 A. Okay. 

5 Q. Do you see that? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. Now, what you say here is that -- if I can 

8 summarize it -- is your testimony and everybody's 

9 testimony in this case assumes that Bright House i s 

10 a local exchange carrier entitled to interconnect 

11 under 251(c}, but you reserve your right to gripe 

12 about that prospect later. 

13 A. Correct. 

14 Q. Okay. I need to focus on this for little 

15 bit. 

16 Sitting here right now today, do you, 

17 Mr. William Munsell, under oath and all of that good 

18 stuff, have a view as to whether Bright House, the 

19 company that's trying to get this contract, is or is 

20 not a CLEC? 

21 MR . . HAGA: Same objection to the extent 

22 you're asking for a legal conclusion. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. I haven't asked for a 

2 legal conclusion yet. 

3 THE WITNESS: I do not. 

4 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

5 Q. You have no opinion? 

6 A. That's correct. 

7 Q. Okay. Let's broaden it slightly. 

8 Do you, sitting here today, have any 

9 understanding of whether Verizon has a view of 

10 whether Bright House, the company seeking this 

11 contract, is a CLEC? 

12 A. I do not. 

13 Q. You do not. Okay. 

14 Is it your understanding that, by what 

15 you're saying here and what Verizon said in its 

16 response, that Verizon is reserving the right at any 

17 time in the future that it chooses, to say, you 

18 know, I think Bright House really isn't a CLEC? Do 

19 you think Verizon is trying to reserve that right? 

20 MR. HAGA: Objection to the form. 

21 THE WITNESS: I do not know what right 

22 Verizon is trying to preserve here. 
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1 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

2 Q. Okay. Take a look, if you could, at your 

3 rebuttal testimony on page 3, line 17 through 

4 page 4, line 11. Take a look at that and then, when 

5 you're done reviewing it, let me know you're ready 

6 to talk about it. 

7 A. Okay. I'll let you know. 

8 Now I have read it. 

9 Q. Okay. Now, there you, if I can summarize 

10 it, make the following point, which is you're not 

11 interconnecting with people because you want to 

12 particularly. I mean, you may or may not. You're 

13 interconnecting with people because you have to 

14 under the law, right? 

15 A. And we are interconnecting with those 

16 people today, yes, under the law and under the 

17 specific requirements of the law. 

18 Q. Right. So if you don't know whether we're 

19 a CLEC, why are you interconnecting with us? Why 

20 are you entering into all this stuff and, you know, 

21 using up the time and effort of your lawyers and all 

22 of that? 
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1 A. It would appear that would call for a legal 

2 conclusion of whether Verizon believes Bright House 

3 is a CLEC or not. 

4 Q. No, to the contrary. You have said you 

5 don't know what Verizon thinks. 

6 A. Right. 

7 Q. And you have said that your only obligation 

8 to interconnect is -- you've said -- is because the 

9 act requires it. Your understanding is you're only 

10 required to interconnect with CLECs. 

11 So you're only required to interconnect 

12 with CLECs. You don't know whether we are a CLEC or 

13 not. So not as a legal matter -- as a practical 

14 business matter, why are you doing this? 

15 MR. HAGA: Objection. Misstates the 

16 testimony. 

17 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. 

18 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

19 Q. Do you agree with your counsel that I have 

20 misstated the point of your testimony? 

21 A. I say the point of the testimony is it sets 

22 forth what our requirements are to interconnect with 
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1 the CLEC. It's clear that Bright House is both the 

2 cable company, a CLEC -- frankly, I don't know if 

3 you're also a long distance provider or not. 

4 Q. It depends. It's like special access. 

5 A. It's like special access. Very good. 

6 And it's certainly not clear to me, sitting 

7 here, just what entity of Bright House serves the 

8 local customers of Bright House and whether that's 

9 the same entity that's interconnecting with Verizon 

10 or not. Frankly, I don't know. 

11 Q. Okay. All that said -- let me just see if 

12 I can make it -- do you understand that the party 

13 seeking interconnection with Verizon in this 

14 proceeding is a company called Bright House Networks 

15 Information Services (Florida), LLC? 

16 A. I do. 

17 Q. Okay. Do you understand that that entity 

18 is certificated as a CLEC by the Florida PSC? 

19 A. I have no direct knowledge of that, but I 

20 would trust that's true. 

21 Q. All right. Do you understand that that 

22 entity provides wholesale services -- and let's call 
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1 it -- let's leave it vague for the moment --

2 provides wholesale services to a different entity, 

3 which is a cable television operator, that is its 

4 affiliate? 

5 A. That is my understanding. 

6 Q. And putting aside any question about the 

7 regulatory classification of VoiP, do you understand 

8 that that -- among the other things that cable 

9 operator affiliate provides is VoiP services to 

10 end user customers? 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. Okay. Given that understanding, do you 

13 there's two steps: Do you, Mr. Munsell, sitting 

14 here today under oath, have any personal opinion as 

15 to whether Bright House Networks Information 

16 Serv£ces (Florida), LLC is a CLEC? 

17 A. Without going through the whole Bright 

18 House --

19 Q. The wholesale entity that's seeking 

20 interconnection, not the cable operator. 

21 A. Is a certificated CLEC? I have no reason 

22 to doubt that. 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



81 

1 Q. Okay. Do you have any reason to doubt that 

2 that entity is -- looking at page 2 of your direct, 

3 line 21, do you have any reason to doubt that that 

4 entity is, quote, entitled to section 251(c) 

5 interconnection? 

6 A. Sitting here today, I do not. 

7 Q. Do you have any understanding of whether 

8 Verizon at large has a view as to whether Bright 

9 House, the CLEC, is, quote, entitled to section 

10 251(c} interconnection, close quote? 

11 A. If you're asking me whether I believe 

12 Verizon, the entity has a doubt --

13 Q. Yes. 

14 A. -- I expect they do. 

15 Q. Okay. And is a fair summary of the parts 

16 of your testimony I just referred to, the direct at 

17 page 2 to 3, and the rebuttal at footnote 1, that 

18 Verizon reserve its right at any time to say, wait a 

19 minute, I don't think you're entitled to 

20 interconnection? 

21 A. At least to argue that point, I suspect if 

22 the law becomes clearer on that point. 
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1 Q. Well, let's say there is no change in the 

2 law whatsoever. Let's say that the law becomes 

3 clearer in the sense that a clever Verizon lawyer 

4 wakes up one day and says, I figured it out; they 

5 are not a CLEC -- but no objective change, just 

6 some, you know, brilliant, you know, brainstorm on 

7 the part of a Verizon lawyer. 

8 Is it your understanding that if such a 

9 brilliant brainstorm on the part of a Verizon lawyer 

10 occurs, Verizon is reserving the right to say, you 

11 know, I've been assuming you're entitled to 251(c) 

12 interconnection, but you know, now I think you're 

13 not? 

14 Is it your understanding Verizon is 

15 reserving that right? 

16 A. I would say that's probably true with any 

17 entity that we interconnect with, so yes. 

18 Q. Okay. 

19 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 5 was 

20 marked for identification.) 

21 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

22 Q. Let me give you what I have marked as 
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1 Number 5, but it's, again, my best effort to cut and 

2 paste your proposed section 50 of the contract. And 

3 as a helpful reference, down at the bottom, I have 

4 an excerpt from the glossary to the contract. 

5 I'll represent to you that the parties have 

6 not disputed the little glossary item at the bottom, 

7 and as you, I'm sure, well know, we have proposed to 

8 entirely delete your section 50. 

9 A. I understand. 

10 Q. Okay. Could you read into the record, just 

11 so we know we're talking about the same thing, your 

12 proposed language for section 50.1? 

13 A. 50.1. "Notwithstanding anything contained 

14 in this Agreement, except as otherwise required by 

15 Applicable Law, Verizon may terminate its offering 

16 and/or provision of any Service under this 

17 Agreement, upon thirty (30) days prior written 

18 notice to Bright House." 

19 Q. Okay. Now, do you have an understanding of 

20 how this provision is supposed to work if it were 

21 actually included in our agreement? 

22 And let me advise you, if you don't 
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1 remember, you've testified extensively about how 

2 it's supposed to work, so I'm hoping the answer is 

3 yes. 

4 MR. HAGA: This is issue 7. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah, of course. This is 

6 issue number 7 . 

7 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

8 Q. And just to be clear, 50.2 is long, it's a 

9 little different. I'll ask you about that later. I 

10 am not asking about it now. But if you -- I see you 

11 reviewing it; that's fine --

12 A. No, I'm focused on 50.1. 

13 Q. Oh, okay. All right. Great. 

14 A. And the question is how it would operate. 

15 Q. The first question is, do you have an 

16 understanding as to how it would operate if it were 

17 actually included in the agreement? 

18 A. I have a layman's understanding. I think. 

19 I hope. 

20 Q. Okay. So let me ask you the following 

21 question. Let's suppose that everything else about 

22 the agreement has worked out one way or another --
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1 either we agree or the commission tells us -- and 

2 section 50.1 is in the agreement when the dust 

3 settles. 

4 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

5 understand? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. Okay. Now, assume with me that two days 

8 after we sign the new agreement, our hypothetical 

9 Verizon lawyer brainstorm occurs and, you know, 

10 Mr. Milch or Mr. Thorne or, you know, somebody way 

11 high up in the company says, I've got it; Bright 

12 House Networks Information Services (Florida), LLC 

13 is not a CLEC; they are not entitled t o 251 (c} 

14 interconnection. 

15 Now, if that brainstorm were to occur, 

16 would you agree with me that, under section 50.1, 

17 Verizon can say, you know, we are not required by 

18 applicable law to offer you any of this stuff; 

19 therefore, we terminate the contract on 30 days' 

20 notice? 

21 A. I don't know, given that, from a state law 

22 perspective, the Bright House entity that you've 
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1 just quoted would still be a certificated CLEC in 

2 the eyes of the state. 

3 Q. Assume that the brilliant brainstorm by 

4 Mr. Thorne or Mr. Milch says, you know, this is a 

5 federal law problem; it really doesn't matter what 

6 the state says; they are not -- we are not required 

7 by applicable law to provide interconnection. We 

8 thought we were, but we're not. 

9 Would anything in 50.1 prevent Verizon from 

10 saying, you know, our understanding of applicable 

11 law is a lot better than it was a week ago; we're 

12 terminating this contract on 30 days' notice? 

13 A. I don't know whether that 50.1 would allow 

14 us to do that. 

15 Q. Do you see, from your lay perspective, 

16 anything in section 50.1 that would prevent you from 

17 doing that? 

18 A. No. 

19 Q. Okay. Now, take a look at your 

20 (Cellular phone interruption.} 

21 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

22 Q. Take a look at your rebuttal testimony 
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1 on-- it's actually in a lot of places, but look at 

2 page 8, line 12 -- I'm sorry. Your direct testimony 

3 on page 8, line 12. And then, just to make sure 

4 we're, you know, on the same area, take a look at 

5 your rebuttal at page 3, lines 12 through 13. 

6 A. Okay. 

7 Q. And on page 8, line 12 of your direct where 

8 you refer to a change in law right? 

9 A. Urn-hum. 

10 Q. Your rebuttal, page 3, lines 12 through 13, 

11 where you refer to a change in law. Do you see 

12 that? 

13 A. Yeah. I'm sort of marking the references. 

14 Q. That's fine. 

15 A. Then I'll go back and look at them. 

16 Q. And then, in your rebuttal again on page 5, 

17 line 5 through 6, where you refer to a change in 

18 law. Do you see all those references? 

19 A. Yes. 

20 Q. Now, is it fair to say that all these 

21 references to changes in law in your direct and your 

22 rebuttal are a part of your effort in your testimony 
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1 to explain the purpose and operation of 

2 section 50.1? 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. Can you point me to any language whatsoever 

5 in section 50.1 that requires that applicable law 

6 change in any way before Verizon could invoke 

7 section 50.1? 

8 A. Okay. Can you ask me that again? 

9 Q. Can you point me to any language in 

10 section 50.1 that would require applicable law to 

11 change before you could invoke section 50.1? 

12 A. No. 

13 Q. So to the extent that your testimony 

14 suggests or implies o r could be read to say that 

15 50.1 requires a change in law, that would be a 

16 mistake .to interpret your testimony that way? 

17 MR. HAGA: Do n to form. 

18 THE WITNESS: Yeah, in looking at my direct 

19 on page 8, I do say Ve rizon's duty to provide 

20 service is eliminate d because of a change in factual 

21 circumstances or a change in law. 

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. Right. We'll get to the factual 

2 circumstances in a minute. Right now I'm focusing 

3 on the law. 

4 A. Okay. 

5 Q. So despite your testimony, nothing in 

6 section 50.1 that you can identify actually requires 

7 there to be a change in law before you could invoke 

8 that section? 

9 A. Correct. 

10 Q. And, in fact, if, indeed, our hypothetical 

11 lawyer brainstorm were to occur the day after the 

12 contract were signed, nothing in section 50.1 would 

13 prevent Verizon from invoking that section to cancel 

14 the contract on 30 days' notice? 

15 A. Not that I can identify. 

16 Q. Okay. Does that seem fair to you that 

17 Verizon can change its mind about what applicable 

18 law means and walk away from the contract on 30 

19 days' notice? 

20 A. I don't know about fair, but it is as 

21 required by law, to the extent the factual 

22 circumstances of the contracting parties change 
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1 Q. Suppose there is no change. I'm not 

2 talking about any change in facts. No change in 

3 facts at all. Is it fair for Verizon to be able to 

4 change its mind about what applicable law requires 

5 and say, now I'm going to cancel the contract on 30 

6 days' notice? 

7 MR. HAGA: Object to form. 

8 THE WITNESS: I still don't know. 

9 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

10 Q. You don't know whether that's fair or not? 

11 A. I do not. 

12 Q. Do you want to venture a guess? 

13 A. No. 

14 MR. HAGA: Don't speculate. 

15 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

16 Q. Okay. Didn't think so. 

17 Okay. Now, this change in factual 

18 circumstances thing, let's -- I now want to focus on 

19 what my own personal suspicion is, what this is 

20 designed to do. 

21 In both your direct and your rebuttal 

22 testimony you give the example of CLECs' rights at 
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1 UNEs under certain circumstances. 

2 A. Correct. 

3 Q. And trying to summarize some stuff at a 

4 high level, the FCC issued rules that says, if 

5 certain conditions exist in the world, CLECs are 

6 entitled to transport and other kinds of UNEs, but 

7 if those conditions in the world change, the 

8 entitlement to those UNEs goes away. 

9 A. Correct. 

10 Q. And one thing that section 50.1 is intended 

11 to do, from your perspective, is if those 

12 circumstances change, as contemplated by the FCC's 

13 rulings, you can just stop providing those UNEs? 

14 A. Given the appropriate notice, yes. 

15 Q. Right. And is it fair to say that a reason 

16 that Verizon is concerned about this is that, 

17 following the FCC's establishment of that new rule, 

18 a large number of CLECs resisted mightily giving up 

19 the UNEs that they were buying even though the rule 

20 didn't provide for them anymore? 

2 1 A. I would say that is one concrete example of 

22- a reason we would want that provision in the 
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1 contract. 

2 Q. Okay. Other than the situation 

3 surrounding-- correct me if I'm wrong, but I 

4 believe -- it's the transport UNE that goes away if 

5 there is -- these conditions change; is that fair? 

6 A. That is fair. 

7 Q. Okay. Other than the example of the 

8 transport UNE whose where you're obligation to 

9 offer it can change as the market changes, can you 

10 think of any other example of anything you are 

11 providing under this contract where your obligation 

12 to offer it disappears if some factual condition 

13 changes? 

14 A. I don't know where the in the relative 

15 scheme of things -- payment for reciprocal 

16 compensation traffic is --

17 Q. I'll get-- that's 50.2. I'll get to that 

18 in a second. 

19 A. Sorry. 

20 Q. 50.2 is the payment part. 50.1 is your 

21 obligation --

22 A. Service. 
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1 Q. -- to provide a service. 

2 A. Service part. Okay. 

3 Q. Other than the transport UNE which you 

4 describe in your testimony, can you think of any 

5 other example that this falls into? 

6 A. Not currently. 

7 Q. Okay. Would it surprise you to learn that 

8 Bright House has offered in negotiations to Verizon 

9 and is perfectly willing to state, in the UNE 

10 section, that if circumstances change so that 

11 Verizon doesn't have to offer a UNE anymore, it can 

12 stop on 30 days' notice? 

13 A. It wouldn't surprise me that Bright House 

14 has offered that. 

15 Q. Right. Would it surprise you that Verizon 

16 has not . accepted that? 

17 A. Given where we a r e toda y, it would n o t 

18 surprise me. 

19 Q. Okay. And then the question is, why 

20 wouldn't it be good enough to protect Verizon's 

21 interest to take this and put it into the UNE 

22 se c tion, given that this UNE problem is the only 
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1 thing you've been able to specifically identify as 

2 being affected by it? 

3 A. If there is one thing I've learned in 14 

4 years of post-act negotiations and disputes, is that 

5 my -- sitting here today, my myopic view of the 

6 services provided isn't necessarily the universe of 

7 what is out there, and I'm not alone. 

8 Q. Well, to that end, I direct your attention 

9 to the bottom part of Exhibit 5, the definition of 

10 service. I mean, we can read that. It says, 

11 "Service is defined as any interconnection 

12 arrangement, network element, telecommunication 

13 service, collocation arrangement, or other service, 

14 facility or arrangement offered by a party under 

15 this agreement." 

16 Did I read that right? 

17 A. You read that right. 

18 Q. That's pretty broad, isn't it? 

19 A. That is pretty inclusive. 

20 Q. Okay. All right. Let's -- well, let me 

21 ask you this. With respect to the termination of a 

22 service -- and putting aside our, shall we say 
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1 existential concerns about the Verizon brainstorm 

2 that we're not entitled to this at all -- with 

3 respect to the termination of a service, would you 

4 agree that there may be circumstances where a CLEC 

5 that is buying some service arrangement from you 

6 could reasonably use more than 30 days simply to 

7 decommission whatever arrangements they had to buy 

8 that service and make alternative arrangements? 

9 A. I could see that being a concern of a CLEC 

10 who is faced with changing the way they provide 

11 service upon a 30-day notice. 

12 Q. Okay. Suppose, hypothetically, that -- all 

13 right. Two things. Let's take the first one. 

14 Suppose that --well, let's just t a ke the 

15 easy one. Suppose that the law changes. Right? 

16 The FCC comes out with some new ruling that says, 

17 hypothetically, Verizon no longer has t o o ffer local 

18 loops as an unbundled unit. Just fla t out, we're 

19 done with it. Okay? 

2 0 You would agree with me tha t that is a 

21 change in law, right? 

22 A. As a layperson, that would appear to be a 
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1 change in law. 

2 Q. Right. And I think you agreed in your 

3 testimony somewhere I can find it if we need 

4 to -- that there is a change in law provision in our 

5 agreement that says, if the law changes in a way 

6 that affects us, you know, significantly, we'll talk 

7 and work out what to do about it? 

8 A. Yes, I believe there is. 

9 Q. Okay. Why wouldn't that be adequate 

10 protection for Verizon in the event that a change in 

11 law, as compared to a Verizon lawyer brainstorm, 

12 leads to a situation where you're no longer legally 

13 required to do something? 

14 A. I really do not know the legal interplay of 

15 the section dealing with change in law and 

16 section 50.1, withdrawal of services. 

17 Q. Okay. Now suppose -- well, you've been in 

18 the telecommunications industry a long time. 

19 A. I have. 

20 Q. Okay. Would you agree with me that, from 

21 time to time, the FCC issues orders that are not 

22 entirely clear? 
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1 MR. HAGA: To a layperson? 

2 THE WITNESS: I'd say, for a layperson, 

3 every order the FCC has issued is not entirely 

4 clear. 

5 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

6 Q. And would you agree with me that, from time 

7 to time, even Verizon lawyers are a little bit 

8 befuddled about what some FCC ruling might mean? 

9 A. And I would say the FCC lawyers are in the 

10 same shape as the Verizon lawyers. 

11 Q. Indeed. So, under section 50.1, suppose 

12 the FCC issues some ruling that, as we talked about 

13 earlier, reasonable people might differ about what 

14 the heck they mean. And Verizon looks at it and 

15 says, this means I don't have to provide X anymore, 

16 and you really believe it. And the CLEC looks at it 

17 and says, this means I can still get X, just like I 

18 used to, and the CLEC really believes it. 

19 Do you understand that situation where they 

20 just disagree about what this thing means? 

21 

22 

A. I do. 

Q. Okay. Assume that, in that scenario, 
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1 Verizon invokes section 50.1 and says, I'm not 

2 required to provide it; I'm stopping in 30 days. 

3 What's the CLEC supposed to do? 

4 A. I do not know if there's any other 

5 provisions in the agreement that I can readily think 

6 of, or what recourse the CLEC would have at the 

7 commission. 

8 My experience in telecommunications in the 

9 last 14 years indicates that, to the extent that the 

10 two entities had that sort of a disagreement, the 

11 CLEC's recourse, if not through the interconnection 

12 agreement, would be through the commission. 

13 Q. Would you agree with me that if we have an 

14 FCC or other ruling as to which the parties disagree 

15 as to what it means, that before either party takes 

16 action that would affect the other party, they ought 

17 to talk about it? 

18 A. Can you ask me that again? I'm sorry. 

19 Q. Suppose that something happens where the 

20 parties disagree about what it means. Before either 

21 party takes some action that will affect the 

22 business of the other party, shouldn't they talk 
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1 about it, in your view, based on your years of 

2 experience in the industry? 

3 A. And in my view, sending such a notice as 

4 contemplated by 50.1 is certainly the first round of 

5 talking to the other party about it. 

6 It normally would elicit a response . 

7 Q. But does anything in section 50.1 oblige 

8 Verizon to listen to that response? 

9 A. No. 

10 Q. Does anything in 50.1 oblige Verizon to 

11 engage in a conversation about that response? 

12 A. I do not believe so. 

13 Q. Does anything in section 50.1 suspend 

14 Verizon's right to terminate a service in light of 

15 having received a response from a CLEC saying, 

16 you're nuts; that's not what this law means? 

17 A. Not in 50.1. 

18 Q. Now, looking at the first six words of 

19 section 50.1 -- can you read those. 

20 A. "Notwithstanding anything contained in this 

21 Agreement." 

22 Q. Do you have a lay understanding of what 
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1 those six words mean? 

2 A. No. 

3 Q. Okay. Assume, for purposes of my next 

4 question, that what those six words mean is it 

5 doesn't matter what anything else in the agreement 

6 says about anything; you can totally ignore 

7 everything else in the agreement -- assume that 

8 that's what those six words mean. 

9 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

10 assume? 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. Okay. On that assumption, is there 

13 anything in section 50.1 that prevents Verizon from 

14 sending a notice saying, I'm cutting off this 

15 service in 30 days, receiving phone calls, e-mails, 

16 letters, care packa~es, ignoring them all and 

17 turning riff services in 30 days? 

18 A. Not in 50.1. 

19 Q. And if my assumption is correct that those 

20 first six words mean you can ignore everything else 

21 in the entire agreement, if that assumption is 

22 correct, then that's what it means, period, right? 
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1 A. If that's what those first six words mean, 

2 I would agree with you. 

3 Q. Okay. 

4 A. And when we get to breaking point, can we? 

5 Q. Let's -- I was about to move on to 50.2. 

6 It's conceptually a little different. Let's take a 

7 break. 

8 (A recess was taken.) 

9 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

10 Q. Let's talk about section 50.2 which is in 

11 the contract. It's attached. You don't have -- we 

12 don't have to read it out loud. 

13 Is a fair summary of what section 50.2 is 

14 trying to say is if, today, Verizon is required to 

15 pay compensation for certain traffic that it sends 

16 to us, and it develops that, under applicable law, 

17 you don't have to make those payments anymore, you 

18 can just stop -- is that a fair summary of what 50.2 

19 is trying to accomplish? 

20 A. So -- I haven't read 50.2 prior to your 

21 question, so 

22 Q. Oh, okay. It's long and complicated. 
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1 A. It is. So please ask your question again. 

2 Q. Just to try to summarize a lot of language, 

3 the point of section 50.2 is if, today, you're 

4 paying us compensation for a certain class of 

5 traffic, and you come to realize that applicable law 

6 does not require that compensation to be paid, you 

7 can just stop subject to, we'll talk about whether 

8 there should be some substitute, and blah, blah, 

9 blah, but it's akin to 50.1 in that if you-- 50.1 

10 has to do with services; 50.2 has to do payments 

11 you're making to us? 

12 A. Payments and, yeah, 30 days prior to 

13 terminate it -- let's see. 

14 If, within 30 days after Verizon's notice 

15 of termination, the parties are unable to agree in 

16 writing upon multiple acceptable substitute 

17 provisions for compensation related to traffic, 

18 either party may submit their disagreement to 

19 dispute resolution in accordance with section 14 of 

20 this agreement. 

21 So it appears to be a little different than 

22 50.1, but it is relative to Verizon's view that law 
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1 charges relative to our payments to Bright House for 

2 traffic. 

3 Q. Okay. And let's take this a step at a 

4 time. 

5 First, with respect to the law changes, 

6 would you agree with me that the language of 50.1 

7 and 50.2 is parallel in that nothing in 50.2 

8 actually refers to a change in the law? 

9 A. I do not see the word "change." 

10 Q. Right. So as we discussed in connection 

11 with 50.1, your compensation obligations are also 

12 subject to the -- let's call it the Milch/Thorne 

13 brainstorm. They wake up one day and say, wait, why 

14 have we been paying this money? As we have come to 

15 understand applicable law, we don't have to pay this 

16 money, and so we'll stop. 

17 That would be permissible under 50.2 

18 because nothing in 50.2 requires there to be any 

19 change? 

20 A. And the stop being the 30 days' notice --

21 Q. Right. Right. 

22 A. -- and then whatever recourse in the lower 
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1 part of that paragraph. 

2 Q. Right. Exactly. 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. Okay. And you would agree with me that the 

5 six words that begin section 50.2 are the same six 

6 words that begin 50.1, notwithstanding anything 

7 contained in this agreement? 

8 A. They are the same six words . 

9 Q. Okay. So even if, hypothetically, in the 

10 interconnection attachment, Verizon has said, we 

11 will pay compensation in thus and thus circumstance, 

12 since 50.2 says, notwithstanding anything contained 

13 in this agreement, whatever commitments Verizon has 

14 made in the interconnection attachment to pay for 

15 anything are subject to Verizon's opinion changing 

16 about what applicabl e law required . 

17 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 

18 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

19 Q. You can still answer. 

20 A. I understand. As long as I understand it, 

2 1 I can still answer. 

22 Q. If you don't understand i t, I'll try again. 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Report ers 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



105 

1 A. Thank you. Please. 

2 Q. Okay. If, hypothetically, in the 

3 interconnection attachment to this agreement, 

4 Verizon has made a number of commitments as to what 

5 it will pay for, would you agree with me that the 

6 fact that 50.2 starts, "notwithstanding anything 

7 contained in this agreement," if Verizon decides 

8 applicable law doesn't call for those payments 

9 anymore, it can stop subject to the 30 days' notice 

10 under 50.2? 

11 A. As a layperson, I don't know that that's 

12 what 50.2 does to the interconnection attachment. 

13 As a layperson, it would appear to, but clearly 

14 these are legal provisions dealing with law. 

15 Q. Well, I would welcome any Verizon lawyer on 

16 the line to contradict your lay understanding if 

17 they so choose, either now or in some brief, but 

18 I 

19 A. I suspect it will be a brief. 

20 Q. But from your lay perspective, can you 

21 understand why Bright House might be concerned about 

22 the way 50.1 and 50.2 are phrased? 
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1 A. Yes. 

2 MR. SAVAGE: Just to be clear, do any of 

3 the Verizon lawyers want to take this opportunity to 

4 dispel that lay interpretation? I know you're under 

5 no obligation to, but if you do, speak up now. 

6 MR. HAGA: Well, that's the whole point of 

7 the series of objections with Mr. Munsell about 

8 offering legal conclusions is that that's what 

9 briefing is for and --

10 MR. SAVAGE: And there you go. 

11 MR. HAGA: -- that's what we will do. 

12 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. That's fine. 

13 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

14 Q. Now let's talk about what I think 50.2 is 

15 really directed to, at least my view, and let me 

16 test it out with you. 

17 Would you agree with me that it's fair to 

18 say that for a number of years there was a great 

19 deal of controversy in the industry about whether 

20 and how much ILECs should have to pay CLECs for 

21 calls going to dial-up ISPs? 

22 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. And -- I'm trying to collapse a lot of 

2 thrashing about by the industry into a few 

3 sentences. At first. CLECs demanded and sometimes 

4 got payment for calls to ISPs as though they were 

5 normal local calls. And then the FCC issued a 

6 ruling establishing lower -- we call them 

7 transitional rates for that kind of traffic. But 

8 even after the FCC established those lower rates, 

9 many CLECs resisted being subject to them. 

10 Is that a fair summary of what that 

11 controversy was about? 

12 A. The history of the payment for ISP traffic? 

13 Q. Correct. 

14 A. That's a fair characterization. 

15 Q. Okay. And would you agree with me that, 

16 along with other ILECs, Verizon was subject to 

17 claims of payment, litigation, and general disputes 

18 about how much they either did or didn't have to pay 

19 for that kind of traffic? 

20 A. Yes. 

21 Q. And would you agree with me that focusing 

22 for a moment only on that kind of traffic, if 
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1 section 50.2 had been in place when the FCC 

2 established its new rules for compensation for 

3 ISP-bound traffic back in 2001, Verizon could have 

4 just started paying the lower rates and been done 

5 with it? 

6 A. Well, whatever the orders required relative 

7 to whatever the orders required Verizon to do 

8 prior to paying the lower rates, yes, I'd say that 

9 50.2, it allowed Verizon, under the contract, to 

10 abide by the terms of the -- whatever the order 

11 required Verizon to do in order to receive the 

12 ability to pay the lower rates under that specific 

13 order. 

14 Q. Right. Now, would it surprise you to learn 

15 that, in Bright House's discussions with Verizon, we 

16 have offered to take section 50.2 and essentially 

17 move it to the interconnection agreement and apply 

18 it to ISP-bound traffic? 

19 A. And your question is whether it would 

20 surprise me to learn you offered that? 

21 Q. Yeah. Would it surprise you to learn we've 

22 offered that? 
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1 A. No . 

2 Q. And I also assume it also wouldn't surprise 

3 you to learn that Verizon did not accept that offer? 

4 A. That would not surprise me, yeah. 

5 Q. Okay. To your knowledge, does Verizon send 

6 to Bright House any material amount of ISP-bound 

7 traffic? 

8 A. Not to my knowledge. 

9 Q. Okay. To your knowledge, does Bright House 

10 send Verizon any material amount of ISP-bound 

11 traffic? 

12 A. Not to ISPs that are customers of Verizon. 

13 I don't know whether Bright House originates any 

14 traffic destined to ISPs that are customers to other 

15 CLECs behind Verizon tandems. 

16 Q. We might be transiting through you to some 

17 other CLEC and you wouldn't know about that? 

18 A. That's correct. 

19 Q. Okay. All right. Let's move on to a 

20 couple of things having to do with issue 41. 

21 Broadly speaking, issue 41 is the question 

22 of having this customer transfer attachment, but for 
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1 the moment I want to talk about a couple of specific 

2 things. 

3 Take a look at page 44 of your direct 

4 testimony and, in particular, the paragraph that 

5 starts on line 19 and then carries over to page 45. 

6 Tell me when you're done focusing on that . 

7 A. So it's 45 through line 6? 

8 Q. Through page 45, line 6, right. 

9 A. Okay. I've read that. 

10 Q. Okay. And in that testimony I think 

11 you're -- if I can summarize it, you're taking issue 

12 with our proposal to say that, quote, the presence 

13 of Verizon DSL or similar service on a line doesn't 

14 convert a simple port into a complex port. 

15 We propose that it should; you're saying, 

16 well, wait a minute you don't want that in there. 

17 A. And so -- ask me the question again, now, 

18 please. 

19 Q. I'm just trying to sort of set up the issue 

20 here is that Bright House proposed including 

21 language in the agreement that would expressly state 

22 that the presence of Verizon DSL or similar service 
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1 on a line should not convert an otherwise simple 

2 port into a complex port. 

3 And the point of your testimony here that 

4 we were just talking about is to say you don't like 

5 that proposal? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. Okay. Now 

8 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 6 was 

9 marked for identification.) 

10 BY MR . SAVAGE: 

11 Q. I'll hand out Number 6 which I'll represent 

12 to you is some pages from an FCC ruling that they 

13 issued in March of 2005. It's the memorandum, 

14 opinion and order and notice of inquiry released 

15 March 25, 2005, designated FCC 05-78 in WC docket 

16 number 03-251. 

17 And I have the cover page and then page 2, 

18 but what I really want you to look at is the third 

19 page of the exhibit, which is paragraph 36 of that 

20 FCC order. 

21 So if you could take a minute and read it, 

22 and then tell me when you're done reading it and 
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1 I'll ask you some questions. 

2 A. I've read it. 

3 Q. Okay. Now, I'm going to read to you the 

4 particular part of paragraph 36 I wanted to focus 

5 on. It's the next to last sentence and it says, 

6 "Because of these requirements, when an incumbent 

7 LEC receives a request for number portability, it is 

8 required to observe the same rules, including 

9 porting intervals, as any other LEC and cannot avoid 

10 its obligations by pleading nonporting-related 

11 complications or requirements, such as the presence 

12 of DSL service on a customer's line." 

13 Did I read that sentence correctly? 

14 A. Except one word. 

15 Q. What did I miss? 

16 A. You said "including porting intervals," 

17 where it reads "including provisioning intervals." 

18 Q. Oh, I'm sorry. Okay. 

19 Now, prior to sitting here today, were you 

20 aware that the FCC had said this? 

21 A. I have read this. 

22 Q. You had seen it before? 
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1 A. I have read this. 

2 Q. Excellent. 

3 A. I've read a lot of FCC orders, and I've 

4 read this. 

5 Q. Okay. Now, on page 45, lines 3 through 4, 

6 you say, "Verizon will comply with whatever FCC 

7 rules are in place." 

8 Do you see that? 

9 A. I do. 

10 Q. Now, putting aside entirely the legal 

11 question of what exactly the FCC means by what it 

12 said here, do you agree with me that, whatever the 

13 FCC means by what it said here, Verizon will comply 

14 with it? 

15 A. That is my understanding. 

16 Q. Okay. Now, looking at page 45, l ines 4 

17 through 5, after saying Verizon will comply wi th 

18 whatever FCC rules are in place, you say, "but it 

19 should not have to agree to any unique contractual 

20 arrangements with Bright House that differ from the 

21 standard definitions used by t h e rest of t he 

22 industry." 
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1 Right? 

2 A. Correct. 

3 Q. Now, we talked earlier about the procass by 

4 which a CLEC can adopt a contract that is entered 

5 into by another CLEC? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. So if, hypothetically, the commission in 

8 this case were to require you to do something you 

9 have never had to do before because Bright House 

10 asked for it, in that case, once the contract was 

11 final, any other CLEC could adopt tha t same 

12 contract, right? 

13 A. Correct. 

14 Q. So once it's in an approved contract, it i s 

15 not uniquely available to Bright House; isn't that 

16 right? 

17 A. To the extent that other CLECs adopt that 

18 contract, that is correct. 

19 Q. Right. So since other CLECs have the 

20 opportunity to adopt whatever ends up in our 

21 contract, how can anything be a unique contractual 

2 2 arrangement with Bright House? 
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1 A. I think the point there is, at least as to 

2 when this agreement is finalized, it will be unique 

3 as to Verizon and Bright House. 

4 To the extent no other CLEC adopts that 

5 contract, it will remain unique. To the extent 

6 other CLECs do adopt the agreement, I would agree 

7 with you it would cease to be unique. 

8 Q. Okay . So what you're really objecting to 

9 here is doing anything different than you have done 

10 before; is that fair? 

11 A. I would say doing anything different than 

12 as we would view the standards to require us to do 

13 for all CLECs. 

14 Q. Right. And so if the commission in this 

15 case were to conclude that the standards that you 

16 should be applying to all CLECs actually are 

17 properly represented by Bright House's proposed 

18 language -- maybe you disagree with the commission's 

19 conclusion on that point, but if that's what the law 

20 is, you would be happy to comply with it for all 

21 CLECs? 

22 A. I will leave that to the lawyers. 
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1 Q. You personally would be happy. 

2 A. I get paid today. I'm happy. 

3 Q. That's right. Three squares a day. 

4 Nothing more you need. 

5 Okay. Take a look at page 46 and 47 of 

6 your direct testimony, starting on line 10 and going 

7 through line 7. 

8 A. On page 46 starting where? 10? 

9 Q. Yeah, 10 through 7. We're talking about 

10 coordination. 

11 A. I've reviewed it. 

12 Q. Is coordination a term that Verizon uses in 

13 its own access tariffs, to your knowledge? 

14 A. I expect we could find that term, searching 

15 the access tariffs. I'm not familiar enough with 

16 the ordering sections of the access tariffs to point 

17 my finger to a section. 

18 Q. Okay. Do you have access in general -- I 

19 mean, not here today, but do you have access to 

20 Verizon's, you know, FCC-17? 

21 A. They are public documents, yes. 

2 2 Q. Right. And you can download them and look 
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1 at them? 

2 A. Yes, you can. 

3 Q. Would you accept, subject to check, that in 

4 at least one, and probably more places, in Verizon's 

5 FCC tariff number 17, Verizon offers a coordination 

6 service with two other CLECs in connection with 

7 cutting over one service arrangement to another? 

8 A. Give me some background. FCC number 17 is 

9 which tariff? 

10 Q. You know, I'm saying 17. What I mean --

11 I'm sorry; I apologize-- 14. FCC-14 -- section 17 

12 I was thinking of, but FCC-14 is your interstate 

13 access tariff; isn't that right? 

14 A. Very good, yeah. 

15 Q. Okay. I apolo gi z e. You're a tariff --

16 A. That's okay . 

17 Q. -- guy. 

18 A. Well, I was --

19 Q. You were good --

2 0 A. 17. 

21 Q. Okay. So FCC-14, which is your acc ess 

22 tariff, would you agree acc epts [sic] a check that, 
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1 within that tariff, there are a number of situations 

2 where Verizon will offer what it terms in the tariff 

3 coordination to a customer with respect to various 

4 services? 

5 A. Yes, to an access customer. That's what --

6 I think, when you first asked me, it was between two 

7 CLECs --

8 Q. Yeah. 

9 A. -- which really got me confused. 

10 Q. Sorry. Didn't mean to do that. Okay. 

11 So based on your knowledge, your 

12 understanding, your vast experience in the industry, 

13 do you have an understanding of what coordination 

14 means as used when two carriers are going to change 

15 some arrangement? 

16 A. I'm not too familiar with ordering 

17 provisions and that side of the business. As a 

18 layperson, I'd say it's when the entity providing 

19 the service and the entity wanting the service need 

20 to make sure that certain aspects of the 

21 provisioning of that service happen at specific 

22 points in time or at specific -- I think specific 
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1 points in time primarily. 

2 Q. Okay. So coordination is something that 

3 the two parties will engage in in order to make sure 

4 that the service in question, the function in 

5 question, actually gets done right at the time it's 

6 supposed to get done? 

7 A. I'm not so sure it's the aspect of getting 

8 it done right as more as -- there are certain 

9 services you can provide without the assistance of 

10 the other party. 

11 Q. Okay. 

12 A. You just provide them. There are some 

13 services where the other party says, I want to make 

14 sure that this cutover, or whatever, happens at 

15 5:00 p.m. on Monday. That probably requires some 

16 coordination, but again, I'm not I'm not an 

17 ordering subject matter expert. 

18 Q. Okay. Now, take a look at page 46, line 13 

19 of your testimony, your direct testimony. Do you 

20 see that? 

21 A. Line 13? 

22 Q. Yeah. 
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1 A. Yes. 

2 Q. And there you say -- actually starting on 

3 line 12, but, "Verizon receives a request for 

4 separate ancillary services, such as coordination or 

5 expedites, it does, consistent with industry 

6 practice, charge for those services." 

7 Do you see that? 

8 A. I do. 

9 Q. Have you cited to anything in your 

10 testimony where Bright House is proposing that it 

11 should get expedited service, either at all or for 

12 free? 

13 A. It would appear through the -- as I 

14 understand it, you're -- let's see. You're 

15 proposing that paragraph 15.2 be modified to 

16 eliminate any charges for services ancillary to LNP 

17 provisioning, such as coordinated points -- ports. 

18 Q. Does the term -- in your testimony, does 

19 the term "ancillary" appear in quotes anywhere? 

20 A. In my testimony? 

21 Q. Yeah. 

22 A. At least not on pages 45 and 46 that I can 
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1 see. If you want me to look further, I can. 

2 Q. No, I think that's fine. 

3 Would you accept, subject to check -- I'm 

4 firing up my computer so I can check. But would you 

5 accept, subject to check, that Bright House's 

6 proposed modification with respect to coordination 

7 of LNP in connection with large customers doesn't 

8 refer to either ancillary services or expedites? 

9 A. Can you ask me that again? 

10 Q. Would you accept, subject to check, that 

11 Bright House's proposed modificat ion t o the language 

12 regarding porting large customers makes no reference 

13 either to ancillary services or to expedites? 

14 A. Subject to checking the propo sed contract 

15 language, I'd have -- subject to checking those 

16 proposed provisions, no. 

17 Q. Okay. Subject to checking those proposed 

18 provisions, you would accept that the language is 

19 not there? 

2 0 A. Correct. 

21 Q. Okay. By the way, have you read the 

22 rebuttal testimony yet of Ms. Johnson and Mr. Gates? 
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1 A. Yesterday. 

2 Q. Yesterday. Something to do on the plane? 

3 

4 

A. 

Q. 

No, it was yesterday afternoon. 

Okay. Do you recall that, in that rebuttal 

5 testimony, Bright House made clear that it is not 

6 seeking free expedited service? 

7 A. I'd have to go back and check that 

8 testimony. I did read it yesterday, but there is a 

9 lot of it. 

10 Q. Assume with me that, in fact, Bright House 

11 is not seeking free expedited service. 

12 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

13 assume? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. On that assumption, what is the nature of 

16 your objection to providing coordination when a 

17 large business customer-- call it, you know, a 

18 hospital or a bank with dozens or hundreds of 

19 lines -- is transferring, that we talk to each other 

20 to make sure it happens when it's supposed to 

21 happen. 

22 MR. HAGA: And, I'm sorry, I didn't follow 
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1 that. But just to clarify, you're saying expedites 

2 are off the table --

3 MR. SAVAGE: Correct. 

4 MR. RAGA: -- assume expedites are off the 

5 table --

6 MR. SAVAGE: Assume expedites are off the 

7 table. 

8 MR. HAGA: Okay. So we're talking 

9 MR. SAVAGE: Normal provisioning 

10 interval 

11 MR. HAGA: We're just talking about 

12 coordination? 

13 MR . SAVAGE: Correct. 

14 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

15 Q. We have agreed it's going to -- you know, 

16 this, you know, 300-line hospital is going to have 

17 its lines converted over at 2:00 in the morning 

18 at -- you know, whatever. 

19 Do you have any objection to providing 

20 coordination in connection with that kind of a large 

21 cutover? 

22 A. I do not believe we do. 
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1 Q. Okay . Your objection -- the objection, in 

2 your mind, is that you shouldn't have to do that at 

3 no charge? 

4 A. I believe so, yes. 

5 Q. Okay. Do you understand that Bright 

6 House's provision goes both ways, which is to say, 

7 in the event that Verizon wins or wins back from 

8 Bright House a large customer with multiple lines, 

9 that we would provide coordination to you at no 

10 charge? 

11 A. I believe that I understand that --

12 remember that from the testimony. 

13 Q. Okay. So what's your problem with our 

14 proposal? It works both ways. It's --

15 A. It works both ways; however, I think the --

16 experience shows what way the customer movement has 

17 been, which is what you would expect, I think, from 

18 the incumbent LEC versus the competitive LEC. 

19 Q. Why is that -- in your judgment, why is 

20 that the expected movement? 

21 A. Because of the market share, at least 

22 starting off. 
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1 Q. Do you have an understanding of what market 

2 share Verizon has of the sort of landline phone 

3 market in --

4 MR. SAVAGE: I'm asking if he has an 

5 understanding. 

6 MR. HAGA: Okay. I just wanted to flag it 

7 for --

8 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah, I know. 

9 BY MR . SAVAGE : 

10 Q. Do you have an understanding of Verizon's 

11 market share of the landline -- let's cal l it voice 

12 market in the Tampa area? 

13 A. I could make an educated guess, I think. 

14 Q. Okay. Is -- let me ask t his again i n a way 

15 that I think will avoid any propri etary information. 

16 In your judgment, is Verizon's market share 

17 in the Tampa area still so large that it's 

18 reasonable to assume that the flow of customers wi l l 

19 be away from Verizon and towards us ? 

2 0 A. As to any particular CLEC, yes, I t hink so. 

21 Q. Okay. And given that that's true, your 

22 objection to the free coordinati on is, it s ounds 
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1 like it's bilateral, but in the real world, you'll 

2 be providing all the free coordination and we'll be 

3 getting all the benefit of it. Is that a fair 

4 summary? 

5 A. It's a fair summary, as well as we're 

6 providing coordination, it's an expense to the 

7 business, it's a benefit to the person ordering that 

8 service or requesting that service. They should pay 

9 for it. 

10 Q. Isn't it also a benefit to the customer? 

11 A. To make sure that the customer's service 

12 gets cut over at the point in time? 

13 Q. Yes. 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. In your judgment, does Verizon have any 

16 responsibility to its customers, in those last few 

17 moments when they are customers, to ensure that 

18 their service is transferred properly? 

19 A. I'd say we have a responsibility, and the 

20 responsibility in that side of the service 

21 provisioning probably is the same responsibility we 

22 have on the initial side. And to the extent the 
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1 customer requests some special ordering or 

2 coordination for the installation of that service, I 

3 expect we bill them for that too. 

4 Q. Bill them coming and going? You don't have 

5 to respond to that. 

6 Let's talk for a minute about the ten-digit 

7 trigger and, to make this efficient, let me try to 

8 summarize how it is supposed to work, and then you 

9 can tell me if I'm wrong and, if I'm right, we can 

10 then move on more quickly. 

11 The idea of the ten-digit trigger is as 

12 follows. Listen and tell me if I'm wrong. A 

13 customer is shifting from Verizon to Bright House, 

14 and let's say it's happening on a Friday. You may 

15 have a situation where, at 9:00 on Friday morning, 

16 Bright House has turned its service live and said 

17 told the NPAC, N-P-A-C, okay, this number is now 

18 ported to me. We connect them, we're giving them 

19 dial tone. That's great. 

20 But at that moment Verizon hasn't yet 

21 terminated the customer's service on its network. 

22 So at that moment they are live on Bright House's 
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1 network and also live on Verizon's network. 

2 And what the ten-digit trigger does is if 

3 somebody calls that customer, your switch will use 

4 that ten-digit trigger to know, you know, even 

5 though they may still be live on my network, I'm 

6 going to send it over to Bright House. 

7 Is that a fair summary of what the 

8 ten-digit trigger is supposed to do? 

9 A. Frankly, I thought the ten-digit trigger 

10 was for 

11 Q. I messed it up. Sorry. Go ahead. 

12 A. I thought the ten-digit trigger, frankly, 

13 was the service was supposed to be cut over at 

14 9:00 a.m. on that Friday, but it didn't happen, and 

15 the ten-digit trigger was, retain that number in the 

16 Verizon switch until, in our example, midnight on 

17 the day after, Saturday, so that calls corning into 

18 that number will still route to that customer over 

19 the facilities that yet were not cut. 

20 I thought that was what ten-digit 

21 trigger I might have it wrong, too. 

22 Q. Okay. All right. Let's step back a 
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1 little, then. 

2 Do you understand that the problem Bright 

3 House is trying to address, however inartfully, with 

4 its ten-digit trigger proposal is something like the 

5 following, that the cutover is scheduled to occur on 

6 a Friday. We go to the house to do the cutover. 

7 The customer isn't there. We can't do it. And 

8 somehow we get in touch with the customer and 

9 reschedule it for a week later. 

10 Is your understanding that what Bright 

11 House is trying to deal with is to ensure that the 

12 customer's service remains properly routed during 

13 that period of rescheduling the transfer? 

14 A. Properly routed through the Verizon 

15 switch 

16 Q. Through the Verizon switch because we 

17 haven't yet cut over to Bright House. 

18 A. Yes. 

19 Q. Okay. So you get what we're trying to do. 

20 Your objection is the ten-digit trigger doesn't do 

21 that? 

22 A. My objection is that there are existing 
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1 processes and procedures that would allow what 

2 you're requesting, or what you hope to accomplish 

3 with the end user, to be accomplished. 

4 Q. And, specifically, that would be filing 

5 a -- submitting a supplemental LSR to reschedule the 

6 cutover? 

7 A. Correct. 

8 Q. Okay. And your understanding is that, 

9 irrespective of the ten-digit trigger, if we submit 

10 a supplemental LSR that says, we were going to cut 

11 over on, you know, whatever --

12 A. Friday. 

13 Q. ~- Thursday the -- we were going to cut 

14 over on Friday the 30th, and instead we need to cut 

15 over on Friday May 6th; that will just automatically 

16 happen if we get that supplemental LSR? 

17 A. That is my understanding. 

18 Q. Okay. Okay. All right. So much for that. 

19 Now, let's talk for a minute about 

20 issue 36A. And issue 36A is the one -- and I'll 

21 direct you to the testimony. 

22 In your direct testimony, take a look at --

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



131 

1 let's start on page 25 on line 19 and then, going 

2 forward to -- through the end of page 28 in your 

3 direct. 

4 And then you also talk about it on page 34 

5 and part of 35 of your rebuttal. 

6 So you've got that testimony in front of 

7 you? 

8 A. Yes. 25 on my direct, starting on line 19. 

9 And, on my rebuttal, page 34, starting on line 4? 

10 Q. Right. 

11 A. Very good. 

12 Q. Excellent. Okay. So what we're talking 

13 about here is Bright House is proposing to delete a 

14 section 8.3 of the interconnection attachment. And 

15 we've got a couple of things going on, and I want to 

16 talk first about the situation described in your 

17 testimony. So let me try to summarize it so we can 

18 drill down. 

19 Your testimony, at least in part here, 

20 deals with the following situation. 

21 Some third-party carrier let's call it a 

22 third-party CLEC -- wants to send traffic to Verizon 
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1 using Bright House, in effect, as a transit 

2 provider. So we're talking about traffic that 

3 starts on, you know, Joe's CLEC, goes to Bright 

4 House, and then would go to Verizon. 

5 Are you with me? 

6 A. I am. 

7 Q. Okay. And what -- one of the things that 

8 section 8.3 does, that we are proposing to delete, 

9 is it says if we, Bright House, send you, Verizon, 

10 any such traffic, two things are true: Thing 

11 number 1 is you, Verizon, are going to bill us, 

12 Bright House, for that traffic; and thing number 2 

13 is, we've got to pay you whatever Joe CLEC would 

14 have paid you had they interconnected directly. 

15 Is that a fair summary of what 8.3 would 

16 do? 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. Okay. And the reason for your concern, 

19 without going into the details, although we can if 

20 we need to, is you're concerned that Joe CLEC, on 

21 the far side of Bright House in this scenario, could 

22 basically end up -- you know, arbitraging, 
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1 bypassing, whatever you want to call it -- end up 

2 paying you less than you are entitled to from them 

3 by virtue of sending it through us? 

4 A. That is a concern. 

5 Q. Right. And to solve that concern, first of 

6 all, you bill us and don't have to worry about Joe 

7 CLEC and, second of all, under your language, we're 

8 obliged to pay you whatever Joe CLEC would have had 

9 to pay you? 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. Okay. Now, would I be correct to assume 

12 that Verizon takes on identical obligations when it 

13 sends traffic from some third-party CLEC through 

14 Verizon to Bright House, that Verizon will pay us 

15 for that traffic and they will pay us whatever it is 

16 the third-party CLEC would pay us? 

17 A. Can you break that question down perhaps 

18 into two parts? 

19 Q. Okay. Am I correct that if a third-party 

20 CLEC sends traffic to Bright House through Verizon, 

21 that Verizon will step up to the identical 

22 obligations that it wants to impose on us in 
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1 section 8.3 which are, A, we, Bright House, can bill 

2 Verizon and not worry about the third-party CLEC; 

3 and, B, Verizon will pay us whatever that 

4 third-party CLEC should have paid us? 

5 A. No. 

6 Q. How can that be fair that you will expect 

7 us to do that when we're sending you traffic, but 

8 you will not undertake the same obligations when you 

9 are sending us traffic? 

10 A. I'd say, as the incumbent LEC, we are under 

11 a different obligation to provide that 

12 interconnection to those third parties than you are. 

13 Q. Well, let's be clear. Is it Verizon's 

14 position that it has an obligation to provide 

15 transit service between two CLECs using its tandem? 

16 A. It is certainly Verizon's position that we 

17 are required to interconnect with CLECs at any 

18 technically feasible point on our network --

19 Q. Right. 

20 A. --which would include tandem switches. 

21 Q. Right. But is it your -- I mean, we can go 

22 back to the discussion at the beginning of your 
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1 testimony that the only purpose for that 

2 interconnection is the provision of telephone 

3 exchange service and exchange access. 

4 Do you consider the provision of transit 

5 service, getting from one CLEC to another CLEC, to 

6 be either telephone exchange service or exchange 

7 access so that you have to do that? 

8 A. As a legal matter, I don't know the answer 

9 to that. 

10 Q. How about as a business matter? 

11 If you're asked, does Verizon have to do 

12 this as a practical matter, what's your answer? 

13 A. I'd say as a practical matter, that is what 

14 Verizon does. And to the extent that we attempted 

15 to block that transit traffic, that the appropriate 

16 public service commission would have a different 

17 opinion. 

18 Q. And so because -- and, in your mind, that's 

19 the justification for Verizon not stepping up to the 

20 obligations you're trying to impose on us in 

21 section 8.3; you have to do it, but if we do it, 

22 we're volunteers? 
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1 A. That is certainly a primary consideration. 

2 Q. Okay. Would you agree with me that if 

3 Verizon was not obliged to provide that transit 

4 function to third-party CLECs, that there would be 

5 no sound policy reason for treating transiting 

6 differently in either direction? 

7 A. No sound policy reason that I can think of. 

8 Q. Okay. But the hearing is weeks away. Who 

9 knows what will come up between now and then. 

10 A. You never know. 

11 Q. Okay. All right. Let's look at another 

12 issue that may be part of issue 36 and may be part 

13 of some other issue, but you address it, if you 

14 will, at -- let's say starting on page 34. And I 

15 believe 

16 MR. HAGA: Of the direct? 

17 MR. SAVAGE: Of his direct. 

18 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

19 Q. Starting at line 6 and going on to page 36 

20 at line 14. And I think this is arising under your 

21 discussion maybe of issue 37, but --

22 A. And issue 37 is the local calling area 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



137 

1 issue? 

2 Q. That and related issues. And this is 

3 actually -- I'm not getting into the local calling 

4 area right now. We'll get there, but I want to tal k 

5 about the related issues first. 

6 A. Okay. 

7 Q. Okay. And if you take a l ook at that 

8 testimony, if I can well, take a look at it. 

9 When you're familiar with it, I'll ask you about it. 

10 A. I'm right now trying to figure out -- what 

11 section of the contract are we dealing with? 

12 Q. Well, it's -- it's the section having to do 

13 with the compensation -- what we have to pay for 

14 when we send you local traffic. 

15 A. Okay. 

16 Q. And so it's buried there in the 

17 interconnection agreement -- in the interconnection 

18 attachment. And the question is, we agree -- and 

19 just to set the stage, we agree that the permitted 

20 rate, when we send each other local traffic, will be 

21 0007. 

22 A. I saw that. 
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1 Q. Right. What this dispute is about at a 

2 high level, and I want to ask you about is, what 

3 exactly, when we send you traffic and pay you the 

4 0007, what functions have we bought for that and 

5 what functions might you have the right to charge us 

6 separately and in addition for? 

7 That's what we're -- what does the 0007 

8 cover here? Because, again, your testimony, if I 

9 can just and a high-level summary is you are 

10 accusing us of trying to get something for free. 

11 And, at a high level, our counter-position is, no, 

12 we're paying for that as part of the 0007, and 

13 that's what I want to explore with you. 

14 A. And I think that I summarized my answer to 

15 that on direct testimony page 35, beginning line 23 . 

16 Shall I read it? 

17 Q. Sure . 

18 A. "But in any case, whether the handoff is 

19 made at the tandem or at the end office, the 

20 interconnecting carrier bears the facilities cost of 

21 bringing its traffic to that point. Here, Bright 

22 House appears to propose that it should avoid the 
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1 cost of facilities to the tandem or the end office, 

2 as the case may be. Instead, Bright House has 

3 proposed that Verizon should bear the cost of 

4 transporting the traffic from Bright House switch to 

5 the relevant Verizon switch." 

6 Q. Okay. And I think -- well, let me ask the 

7 following question: Are you familiar with how the 

8 FCC -- I'll just show you, and then you tell me. 

9 The question that I'm going to ask you is 

10 if you're familiar with how the FCC has chosen to 

11 define reciprocal compensation and what that covers. 

12 And, of course, I have to find my paper that does 

13 that. 

14 MR. HAGA: While you're looking for that, 

15 Chris, because I'm at least one step removed from 

16 the negotiations, if not more, but h ow much of this 

17 is live here? Because my understanding familiar 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

MR. SAVAGE: This piece is live . There is 

an awful lot that i s n't live. Okay? The 

question 

MR. HAGA: And just to flesh it out --

MR. SAVAGE: No, that's fine. 
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1 MR. HAGA: -- the reason I ask that is 

2 because, under 37, we originally had a few different 

3 issues, and I understood, from the testimony -- I 

4 believe it was Gates' rebuttal that basically 

5 what we were down to under 37 was the local calling 

6 area. And you can tell me if I'm not right on that 

7 or did I 

8 MR. SAVAGE: Well, the issue is sort of - .-

9 the issue is not quite. There is this one little 

10 piece, which I'm now talking about, remains open. 

11 And it -- it becomes relevant on the issue of both 

12 what happens if we convert to a fiber meet and, even 

13 if we don't, what happens with respect to muxing 

14 charges. 

15 MR. HAGA: Okay. 

16 MR. SAVAGE: Right? It also plays into the 

17 interconnection at a DS3 versus a DS1 level. 

18 MR. HAGA: And that's exactly why I wanted 

19 to raise it, because I -- I'm not sure how much --

20 the only reason I'm saying it is I'm not sure how 

21 much this witness can get into those areas, because 

22 those were issues 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: Of course. 

2 MR. RAGA: -- that Mr. D'Amico testified 

3 about on Tuesday and that Mr. Vasington will be 

4 deposed about tomorrow, and so I just wanted to 

5 flag --

6 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah, that's fine. And, 

7 again, I'm sort of feeling my way as to which 

8 witness is doing what. 

9 MR. RAGA: Right. 

10 MR. SAVAGE: And, obviously, if we get to a 

11 stage where, you know, Mr. Munsell says, not my 

12 job --

13 MR. RAGA: Right. 

14 MR. SAVAGE: -- that's fine. 

15 MR. HAGA: Okay. 

16 MR. SAVAGE: But and, again, just to be 

17 clear, just to lay it out I'm not trying to hide 

18 anything our contention is that the transport 

19 function there is transport and termination. And 

20 that the transport function begins at the point 

21 where we physically hand traffic off to Verizon. So 

22 that's contention 1. 
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1 Contention 2 is, whatever might be true in 

2 the abstract, the FCC's transitional 0007 rate is 

3 inclusive of 100 percent of the transport and 

4 termination function. 

5 And, obviously, reasonable minds may be 

6 able to differ about both of those things, but if we 

7 are correct that that's where transport starts, and 

8 the transitional rate covers all of transport, then 

9 our contention that we still haven't worked out 

10 entirely is, once we hand you off the traffic, we're 

11 not trying to get anything for free; we're paying 

12 you, and that's what the 0007 pays. 

13 Your contention, as I understand it, is, 

14 no, either that isn't really transport, or the 0007 

15 doesn't cover it, or something, and that's what I 

16 want to try to explore. And, again, maybe you're 

17 not the guy, but that's where I wanted to focus on. 

18 And I focus on this testimony because, 

19 here, he is accusing us of trying to get something 

20 for free, and our counter is, no, no, no; we're 

21 already paying for it. We just don't want to pay 

22 twice for it. So that~s why I•m asking him about 
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1 it. 

2 MR. HAGA: Yeah, and I understand, and, you 

3 know aside from whatever, you know, objections 

4 that are calling for legal conclusions, to the 

5 extent that does, I just wanted to highlight that 

6 this may not be the right --

7 MR. SAVAGE: That's fine. That's fine. 

8 We're doing our best. 

9 MR. HAGA: Yup. 

10 {Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 7 was 

11 marked for identification.) 

12 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

13 Q. This is a two-pager. The first page, which 

14 we're not going to pay attention to at the moment, 

15 is definitions from the FCC's rule section 51.5. 

16 The second page is definitions from the FCC's rule 

17 section 51.701. 

18 So take a look at that second page. And, 

19 again, this is me cutting and pasting from, you 

20 know, what I understand to be the current version of 

21 the rules. 

22 Look this over. Let me know when you've 
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1 looked it over, and I'll ask you a question about 

2 it. 

3 A. I've read it. 

4 Q. Okay. So my first question is, have you 

5 ever seen this before? Or is this totally new to 

6 you? 

7 A. I have seen it before. 

8 Q. In fact, you're -- I would have you been 

9 called upon, in your role dealing with billing and 

10 billing disputes, to consider what this might mean 

11 in practical application in the past? 

12 A. Certainly in settings such as this. 

13 Q. Okay. Then do me a favor and read along 

14 with me -- or I'll read and you can tell me if I've 

15 got it right -- the definition of transport. 

16 "For purposes of this subpart, transport is 

17 the transmission and any necessary tandem switching 

18 of telecommunications traffic subject to 

19 section 251(b) (5} of the Act from the 

20 interconnection point between the two carriers to 

21 the terminating carrier's end office switch that 

22 directly serves the called party, or the equivalent 
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1 facility provided by a carrier other than an 

2 incumbent LEC." 

3 Did I read that properly? 

4 A. You did. 

5 Q. Okay. Do you have an understanding of what 

6 the "interconnection point between the two carriers" 

7 refers to? 

8 MR. RAGA: And I'll object to the extent 

9 that calls for a legal conclusion. 

10 MR. SAVAGE: We do not want Mr. Munsell to 

11 offer legal conclusions. We can agree on that. 

12 THE WITNESS: Very good. 

13 It does not appear to be a defined term 

14 within this -- at least that's my expectation since 

15 it's not capitalized. So I believe it would be a 

16 point on the -- it would be the point -- relative to 

17 our interconnection, a point on Verizon's network. 

18 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

19 Q. Okay. Now, not meaning to hide the ball 

20 I may have, but I didn't mean to. Go back to the 

21 first page. And I'll represent to you that this is 

22 stuff I cut and paste from section 51.5. 
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1 Could you read the first definition that 

2 appears on that page. 

3 A. "Interconnection. Interconnection is the 

4 linking of two networks for the mutual exchange of 

5 traffic. This term does not include the transport 

6 and termination of traffic." 

7 Q. Okay. Had you seen that definition before? 

8 A. I expect I have. 

9 Q. It is not leaping to your mind at the 

10 moment, however? 

11 A. No. 

12 Q. Okay. Now, as a practical matter, do you 

13 have an understanding of the physical 

14 interconnection arrangements that exist today 

15 between Bright House and Verizon? 

16 A. I believe I do. 

17 Q. Okay. And at a high level, we have our 

18 fiber network, we bring our traffic on our fiber 

19 to we'll pick one of our collocations. We come 

20 up through your ducts to our collocation space where 

21 we have gear that terminates our fiber, and then, 

22 out of that gear, we have cross-connects that go out 
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1 to your stuff, whether it's a multiplexer or a 

2 switchboard or whatever it might be. 

3 Is that fair? 

4 A. Yeah. Cross-connects come out of your 

5 cello either and either are at the level to 

6 interface at that switch, at that cello, or, if it's 

7 a higher level, I suspect it is multiplexed down and 

8 perhaps goes to the switch at that collocation or 

9 off somewhere else. 

10 Q. And -- so I'm going to -- you know, imagine 

11 that you're a call moving along that fiber. Right? 

12 I don't know if you ever studied physics, but this 

13 is almost Einsteinian in its joy, but you're a call, 

14 moving along --

15 A. That's how I do what I do. I make myself a 

16 call. 

17 Q. There you go. So here we are. You are the 

18 call. You've left Bright House's ne t work, and you 

19 are traveling along the fiber outbound to this 

20 collocation. Are you with me so far? 

21 A. I am. 

22 Q. Okay. So you hit manhole zero, and you get 
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1 spliced into a little piece of fiber that goes up 

2 through the innerduct into the collocation space. 

3 With me so far? 

4 A. I'm with you. 

5 Q. You would agree with me that, at that 

6 splice point as we are going up the innerduct, you, 

7 that call, have not yet been handed off to Verizon's 

8 network, right? You're still on Bright House's 

9 network because you're going up that innerduct. 

10 A. I expect that's a Bright House's network 

11 into the colla, yes. 

12 Q. Right. Right. Okay. And you hit the 

13 colla and you hit the back, if you will, of the 

14 fiberoptic terminal sitting in that colla that is a 

15 Bright House- owned piece of equipment sitting in the 

16 colla. There you are in the fiber-optic terminal. 

17 You're still on Bright House's network, right? 

18 A. I believe so, yes. 

19 Q. Okay. So you pass through that fiber-optic 

20 terminal -- and let's say it's at a DS3 level now 

21 and you plug into a cross-connect that -- Bright 

22 House buys that cross-connect from Verizon, right? 
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1 A. I believe so. Out of the collocation 

2 tariff? 

3 Q. Right. out of the -- yeah, out of the 

4 collocation tariff, but physically it's going from 

5 Bright House's equipment in the collocation space, 

6 and it goes out of that collocation space into 

7 Verizon's central office space, right? 

8 A. Yeah, the colla is in the central office, 

9 so 

10 Q. Right. 

11 A. -- yes. 

12 Q. Okay. Would you agree with me that once 

13 you leave that collocation equipment and -- you, the 

14 call, once you leave that collocation equipment and 

15 hit the cross-connect that is owned by and provided 

16 by Verizon to Bright House, you have left Bright 

17 House's network and entered Verizon's network? 

18 A. I believe our position is that the point of 

19 interconnection is either at the tandem wire center 

20 or at the end office wire center where you are 

21 connecting to that tandem. 

22 Q. I understand that that's your position, but 
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1 I'm asking you to put yourself in the posture of 

2 this call. Right? I guess I'm not asking Verizon's 

3 position; I'm asking the poor call's position. 

4 Right? 

5 You would agree with me, as a physical 

6 matter, once I leave Bright House's collocation 

7 equipment and hit the Verizon-supplied 

8 cross-connect, I am at least traveling on gear that 

9 is owned by Verizon at this point, right? 

10 A. For that particular scenario, yes. 

11 Q. At that point. And then, even though I'm 

12 at a DS3 level and I need to be demultiplexed, I 

13 plug into the back of a piece of multiplexing gear, 

14 right? 

15 A. Correct. 

16 Q. But that multiplexing gear is also owned by 

17 Verizon, right? 

18 A. In this example, yes. 

19 Q. In this example -- obviously, we could buy 

20 our own, but in this example, it hits your gear? 

21 A. Correct. 

22 Q. And then it goes on other Verizon-owned 
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1 gear out to -- either across the hall or out to some 

2 other central office -- you know, end office where 

3 it's bound, right? 

4 A. To the extent that's what you've ordered 

5 it could be on some competitive access provider's 

6 gear too, so ... 

7 Q. Right. Assume, for purposes of discussion, 

8 we don't -- we use our stuff or your stuff and don't 

9 get other third parties involved. 

10 A. Okay. 

11 Q. I mean, there may be some oddball 

12 situation, but that's --

13 A. Yeah. I mean, my point being it could be. 

14 Q. It could be, right. Okay. 

15 And so assuming that it is, in fact 

16 assuming that it hits Verizon-owned, managed and 

17 supplied gear at the moment it hits the 

18 cross-connect corning out of our collocated 

19 equipment, what is the basis for Verizon's position, 

20 as you stated it, that the interconnection point is 

21 somewhere else than where we hand it off to your 

22 gear? 
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1 MR. HAGA: He can answer to the extent he 

2 knows. This sounds 

3 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah. 

4 MR. HAGA: -- a lot like issue 24 to me, 

5 which is Mr. Vasington's testimony. 

6 MR. SAVAGE: Well, 24 is whether, assuming 

7 it's your gear and it's used for interconnection, we 

8 should have to pay TELRIC rates for it. But this 

9 is -- I'm just asking the question of, what is it? 

10 And, again, he says we're trying to get it 

11 for free, and I say, no, it's covered by transport, 

12 and I'm just trying to ask him what the -- why would 

13 it not be already on your network once we hand it 

14 off to your physical stuff? 

15 THE WITNESS: At least my reading of the 

16 requirements -- well, for 14 years now -- has been 

17 that the transport we're dealing with in the per 

18 minute of use rates, recip comp rates or the 0007 

19 for exchanging all traffic at 0007, is the transport 

20 between the tandem and the end office switch, the 

21 common transport aspect of it. 

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. Okay. And to the extent that the FCC 

2 defines transport as transmission and any necessary 

3 tandem switching from the point of interconnection, 

4 to the extent that that envisions something before 

5 you hit the tandem switch or before you hit the end 

6 office switch, that just isn't how you understood 

7 it? 

8 A. That· is not how I understood it, correct. 

9 Q. Okay. And if the lawyer were to explain 

10 that you have been wrong all of these years, you 

11 would be happy to change your mind. 

12 A. (Shaking head.) 

13 Q. Okay. Do you have an understanding, based 

14 on your experience and role with billing disputes, 

15 what a -- what the 0007 rate is intended to cover? 

16 A. Any switching and any common transport 

17 involved in the termination of traffic subject to 

18 251(b} (5) and/or ISP-bound traffic or what the 

19 the FCC defines it -- presumes to be. 

20 

21 

22 

Q. Right. Right. 

A. So those functions 

Q. And, again --
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1 A. for that 

2 Q. we don't change any of that traffic, so 

3 we don't have to worry about that as far as I'm 

4 concerned. Okay. 

5 A. But relative to what the 0007 rate is 

6 intended 

7 Q. Yeah. 

8 A. -- to recover, it's those functions. 

9 Q. Okay. 

10 A. Whether it's intended to recover the cost 

11 for those functions, I think the FCC said, we don't 

12 really care. 

13 Q. It's what you get for those funct i ons, 

14 whether it incurs the cost or --

15 A. Right. 

16 Q. Right. Okay. 

17 And -- so assume that Bright House's 

18 position is that the transport f unction begins 

19 put yourself back in the role of the call --

20 A. I am. 

21 Q. -- begins at the moment that the traffic is 

2 2 physi c ally handed off t o Verizon equipment , which 
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1 would be at that cross-connect. Do you understand 

2 that contention, even if you don't agree with it? 

3 A. I understand that. 

4 Q. Okay. And do you understand, then, that if 

5 Verizon -- if Bright House is correct that that's 

6 where transport begins, that we're, in fact, not 

7 trying to get something for free; we're trying to 

8 not pay twice for something, if we're correct the 

9 transport begins there? 

10 A. If you're correct that the 0007 rate, for 

11 example 

12 Q. Starts there. 

13 A. -- starts there, whether it recovers it or 

14 . not, _it's not a cost-based rate, so -- I would agree 

15 that if your contention if that -- if you're right 

16 that the contention is that our transport obligation 

17 begins there, that you're right; you're not 

18 attempting to get something for free. 

19 Q. Okay. You may disagree with me; I just 

20 want to make sure you understand we're not, you 

21 know we're not trying to scam you; we just want 

22 to not pay twice. 
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1 A. I understand that. 

2 Q. Okay. Good. 

3 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. Now, it's 12:20. We 

4 have basically -- there are some nits and nats, but 

5 there are two more things to cover, okay, in my 

6 mind. 

7 One is the whole discussion about meet 

8 point billing as us being a competitive tandem 

9 provider. The other is the whole, how do you do 

10 this local calling area thing? 

11 I am -- let's say happy -- I am willing to 

12 press on now and do those two things. I would 

13 suggest, for my own benefit, and mayb e yours, this 

14 might be an appropriate time t o take a break for a 

15 half hour, 45 minutes, grab a bite to eat, and 

16 reconvene at 1 :00 or 1:15. 

17 MR. HAGA: I think that's a good idea. 

18 (Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., a lunch recess 

19 was taken.) 

20 

21 

22 
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION 

2 (1:02 p.m.) 

3 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

4 Q. All right. Let's talk about meet point 

5 billing. 

6 A. Love to. 

7 Q. Okay. At a high level -- I know we talked 

8 about fiber meets and -- but when I talk about meet 

9 point billing, you understand that I'm talking about 

10 the situation where a long distance carrier gets its 

11 access service from two LECs jointly rather than 

12 only one LEC? 

13 A. Two or more. 

14 Q. Two or more. And for purposes of these 

15 questions, unless I say otherwise, I'm only talking 

16 about two LECs, and the only two LECs I'm talking 

17 about is Verizon and Bright House. 

18 A. Okay. 

19 Q. I know it can get more complicated, but 

20 unless I tell you I want it to be more complicated, 

21 just assume I mean only those two. 

22 Okay. Let's go back into history. Back 
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1 before there was local competition, it's long been 

2 true that there have been some number of large 

3 telephone companies, either the old Bell companies 

4 or the old GTE companies, serving some large areas, 

5 but then also some very small phone companies, often 

6 called RLECs, or rural LECs, serving smaller areas. 

7 Are you with me? 

8 A. And sometimes some of the GTE companies 

9 were in that smaller company category. 

10 Q. Indeed. 

11 And the way it used to work, again, before 

12 local competition, in some circumstances, is a long 

13 distance call coming in from San Francisco, let's 

14 say, would hit a big company access tandem-- let's 

15 say in Richmond, Virginia -- but the call isn't 

16 bound for that big company; it's bound for a 

17 customer one of the little companies had out on the 

18 outskirts of Richmond. 

19 And in that case, the call would go to the 

20 big company tandem. The tandem would recognize, oh, 

21 this is going to, you know, the Buggs Island 

22 Telephone Company in southern Virginia and, 
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1 therefore, it would be routed on a facility that 

2 would go out the across the big company's territory, 

3 and then it hits the border with the little company. 

4 The little company picks it up, takes it the rest of 

5 the way to their switch, and gets it to the 

6 customer. Is that fair? 

7 A. To the extent that that little company, 

8 Buggs Island Telephone of Virginia, or whatever, had 

9 opted to subtend that Arlington -- or Richmond, 

10 Virginia access tandem. 

11 Q. Right. And I will represent to you that 

12 there is, or at least was, a company called the 

13 Buggs Island Telephone Company, and it had, like, 

14 342 lines in southern Virginia. 

15 A. I'll take that. 

16 Q. Okay. And so, if you'll agree with me, 

17 that is sort of the historical version of jointly 

18 provided access, where the long distance carrier 

19 will deliver traffic to the tandem of one carrier, 

20 who carries it across its territory and hands it off 

21 to the other carrier, who then takes it the rest of 

22 the way in. 
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1 A. And there may be a middle carrier in 

2 between those two, but 

3 Q. Yeah. Again, it can be complicated --

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. Okay. Now, broadly speaking, the way the 

6 billing in that situation is supposed to work --

7 again, with the historical situation -- is the 

8 little company at the far end of this call and 

9 I'm talking terminating, but, you know, we 

10 originating later -- the little company at the far 

11 end of the call would bill all the end office 

12 elements, end office switching, intercept, that kind 

13 of stuff, and the carrier common line; the big 

14 company would bill tandem switching; and then the 

15 two companies would split the billing of the 

16 transport running from the tandem switch to the 

17 little company's end office, right? 

18 A. Correct. 

19 Q. Okay. And again at a high level, you know, 

20 the carriers could negotiate somet hing reasonable as 

21 to who gets what percentage, but broadly speaking, 

22 it could be proportional to the distance or 

M. A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703 ) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



161 

1 proportional to the investment, but they would agree 

2 on billing percentages for that jointly provided 

3 transport? 

4 A. Correct. And that agreement would be 

5 memorialized in a NECA tariff, I believe. 

6 Q. NECA 4, right? 

7 A. There you go. 

8 Q. There we go, okay. 

9 Now, let's use an exciting big exhibit. 

10 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 8 was 

11 marked for identification.) 

12 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

13 Q. I'm handing out what I'll repr esent to you 

14 is the most recent version available of something 

15 called the multiple exchange carrier access billing 

16 document, also known as MECAB. 

17 I'd like you to take a moment and read this 

18 document. 

19 (Discussion of f the record.) 

20 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

21 Q. Now, just for the record, OBF, in 

22 cool-looking letters at the top, stands for what? 
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1 A. Ordering billing form. 

2 Q. And down at the bottom ATIS, A-T-I-S, also 

3 cool letters, what does stand for? 

4 Alliance for Telecommunications A. 

Q. 5 -- Industry Solutions? 

6 A. Yes. It doesn't tell me that, but I think 

7 it is. 

8 Q. Okay. Are you familiar with this document? 

9 Have you used it in the past? 

10 A. I have. 

11 Q. Okay. And based on your knowledge and 

12 understanding, what is the MECAB document? What 

13 does it do? 

14 A. MECAB provide guidelines for the billing of 

15 switched access between interexchange carriers and 

16 the local exchange networks. It also provides 

17 guidelines, I believe in a situation where unbundled 

18 elements are involved, and purchasers of unbundled 

19 elements. 

20 Q. I agree that that's in there, and I think 

21 you and I can agree that we're not going to talk 

22 about that. 
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1 A. You asked me the question of what's in 

2 here. 

3 I'm not certain whether there are 

4 guidelines for any, quote/unquote, meet point 

5 billing of traffic other than traffic destined to 

6 interexchange carriers -- to or from interexchange 

7 carriers. 

8 Q. Okay. Well, for purposes of the questions 

9 I'm going to ask you about this, assume that I'm 

10 only asking about traffic that is either bound to or 

11 coming from a third-party IXC --

12 A. Very good. 

13 Q. -- and that the only LECs involved are 

14 going to Bright House and Verizon. 

15 A. We're done with Buggs Island. 

16 Q. Yeah, we're done with Buggs Island. We're 

17 done with all these things. I tell you, go t o the 

18 LERG, look it up. It's really there. 

19 A. I believe it. 

20 Q. All right. Just sort to lay the 

21 groundwork, if you could flip through your copy of 

22 MECAB that you have in front of you and look at 
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1 page 3-3 which has a little diagram on it. 

2 And it will be in the record, but at a high 

3 level what we've got is, on the left, is a little 

4 thing which represents a switch and end office, and 

5 then an arrow going to the line that's designated a 

6 meet point, and then further along is another switch 

7 which is the access tandem, and then a thing that's 

8 labeled SWC, which I think you'll agree stands for 

9 serving wire center. 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. And then, over on the right, a little thing 

12 that looks like a radio tower called POT, which 

13 stands for point of termination, and that's where 

14 the long distance carrier shows itself in this 

15 territory. 

16 A. Correct. 

17 Q. Okay. And, broadly speaking, would you 

18 agree with me that what this diagram is showing is 

19 that when you've got one entity providing the 

20 connection from the long distance carrier to the 

21 tandem switch and then part of the way to the end 

22 office, and then another carrier providing the rest 
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1 of the way to the end office and the end office, 

2 what you do is you figure out, based on where the 

3 meet point between them is, which of them gets to 

4 bill what percentages of either traffic-sensitive 

5 or -- I guess this is just traffic-sensitive 

6 charges? 

7 A. Correct . This is traffic-sensitive, and 

8 that would give you the percentages of what's 

9 showing. 

10 Q. Right. Now, at a high level, is there any 

11 reason that this arrangement could not apply in a 

12 situation where the provider of the access tandem 

13 and part of the transport is Verizon, and the 

14 provider of the end office and the other part of the 

15 transport is Bright House? 

16 A. At a high level, no. 

17 Q. Okay. Now, do you have an understanding of 

18 how Bright House is today interconnected with 

19 Verizon for the purpose of exchanging this meet 

20 point billing traffic to and from third-party IXCs? 

21 A. I believe it was in Mr. Gates' testimony 

22 or rebuttal testimony, actually. I think it was. 
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1 Q. Right. But independent of what's in his 

2 testimony -- I mean, do you have an understanding, 

3 whether it's from his testimony or anywhere else? 

4 A. It's from his testimony that I've got an 

5 understanding. 

6 Q. Okay. And would you agree with me that the 

7 way we're set up today to deal with this traffic 

8 is -- and, again, I'll focus on terminating just 

9 because it's easier at this point; we'll get to 

10 originating later -- a call comes in from a long 

11 distance carrier, hits Verizon's access tandem, and 

12 today the minute it leaves that tandem, it hits some 

13 special access facilities that Bright House is 

14 buying from Verizon. Those facilities run to 

15 actually two different end offices where Bright 

16 House has collocations, and it then gets handed off 

17 to us at the collocations and back on our facilities 

18 to our customers. 

19 Is that a fair summary? 

20 A. I thought there were three collocations. 

21 Q. There are three. We have a collocation at 

22 your access tandem today, but I think it is a true 
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1 statement that, today, we're not using that 

2 collocation for purposes of this traffic. 

3 A. Okay. It would be very odd, but okay. 

4 Q. I mean, just -- again, not to hide the 

5 ball. One of the issues in -- for a variety of 

6 reasons, one of the things that's going on is Bright 

7 House is considering how and whether to reconfigure 

8 the way it is connected with Verizon. One of the 

9 issues is what to do with this meet point billing 

10 traffic. 

11 A. Okay. 

12 Q. And I believe it to be true, based on what 

13 my client told me what Mr. Gates testifies to is 

14 that today right now we actually don't connect up 

15 the meet point billing traffic there at the access 

16 tandem; we send it down to end offices. 

17 A. At the North Gulf Beach, and I think 

18 Carrollwood 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. Yeah, I don't remember the names of them. 

A. Okay. North Gulf Beach is one of them. 

Q. Right. 

A. I think Carrollwood is the other one. 
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1 Q. Right. And you would agree -- I mean, just 

2 to deal with the other issue first. You would agree 

3 that, as far as Verizon is concerned, if we wanted 

4 to, we could reconfigure and have all that traffic 

5 come to that access tandem, that our collocation at 

6 the access tandem -- the facilities from the tandem 

7 to the end offices would just go away? 

8 A. For that -- whether the facilities went 

9 away would be up to --

10 Q. Or --

11 A. Using disconnect orders or whether you 

12 use them for something else, but to the extent you 

13 reconfigured, the traffic would no longer be 

14 routed -- this meet point and switched access 

15 traffic would no longer be routed to those other two 

16 collos at --

17 Q. Right. 

18 A. -- North Gulf Beach and, I think, 

19 Carrollwood. 

20 Q. Okay. So assume that for some good and 

21 sufficient network reason we didn't want to do 

22 that -- and I can, you know, speculate as to why, 
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1 but suppose we had a good reason we didn't want to 

2 do that; we wanted to keep this traffic flowing from 

3 the access tandem out to our two end office 

4 collocation spaces. 

5 A. Okay. 

6 Q. Okay. Under that configuration, the way it 

7 works today, again, is we take responsibility for 

8 picking up the traffic at that port on the access 

9 tandem. 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. We buy from you this facility that goes 

12 between the end office and that tandem. 

13 A. Between the collocation at Carrollwood 

14 or 

15 Q. Yeah. 

16 A. -- North Gulf -- okay. Yeah. 

17 Q. Right. Let's call it between our end 

18 office collocations and the tandem. Let's just call 

19 that --

20 A. Very good. 

21 Q. And then two things happen. A, we pay you 

22 for those facilities, because you're supplying them 
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1 to us, but, B, we charge the long distance carrier 

2 100 percent of the transport between the tandem and 

3 our end office. 

4 A. Correct. 

5 Q. Right. And the reason that we charge them 

6 100 percent is we are, at the moment, taking 

7 responsibility for it from that point on the access 

8 tandem all the way back? 

9 A. Correct. 

10 Q. Okay. Looking at the diagram on page 3.3 

11 and then considering our physical configurat~on, can 

12 you think of any technical reason why we, Bright 

13 House, would not be able to start taking 

14 responsibility for the traffic at our end office 

15 collocations and have Verizon have responsibility 

16 for getting the traffic from the access tandem to 

17 those collocations? Is there any technical reason 

18 we couldn't do that? 

19 A. Do you elaborate by what you mean by 

20 technical? It's pretty broad. 

21 Q. Well, what I mean is could the -- if -- I 

22 don't know -- if Mr. Siedenberg said to the 
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1 engineers in Florida, can you make this work? Can 

2 you get this traffic from the long distance carriers 

3 at your tandem out to these end offices and hand it 

4 off to Bright House there? I bet your engineers 

5 would say yes. 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. Okay. Now, if Mr. Siedenberg said that and 

8 the engineers did that, then would you agree with me 

9 that the following is what would happen for billing. 

10 Under that scenario, Bright House and 

11 Verizon, just like the picture on 3-3, would be 

12 jointly providing that transport function from the 

13 access tandem to our end office and, as a result, we 

14 would need to agree on a billing percentage. And 

15 make it easy . Let's say we agreed it was 50/50. If 

16 we agreed it was 50/50, t hen you would bill the long 

17 distance car rier tandem switching and half the 

18 transport , and we would bill the long distance 

19 carrier half the transport and the end office stuff. 

20 Is that right? 

21 MR. HAGA: Obj e ction to form. 

22 THE WITNESS: The diagram does get a little 
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1 bit more complex in that there are now two lines --

2 basically you get from the access tandem-- you've 

3 got it I think the line now would go from the 

4 access tandem to the end office collo; there would 

5 be another line -- access tandem to end office 

6 colla. And between those collos, they'd now 

7 converge back to the end -- back to the true Bright 

8 House switching center. 

9 Q. Right. Right. But going back to your role 

10 as a call zipping down a line --

11 A. Right. 

12 Q. -- for any given call, it would go either 

13 one or the other? 

14 A. Yeah, I have no idea how it's coded to 

15 decide now, but it's coded. That's how it works 

16 today. 

17 Q. Right. And that would continue? 

18 A. Correct. 

19 Q. And under that scenario, Bright House would 

20 no longer be buying the special access facilities 

21 from Verizon, and so would not be paying Verizon for 

22 those facilities, right? 
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1 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 

2 MR. SAVAGE: Is it that you don't 

3 understand what the scenario is? 

4 MR. HAGA: I'm objecting to the extent I 

5 think you're mixing a couple of different ideas 

6 there in the question. 

7 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. Well 

8 MR. HAGA: But if he can follow and answer, 

9 then he can follow and answer. 

10 MR. SAVAGE: He's a meet point billing pro. 

11 I'm sure he's got it firmly in mind what I'm asking. 

12 THE WITNESS: So in this scenario, then the 

13 meet point would shift from some -- on this 

14 diagram -- space between the end office and the 

15 access tandem to the end office collos. 

16 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

17 Q. Well, today -- in effect, the meet point 

18 would become that end office collo. 

19 A. Correct. 

20 Q. Right. 

21 A. As I understand your scenario. 

22 Q. Yes, that's my scenario. And if we did 
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1 that, then Verizon would not bill Bright House for 

2 the facilities between the tandem and the end office 

3 collo, but Verizon would start billing the IXCs for 

4 transport because you would have a transport 

5 percentage that, instead of being zero, is 50 

6 percent or whatever we agreed on? 

7 A. Yeah, on a minute of use basis. 

8 Q. Correct. Now, putting aside for a moment 

9 the highly metaphysical question of whether the 

10 precise minute of use charges that are in your 

11 tariff to recover the cost of that use of that 

12 facility, you would agree with me that, under the 

13 scenario we've just described, Verizon would be 

14 getting paid by the long distance carrier on a 

15 minute of use basis for the use of that facility? 

16 A. We would be billing and, to the extent they 

17 have paid, we would be getting paid. 

18 Q. Yes. Well, MCI would pay you. AT&T we're 

19 not so sure, right? 

20 A. There are a few. 

21 Q. All right. But, theoretically, you would 

22 have the right to charge the !XC for the use of that 
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1 facility? 

2 A. Correct. 

3 Q. Okay. So if we were to configure things 

4 that way, this would not be a situation in which you 

5 are being asked to perform work for free; is that 

6 correct? 

7 A. Perhaps not work for free, but being asked 

8 to provision facilities at the request of Bright 

9 House and size the facilities at the request of 

10 Bright House, and then attempt to recover those 

11 metaphysical costs from these IXCs on a per minute 

12 of use basis. 

13 Q. Now, as you understand the MECAB document 

14 and your own tariff -- which we'll get to in a 

15 minute -- would Bright House have an unfettered 

16 right to dictate how many trunk ports, or whatever 

17 it would be-- trunks would have to be established? 

18 A. Under MECAB, I do not believe so. 

19 Q. What would happen under MECAB, as you 

20 understand it? 

21 A. Frankly, I -- I would have to read that 

22 aspect of it. I'm not ... 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



176 

1 Q. Is it fair to say, whether it's in MECAB or 

2 your tariff or wherever it is, that a rational 

3 thing, when we are both jointly providing access, 

4 would be for us to coordinate, if I may use that 

5 word, the sizing of the facilities since half of 

6 them are ours and half of them are yours? 

7 A. That would be a rational thing. 

8 Q. Okay. Do you understand Bright House to be 

9 suggesting otherwise? 

10 A. Well, I would -- certainly it's curi ous t o 

11 me the existing configuration of routing the access 

12 traffic not through the collocation at the access 

13 tandem, but through the collocations at North Gulf 

14 Beach and Carrollwood many, many mi les from the --

15 that's curious to me . 

16 And under this proposal, Verizon -- well, 

17 you're going to try to recover t he costs of that 

18 configuration that Bright House has decided to do 

19 from interexchange carriers. 

20 So, to me, I mean, the existing 

21 configuration isn't very logical, as I would expect 

22 it to be, and I think as Mr. Gates, in his rebuttal, 
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1 has suggested that perhaps you'll reconfigure --

2 perhaps. 

3 Q. Yeah, we're -- I mean, and no -- I'm not 

4 trying to hide anything. We are considering ways in 

5 which we might reconfigure our network to make it 

6 cheaper, faster, better, more efficient, all of 

7 those things. 

8 A. I mean, I can understand redundancy in 

9 routing and all of those efficiencies. What I am 

10 afraid of -- and I think it's a Verizon-shared 

11 concern -- is CLEC's ability to order facilities 

12 that perhaps they don't have to pay for, and create 

13 a network that is -- I'll call it gold-plated. And 

14 if you 

15 Q. Those were the days, right? 

16 A. And if you don't have to pay for something, 

17 as we all know in economics, that is what occurs. 

18 Q. Well -- okay. Assume with me that --

19 understanding your concern, assume for purposes of 

20 my questions that Bright House will agree to 

21 reasonable contractual terms to prevent that from 

22 happening, whether it is a requirement of joint 
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1 agreement on what facilities will be placed based on 

2 the traffic, or Verizon has an unfettered right to 

3 turn down unused facilities, or whatever it may be, 

4 assume that we will take care of that because we 

5 don't want to have useless facilities either. 

6 Do you understand the assumption I'm asking 

7 you about? 

8 A. I do . 

9 Q. Okay. On that assumption, would Verizon 

10 have any objection to reconfiguring our 

11 interconnection along the lines I had just discussed 

12 where the meet point for purposes of billing the 

13 IXCs would occur at the end office cellos rather 

14 than at the access tandem? 

15 A. So to have -- can you ask me that one more 

16 time? I was thinking you were going to ask me a 

17 different thing --

18 Q. There you go. 

19 A. -- and I realize -- all of a sudden, 

20 halfway through my answer, you didn't ask me that. 

21 Q. Okay. 

22 MR. SAVAGE: Actually, Mr. Reporter, could 
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1 you read back the question. I thought I got it 

2 right the first time and I'll probably mess it up. 

3 (The record was read as requested . ) 

4 THE WITNESS: And that's where I got messed 

5 up. You said reconfigure the network, yet the 

6 cellos would still be at the end office cellos 

7 versus the access tandem. So there is no 

8 reconfiguration there. 

9 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

10 Q. Oh, I see. Would Verizon -- then let me 

11 change that. 

12 A. Thank you. 

13 Q. Would Verizon have any objection to 

14 changing the point that we deem to be the meet point 

15 for purposes of this third party IXC traffic from 

16 the access tandem, where it is today, to the end 

17 office cellos? 

18 A. Okay. So -- I think I understand. So what 

19 you're proposing is that, today, by virtue of you 

20 purchasing -- you, Bright House, purchasing the 

21 facilities from the end office cellos to the tandem, 

22 you're recovering a hundred percent of the transport 
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1 mileage from the IXCs. You want to know whether 

2 Verizon would be willing to move those meet points, 

3 or that meet point on that route between the Verizon 

4 access tandem and the Bright House office -- even 

5 though there's two routes -- we would create a route 

6 in NECA 4 and have a BP that reflected the blend of 

7 the end office collos, or some sort of way to do 

8 that. 

9 Q. Correct. Right. That's the question. 

10 A. I think we would still have -- I had hoped 

11 you were going to say along the lines of 

12 reconfiguring that so that the access tandem was the 

13 appropriate hand-off place 

14 Q. I'll get to that in a minute. 

15 A. Well, I think we would have an easier time 

16 coming to terms if you reconfigured that way. 

17 Q. Right. Yeah, let's assume -- well, let me 

18 just ask the question. If we came to you and said, 

19 you know, we had a bunch of good reasons for routing 

20 this traffic to these end office collos, but now, as 

21 time has gone ~ne, we don't think those are good 

22 reasons anymore; we would like to reconfigure so 
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1 that all of this third-party traffic gets handed off 

2 at that access tandem cello. 

3 I assume Verizon would have no objection to 

4 that? 

5 A. I expect -- yeah, we have no problem with 

6 obviously you handing off the traffic at the end 

7 office cello. I think that's what you asked me, 

8 right? 

9 Q. No. 

10 A. Okay. 

11 Q. I'm talking about handing off the --

12 exchanging -- if I said end office, I meant access 

13 tandem. 

14 At the access -- would you have any 

15 objection to reconfiguring our network as it relates 

16 to this third-party IXC traffic and, instead of 

17 routing that traffic through the end office cellos, 

18 instead routing all that traffic in both directions 

19 through the access tandem collo? 

20 A. We would have no objection. 

21 Q. Okay. So let's go back to the other 

22 question, which is, assume that we have good 
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1 reasons, having to do with redundancy or cost or 

2 some difficulty getting the facility organized --

3 some good reason -- that we really do want it to 

4 continue to come through the end office colla. 

5 Would Verizon have any objection to redesignating 

6 as you described it, creating a route listed in 

7 NECA 4 from your access tandem to our end office 

8 with some billing percentage that we would agree on 

9 for the transport? 

10 MR. HAGA: And just for the record here, I 

11 want to be careful because we're talking about 

12 Verizon agreeing to -- and I don't want this to turn 

13 into a negotiating session in the deposition. If 

14 you're asking the witness if he can think of a 

15 reason 

16 MR. SAVAGE: Yeah. Yeah. Sure. 

17 MR. HAGA: -- or if he personally has an 

18 objection -- I just don't want this to sound like 

19 we're bartering here in the middle of a depo. 

20 MR. SAVAGE: I'd be happy to. Works for 

21 me. 

22 BY MR. SAVAGE: 
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1 Q. But, no -- with that clarification. 

2 A. We would still have the concern about our 

3 ability or inability, frankly, to recover the costs 

4 of our facilities that now -- between the access 

5 tandem and those end office cellos from the 

6 interexchange carriers. 

7 Q. And that concern I guess has two pieces. 

8 One is some interexchange carriers don't pay you, 

9 and, two is if the facilities are gold-plated, if we 

10 have, you know, an OC-192 to carry a DS1's worth of 

11 traffic, you're on the hook? 

12 A. I'm on the hook. 

13 Q. Okay. 

14 A. And it's more the second than the first, I 

15 believe. 

16 Q. Okay. So one of the earlier assumptions I 

17 asked you to make-- that I'll revive -- is a s suming 

18 that we could reach reasonable terms so that t h a t 

19 wasn't a problem, so that you would be satisfied 

20 that the facilities were proper ly sized f or the 

21 traffic, if you could be satisfied that the 

22 facilities were properly sized f or the traffic, 
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1 would you have -- can you think of any objection to 

2 that redesignation of the meet point? 

3 A. If the terms were sufficient in the 

4 interconnection agreement to cover the networks of 

5 Bright House and Verizon as well as any potential 

6 adoptees, I can't think of an operational reason 

7 that that would be a concern. 

8 Q. Okay. And, again, in that configuration, 

9 even though Bright House would no longer be paying 

10 you for the facilities between the end office 

11 collocations and the access tandem, Verizon would 

12 indeed be getting paid for those facilities through 

13 its billing percentage, transport charges to the 

14 IXCs; is that correct? 

15 A. We would be getting paid for those 

16 facilities and, to the extent they were correctly 

17 sized, compensated for those facilities. 

18 Q. Okay. Now, with that in mind --

19 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 9 was 

20 marked for identification.) 

21 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

22 Q. I'm going to give you Exhibit Number 9 
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1 which is an excerpt from a case that I expect you 

2 know and love, which is the arbitration between 

3 Verizon and WorldCom that was handled by the FCC in 

4 connection with Virginia. Are you generally 

5 familiar with that case? 

6 A. I am. 

7 Q. Okay. And just -- what I've put together 

8 here is -- it's the cover page and the table of 

9 contents pages, and then it skips to page 89, 90 and 

10 91. 

11 A. I knew it was lot longer than this. 

12 Q. Oh, yes. 

13 And feel free to refamiliarize yourself 

14 with the discussion starting at paragraph 172, but 

15 what I'm going to ask you about is paragraph 177. 

16 So let me know when you're sufficiently happy to 

17 talk about it. 

18 A. I read it. 

19 Q. Okay. Now I'm going to read you the first 

20 couple of sentences of paragraph .177. Make sure I 

21 get it right. 

22 We, meaning · the FCC-- "We agree with 
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1 WorldCom that the services in question constitute 

2 the joint provision of switched exchange access 

3 services to IXCs by WorldCom and Verizon, both 

4 operating as LECs. Therefore, we agree with 

5 WorldCom that, when the parties jointly provide such 

6 exchange access, Verizon should assess any charges 

7 for its access services upon the rel~vant IXC and 

8 not WorldCom." 

9 Do you see that? 

10 A. I do. 

11 Q. Okay. And in the context of this 

12 discussion, would you agree with me that what they 

13 are talking about is the same scenario that we were 

14 just discussing, which is that if we designated our 

15 meet point for these purposes as the end office 

16 cellos, Verizon would bill the IXCs for transport 

17 from its access tandem to those end office cellos 

18 through the billing percentage, and we would bill 

19 the IXCs for the transport from those collos back to 

20 our end office? 

21 MR. RAGA: And I'll object to this is 

22 asking the witness to provide a legal conclusion. 
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1 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

2 Q. You can answer anyway. I don't want a 

3 legal conclusion. I want a practical 

4 billing-oriented conclusion. 

5 Never get lawyers involved in billing 

6 disputes. It's never good. 

7 A. The reason I'm taking a long time and 

8 perhaps can't reach a conclusion is the previous 

9 paragraphs, 170 

10 Q. Let me interrupt you and see what your 

11 concern is. 

12 WorldCom was also asserting the right to 

13 buy those facilities as unbundled transport at ONE 

14 rates. And then -- you're seeing reference to that? 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. Okay. Understand that I'm not -- the 

17 reason I only read the first couple of sentences of 

18 the conclusion in paragraph 177 is we are not 

19 proposing to buy them as ONEs; that wasn't the part 

20 I was focusing on. 

2 1 I was focusing, instead, on the issue of 

22 Verizon billing t he long distanc e carri ers for its 
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1 portion of access service. 

2 A. I understand that. 

3 Q. Okay. And with that limitation, and 

4 assuming that we don't want anything to do with 

5 UNEs, either of us, do you agree with me that what 

6 the FCC is describing should occur is consistent 

7 with what we described of establishing the meet 

8 point at the end office collos and each of us 

9 billing the long distance carrier's appropriate 

10 portion of the transport? 

11 MR. HAGA: And I have the same objection. 

12 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

13 Q. You can still answer. 

14 A. Yes, I can. 

15 And my hesitancy of giving that answer is 

16 I'm not sure I can divorce the FCC's decision.in 

17 paragraph 177 from the previous paragraphs which 

18 talk about these UNEs that MCI wanted t o purchase 

19 as -- I don't understand how MCI says, we want to 

20 purchase these facilities as UNEs, yet Verizon gets 

21 to bill them to the IXCs as meet point. I don't 

22 understand that discussion. 
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1 Q. I understand your confusion. With that --

2 that we will sort out in a briefing. 

3 A. Okay. 

4 Q. That's fine. Okay. Now, let's talk about 

5 a different potential reconfiguration that may be 

6 out of your bailiwick, but I'm trying to ask about 

7 the meet point billing implications of it and not 

8 the technical side of it. 

9 With that said, imagine if, instead of 

10 leaving things as they are and instead of 

11 redirecting the traffic -- this meet point billing 

12 traffic through the access tandem cello, suppose we 

13 did something else entirely. Suppose we said, we 

14 don't like collocations anymore at all. We are 

15 going to convert to a fiber meet with Verizon 

16 because we have all this fiber running around, 

17 Verizon has all the fiber running around-- so we 

18 will simply, you know, per agreed terms of the 

19 agreement, get together, put our fiber together, and 

20 exchange traffic directly over the fiber. 

21 Now, you understand generally that scenario 

22 as a way of configuring the networks? 
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1 A. Generally. 

2 Q. Okay. Assuming that we did that, A, and 

3 assuming that we sent this meet point billing 

4 traffic over the fiber meet point, this 

5 bound-for-third-party IXC traffic over that fiber 

6 meet point, would you agree with me that in that 

7 scenario, if we had a single fiber meet between our 

8 networks, the most logical way to handle the billing 

9 of the IXCs would be, indeed, to establish a route 

10 in NECA 4 between your access tandem and our end 

11 office, agree on a billing percentage, and both bill 

12 the IXCs? 

13 A. In your example, are those -- we've got a 

14 single fiber -- there are distinct truck groups for 

15 !XC traffic from 

16 Q. Sure. 

17 A. -- recip comp 

18 Q. Absolutely. 

19 A. Okay. And then the question is? 

20 Q. Assuming -- yeah, assuming we got it 

21 properly the facility would be the fiber meet. 

22 There would be distinct trunk groups for this 
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1 purpose. Would you agree with me that the rational 

2 best way to handle that would be to establish a 

3 NECA 4 route, agree on a billing percentage in light 

4 of where the fiber is or whatever we need to do, and 

5 bill the IXCs our respective portions of transport? 

6 A. Again, with the caveat of to the extent 

7 that we agree on the size of those access facilities 

8 provisioned over this fiber. 

9 Q. Right. 

10 A. I mean, to the extent Bright House was in 

11 control of it entirely, you say, we're going to 

12 provision the whole OC-- you know, 92, with access 

13 facilities, even though we are exchanging 50 million 

14 minutes a month with IXCs. Well, that wouldn't make 

15 much sense, but technically, I don't see -- the 

16 traffic would be routed and would complete. 

17 Q. Right. And, again, subject to your quite 

18 legitimate concern that we size that number of 

19 trunks to match the traffic, would you agree with me 

20 that the best way to handle it, for purposes of 

21 billing IXCs under that physical configuration would 

22 be the establishing of a billing percentage for the 
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1 transport? 

2 A. I can't testify that I know that that's the 

3 best way or not, frankly. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

It would be a reasonable way? 

It would be a way. 

A reasonable way? 

A reasonable way. I'll give you that. 

Okay . Great. All right. 

9 All of this discussion has been maybe 

10 explicitly, but certainly implicitly, talking about 

11 traffic where there is a third-party IXC, Verizon 

12 provides the tandem function, and then the end 

13 office function is provided by Bright House? 

14 A. Yeah, I've understood that to be explicitly 

15 the situation. 

16 Q. Exactly. As have I. I'm not trying to --

17 A. Okay. 

18 Q. -- make it complicated. So, thus far, 

19 we've been talking about the situation where there 

20 is a Bright House end user either making or 

21 receiving a long distance call that goes through 

22 Verizon's tandem on route to the IXC? 
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1 A. Correct. 

2 Q. Okay. Let's now talk about the other 

3 potential scenario, and this is the potential 

4 scenario that has been referred to in the testimony 

5 as Bright House operating as a competitive tandem 

6 provider. 

7 Are you familiar generally with the 

8 discussion in your testimony, Mr. Gates' testimony, 

9 about that? 

10 A. Yes. 

11 Q. Okay. Now, for purposes of my questions, I 

12 would like you to assume that neither Bright House, 

13 nor any IXC, has any interest whatsoever in using 

14 Bright House's tandem functionality for originating 

15 access. 

16 Assume that all of my question relate 

17 entirely to the scenario of Bright House and some 

18 IXCs wanting to use Bright House -- Bright House's 

19 tandem functionality for terminating access. 

20 Do you understand what I'm asking you to 

21 assume? 

22 A. Yes. 
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1 Q. Okay. Now, if I understand your testimony 

2 correctly-- and I'll just -- let's start at page 25 

3 of your direct, lines 7 through 11. And there you 

4 say, referring, I believe, to that scenario I've 

5 just described, "I believe this could not work from 

6 a network routing perspective as a switch can only 

7 subtend a single tandem for any given NPA/NXX. 

8 "Because Verizon cannot operate in the way 

9 Bright House proposes" -- you know, we're wrong. 

10 Do you see that testimony? 

11 A. I do. 

12 Q. Okay. Now, help me understand this because 

13 I read that and what I heard you saying, in effect, 

14 was Verizon has an absolute monopoly on the 

15 provision of terminating access service to get to 

16 its end offices. 

17 There is no way to work it that we could 

18 provide that function. That may be what you're 

19 saying, but I just want to ask you flat out: Are 

20 you saying that it is your testimony that Verizon 

21 has an absolute monopoly on the provision of 

22 terminating tandem switching services to its own end 
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1 offices? 

2 A. I'm glad you made that distinction because 

3 terminating access to the end office could be 

4 provided by a competitive access provider directly 

5 building access facilities into a collo cage at our 

6 end office. That's what a CAP does, competitive 

7 access provider. 

8 Q. Okay. Well, let's start with that for a 

9 second, and let me figure this out. Okay. 

10 If Bright House wanted to let's forget 

11 for a moment the end offices where we don't now have 

12 collocations. At least with respect to the end 

13 offices where we do -- right as far as you are 

14 concerned, we could have a long distance carrier 

15 with terminating traffic for that end office, 

16 deliver it to our switch, we route it over a trunk, 

17 it goes on our facilities at that collocation, pops 

18 out on a -- a DS3, DS1, pops out -- let's make it a 

19 DS1 trunk and forget the rnuxing. Pops out on a DS1 

20 trunk and goes right into that switch. 

21 A. Okay. 

22 Q. Okay. As far as you're concerned, that's 
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2 A. 

3 Q. 

4 A. 

5 Q. 

We would be billing Bright House. 

What would you billing us for? 

End office switching. 

Why? 

196 

6 A. It's terminating in our end office, isn't 

7 it? 

8 Q. But it's not our traffic. It's a 

9 third-party IXC's traffic. 

10 A. It's what happens with a CAP access 

11 provider, though. Your scenario is you're a 

12 competitive access transport provider into my end 

13 office terminating traffic for a third party. 

14 Now, I don't know who that third party is. 

15 You do. And there may be multiple third parties 

16 that you're terminating the traffic for. I'm going 

17 to bill you. 

18 Q. Okay. So let me get this sorted out. So 

19 what you're saying is, you don't have a problem with 

20 us delivering that traffic; you have a problem with 

21 treating it as a meet point billing arrangement? 

22 A. True, under a competitive access provider, 
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1 it is not. 

2 Q. Right. Okay. Fair enough. 

3 And when you say -- just to be clear, when 

4 you say competitive access provider, just so that 

5 the record is clear, what you're referring to is 

6 entities of a sort that emerged, let's say, in the 

7 late '80s or early '90s 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. -- that interconnected with the established 

10 LECs' networks under what was called at the time the 

11 expanded interconnection service regime? 

12 A. I believe that's correct, yes. 

13 Q. And that regime live s on and is still 

14 present, f o r example, in Verizon FCC tariff 14, 

15 section 17? 

16 A. That I don't know . 

17 Q. Okay . Trust me on that . 

18 A. I'll believe you. 

1 9 Q. Okay. It does live on. 

20 A. It does l i ve on. 

21 Q. It does live on, and it is in your 

22 tariffs -- and you'll trust me that it's section 17 . 
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1 Okay. So then the '96 act happens, and 

2 competitive LECs are now authorized. Remember 

3 earlier today we looked at the definition of a LEC. 

4 It was number it's one of the definitions from 

5 the act, which would be number 4, I think. 

6 Number 4, 26. Definition of local exchange 

7 area. "A local exchange carrier means any person 

8 that is engaged in the provision of telephone 

9 exchange service or" -- what? 

10 A. Exchange access. 

11 Q. Okay. So with the addition of this 

12 definition to the act, if before this definition 

13 existed I was a competitive access provider 

14 providing exchange access, wouldn't you agree with 

15 me, just as a layperson, putting aside all the legal 

16 complexities, of which I don't think there actually 

17 are any, that if I am providing exchange access, I 

18 am a local exchange carrier under this definition? 

19 A. You are asking me to assume away legal 

20 difficulties, and there are always legal 

21 implications. 

22 Q. And -- what I mean by that is I'm not 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



199 

1 trying to preclude your lawyer from -- lawyers 

2 coming up later and arguing whatever they want about 

3 this --

4 A. Good. 

5 Q. but just looking at the words, if I'm a 

6 competitive access provider before this definition, 

7 and this definition says a LEC is anybody who 

8 provides telephone exchange service or exchange 

9 access -- under this definition, I'm a LEC, right? 

10 A. Yeah. I do not know if that is the correct 

11 interpretation 

12 Q. Sure. 

13 A. -- of that. Frankly, I don't know. 

14 Q. I understand. And we'll --

15 A. I don't think I have ever heard someone 

16 argue that a CAP is now a LEC. 

17 Q. Talk to your friends at -- let's see. You 

18 guys bought MFS. I was going to say, talk to your 

19 friends at TCG, but AT&T bought them. Talk to your 

20 former MFS buddies and they will tell you that. 

21 Okay. Going back to the scenario we were 

22 talking about before when Verizon provides tandem 
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1 switching and hands the traffic off to Bright House, 

2 which provides end office switching and delivers the 

3 traffic on its way to the end user, Verizon is 

4 acting as a local exchange carrier when it performs 

5 that access function, right? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. And Bright House is . acting as a local 

8 exchange carrier when it delivers its traffic on to 

9 the end user, right? 

10 A. I believe so. 

11 Q. Okay. So if we switch the two around and 

12 Bright House is now providing the tandem function 

13 and we're delivering traffic to a Verizon end 

14 office, aren't we both still local exchange 

15 carriers? 

16 A. I believe so. 

17 Q. Okay. Are you aware of anything in the OBF 

18 MECAB document -- I guess Number -- whatever number 

19 we're at -- the big thick one -- that would suggest 

20 that the access ta.ndem functionality must be 

21 performed by an LEC? 

22 A. No. 
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1 Q. Can you think of any technical reason why 

2 the access tandem functionality must be performed by 

3 a LEC? 

4 A. No. 

5 Q. Okay. So can you think of any reason why 

6 Verizon would not be in a position to enter into a 

7 meet point billing arrangement with Bright House to 

8 serve third-party IXCs where Bright House provides 

9 the tandem functionality and Verizon provides the 

10 end office functionality and we split the transport 

11 as appropriate? 

12 A. What you appear to be asking is that the 

13 end office company, historically -- and I'm not 

14 aware of anything that changed it -- has the right 

15 or the obligation to determine what access tandem 

16 they subtend. 

17 We've got many Verizon end offices that 

18 subtend a Verizon access tandem, and we've got many 

19 Verizon end offices that subtend another ILEC's 

20 end -- access tandems, sorry. But it's our choice 

21 of which access tandem to subtend. 

22 What you're asking is to say, Verizon, that 
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· 1 isn't your choice anymore; that's the tandem's 

2 choice. Which reverses things. And I'm not aware 

3 of what -- what caused that reversal. 

4 Q. Then let me go back to an earlier question. 

5 Actually, I won't go back to an earlier 

6 question. Let me go back to a different question. 

7 I had gathered from your testimony that if 

8 we wanted to get into the business of providing 

9 competitive access service with respect to --

10 competitive tandem functionality, excuse me, with 

11 respect to originating traffic, that would be okay, 

12 and you have a tariff for tha t , this TSS tariff? 

13 A. Correct. 

14 Q. Okay. I happen to have Number 10, which is 

15 one of the things I gave you before the break --

16 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 10 was 

17 marked for identification.) 

18 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

19 Q. which is a bunch of provisions of your 

20 tariff, and I will tell you how I put this together. 

21 I put all your tariffs into a single folder. I told 

22 Adobe PDF to search for TSS, or tandem swi t ch 
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1 signaling, or whatever it's called. And other than 

2 the table of contents-like pages, every page where 

3 one of those is mentioned, here is what this is. 

4 A. Okay. 

5 Q. Okay. Now, did you get a chance to look at 

6 this over the break? 

7 A. I did not go through the, you know, 15 or 

8 20 pages. 

9 Q. Okay. Well, the question -- let me ask you 

10 the question and then tell me if you agree. 

11 These are the tariff provisions that you 

12 had in mind when you made reference to the TSS 

13 service in Verizon tariff 14 in your testimony? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. Okay. Great. First take a look -- it's 

16 one of the pages toward the back. It is numbered 

17 fourth revised page 4-106. It's, I think, the third 

18 or fourth from the back. 

19 And I will represent t o you that I put -- I 

20 put them all here because I wasn't sure which ones 

21 you were referring t o, but I don't plan to ask all 

22 about all of them. 
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1 But I was intrigued -- if you look at the 

2 notes on this section, note 1 and note 2 and then, 

3 underneath the little chart -- well, underneath the 

4 little chart it says, "When a customer submits an 

5 order for switched access services, the customer 

6 must state the percentage of interstate use on a 

7 statewide LATA billing count number or end office 

8 level." 

9 Do you see that? 

10 A. I see that. 

11 Q. And the abbreviation for percentage of 

12 interstate use is PIU. 

13 A. Uh-huh, that's correct. 

14 Q. What is that? How does that work? 

15 A. Percent interstate use is used to split the 

16 charges of a monthly recurring charge between 

17 interstate and intrastate and, relative to any 

18 traffic that's charged on a minute of use basis, it 

19 is used to jurisdictionalize usage that cannot be 

20 otherwise jurisdictionalized based on the calling 

21 and called numbers. 

22 Q. Okay. So -- I think I heard two things. 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



205 

1 Let me see if I got them right. Number one is if 

2 you've got some facility that's being bought for 

3 $1,000 a month, and a bunch of both interstate and 

4 intrastate access traffic is going over that, the 

5 customer would say, it's 70 percent interstate and 

6 30 percent intrastate, and so you would take that --

7 if it was the same rate say $700 would go to the 

8 interstate jurisdiction and 300 would go to the 

9 intrastate, assuming it was $1,000 in either tariff? 

10 A. Correct. 

11 Q. On the other hand, if it was $2,000 in the 

12 interstate tariff and $1,000 in the intrastate 

13 tariff, you would go 70 percent times the 2,000, 30 

14 percent times the 1,000, and charge a blended rate 

15 for that facility? 

16 A. Mathematically, that's correct. 

17 Q. Okay. And, obviously, it would be 

18 complicated depending on the rate elements and all 

19 that. Okay. 

20 And with respect to minutes, earlier this 

21 morning we talked about the idea that normally you 

22 have, or hopefully you'll have an originating 
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1 number, a terminating number; you can you use those 

2 to decide whether the call is interstate, 

3 intrastate, local, whatever it is. But what you're 

4 saying here is if you, for some reason, can't do 

5 that, you can say, I know I have a million minutes; 

6 let's just deem 70 percent of them interstate and 30 

7 percent of them intrastate? 

8 A. Well, the way it would work is, I know I 

9 have a million minutes that I can't 

10 jurisdictionalize based on the normal method; 

11 therefore, my second tier method of 

12 jurisdictionalizing them would be on the PIU. The 

13 first method is always based on t he c alling and 

14 called numbers. 

15 Q. Right. Okay. So if -- let me put it this 

16 way. If the data you have about the calling and 

17 called numbers is suffici ent to decide interstate, 

18 intrastate, local, whatever, that's what you do? 

19 A. Correct. 

20 Q. But if, for -whatever reason, that data is 

21 not sufficient for that purpose, the fallback is to 

22 say, give me a factor? 
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1 A. Correct. 

2 Q. Okay. And how were these factors 

3 developed? 

4 A. Typically, the carrier who is ordering the 

5 service provides them. 

6 Q. Do you ever get really weird numbers that 

7 you question? 

8 A. Yes. 

9 Q. And what do you do if that happens, if some 

10 carrier decides that it's really a hundred percent 

11 interstate because that's the cheapest or something? 

12 A. Well, then we might say, of the traffic you 

13 sent to us, 80 percent of it we can set a 

14 jurisdiction on, and it's 50 percent interstate, so 

15 are you representing that it's only the traffic 

16 without calling number that's interstate? 

17 Q. In other words, you look at the data that 

18 you have if something looks weird, you look at 

19 the data you have and try to reach a better 

20 accommodation? 

21 A. That's right. 

22 Q. Okay. How long has the industry relied on 

M.A.R. REPORTING GROUP 
Professional Court Reporters 

www.mar-reporting.com 
(703) 534-1225 

PLATT & DAWSON 



208 

1 this kind of factor thing if you can't -- I mean, 

2 I'll tell you -- I mean, doesn't this go back 

3 forever, I mean, like to the beginning of access 

4 charges? 

5 A. 1984. 

6 Q. Okay. And so now for the last 26 years, if 

7 carriers have a situation where the numbers don't 

8 provide -- the calling records don't provide a 

9 sufficient basis to do the jurisdictionalizing, you 

10 come up with a factor that seems reasonable to both 

11 parties? 

12 A. The party ordering the service provides the 

13 factor. Whether it's reasonable to Verizon or not, 

14 that's typically what is accepted until better data 

15 is available. 

16 Q. Okay. But you certainly have the right, 

17 either formally or informally, to challenge a number 

18 that seems too strange to you? 

19 A. I bel ieve it's in the tariff. 

20 Q. I think so. Okay. 

21 All right. So turn the page with me and --

22 there is a paragraph with the number 7 that refers 
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1 to tandem switch signaling, TSS. Do you see that? 

2 A. I do. 

3 Q. Okay. Could you read that first paragraph 

4 for me, read it into the record. 

5 A. Certainly. 

6 "TSS will be provided via FGD" --

7 Q. And let me stop you. That's feature 

8 group D? 

9 A. Correct. 

10 Q. And that's normal switched access? 

11 A. Correct. 

12 Q. Okay. 

13 A. -- "or BSA-D" 

14 Q. Which I don't want to get into what it is? 

15 A. Basic surveying arrangement D. 

16 "switched access, 500 SAC access, or 900 

17 SAC access, services with either multi-frequency 

18 (MF), address signaling, or SS7, out-of-ban d 

19 signaling. TSS is available with originati ng 

20 calling only, terminating calling only, or, where 

21 available, two-way calling trunks. TSS two-way 

22 calling trunks are only available from end offices 
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1 where the switch technology is capable of measuring 

2 the terminating usage on two-way TSS-equipped 

3 trunks. Where the end office switch technology is 

4 not capable of measure terminating usage on two-way 

5 calling TSS-equipped trunks, the customer must order 

6 originating calling only or terminating calling only 

7 trunks for use with TSS." 

8 Q. Okay. We'll spare of the rest of it. 

9 Now let's break that down. Okay. 

10 The BSA-D switched access is, you would 

11 agree with me, a relic of the open network 

12 architecture proceeding from the late 1980s that 

13 has -- I'll represent to you Bright House has no 

14 concern about. 

15 A. It was never a good idea. 

16 Q. 500 SAC -- SAC stands for service access 

17 code, right? 

18 A. Correct. 

19 Q. And the 500 and 900 are, if you pick up a 

20 phone and dial 1-900 whatever, or 1-500 whatever, it 

21 has a bunch of special characteristics. 

22 A. Correct. 
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1 Q. We're not worried about that either? 

2 A. I don't think so. 

3 Q. Okay. And then just -- MF address 

4 signaling is where you use the blips and bleeps of 

5 the touch-tone to tell the network how to route it. 

6 SS7 signaling is where it uses a special circuit to 

7 tell how to route the call. 

8 A. You've got a special network called 

9 out-of-band, correct. 

10 Q. Okay. Looking at the second sentence, "TSS 

11 is available with originating calling only" 

12 stopping there -- I take it that's what you were 

13 talking about in your testimony that we would 

14 provide originating access by buying this TSS 

15 circuit -- TSS service into an end office? 

16 A. Correct. 

17 Q. Okay. But then it says, "terminating 

18 calling only." And I understood your testimony to 

19 say, in effect, that this didn't work at all with 

20 terminating calling. And so I was a little confused 

21 when I saw that. 

22 Can you help me out? 
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1 A. I do not understand that. I'm not sure 

2 what the tandem switch would be signaling in the 

3 terminating direction. 

4 Q. But you do understand that your tariff on 

5 file with the FCC offers a TSS service for 

6 delivering traffic to you, which is what the 

7 terminating service is? 

8 A. It would appear to be. 

9 Q. Okay. Now, go down to the thing at the 

10 bottom of that paragraph. There is a -- "for 

11 originating usage" and then there is the "for 

12 terminating usage." 

13 Do you see that's a little dash --

14 A. I see, yeah. 

15 Q. Could you read that, please? 

16 A. "For terminating usage, all associated 

17 switched access usage charges are the responsibility 

18 of the TSS customer. At the TSS customer's request, 

19 the telephone company will bill each of the TSS 

20 customer's users directly for the respective usage 

21 if the TSS customer agrees to furnish the telephone 

22 company free of charge the call detail information 
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1 necessary to bill its users. This call detail 

2 information must be provided daily for the previous 

3 day's usage in an industry standard format {i.e. 

4 1101-20 expanded message record format with end 

5 office level detail). The information must be 

6 provided either by electronic transmission or 

7 magnetic tape, as specified by the telephone 

8 company. " 

9 Q. Okay. Let's unpack that. 

10 The first sentence is what I took you to 

11 say before when we were talking about expanded 

12 interconnection. "For terminating usage, all 

13 switched access usage charges are the responsibility 

14 of the TSS customer," which, in this scenario we're 

15 talking about, would be us buying the TSS service, 

16 right? 

17 A. Correct. 

18 Q. Then it says, At our request, the telephone 

19 company, you, will bill our users directly, which is 

20 to say the IXCs who are buying our tandem service, 

21 right? 

22 A. Correct. 
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1 Q. If we agree to daily send you the tapes or 

2 the magnetic records or whatever of the usage you 

3 need to do that billing. 

4 A. That is what it appears to say. 

5 Q. Okay. So the tariff that you were pointing 

6 to as governing this in your testimony expressly 

7 provides that we can provide terminating tandem 

8 access service to your end offices; isn't that a 

9 fair reading of this? 

10 A. Can you ask me that question one more time? 

11 Q. Is it not a fair reading of the couple of 

12 paragraphs we have just read that this tariff 

13 expressly permits us to provide terminating tandem 

14 switching to IXCs into your end offices? 

15 A. Whether or not you're providing the tandem 

16 switching or not would be implied by the acronym 

17 tandem switch signaling. It would certainly appear 

18 to me to provide you the ability to terminate 

19 traffic to our end office by purchasing TSS and 

20 providing to us the call detail records that would 

21 identify your customers that we would be billing. 

22 Q. Right. And so to the extent that your 
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1 testimony suggests that this can't be done, to that 

2 extent, the testimony is wrong because, after all, 

3 your own tariff offers it to anybody who wants to 

4 buy it? 

5 A. I would have to say that I would have to 

6 review my testimony against the tariff with the 

7 subject matter expert for this tariff. 

8 Q. Okay. May I suggest you do that sometime 

9 between now and the hearing? 

10 A. Agreed. 

11 Q. More seriously 

12 MR. SAVAGE: And, David, this is for you as 

13 well. I mean, this has been a sticking point in our 

14 discussions between Bill and myself about, how can 

15 we do this, can we do this? I just dug this out, 

16 you know, in preparation for this deposition, and 

17 I'm hoping that, in light of what's here, maybe we 

18 can make some progress off-line and we won't have to 

19 talk about it in Tallahassee, but that's -- I wanted 

20 to suggest that. 

21 MR. HAGA: I'm all for progress, and we can 

22 certainly discuss it off-line. 
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1 THE WITNESS: And I agree with you. Given 

2 the nature of these, if you would see that 

3 earlier -- I expect I would have seen it in Gates' 

4 rebuttal. 

5 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

6 Q. You know, you're right. 

7 And I will state on the record that I 

8 advised Mr. Gates that one of us was going to have 

9 to go through and look at that tariff. But the 

10 press of business made it impossible for him to do 

11 it before it got filed. 

12 A. I can -- I can understand that. 

13 Q. We've all been there. 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. Yeah, I'm not really one for pulling 

16 rabbits out of hats. 

17 MR. SAVAGE: I'd like to have Number 11 be 

18 section 2.7 of your tariff. 

19 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 11 was 

20 marked for identification.) 

21 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

22 Q. And did you have a chance to look at this 
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1 over -- in any way over the break? I gave it to you 

2 before. 

3 A. Other than thumbing through it and saying, 

4 oh, boy, ordering -- again, not my strong point of 

5 access services, but ... 

6 Q. Well, at a high level, would you agree with 

7 me that this is your tariff's statement of the 

8 general meet point billing regime we were talking 

9 about earlier and referring to the MECAB document 

10 about? 

11 A. That's correct. 

12 Q. Okay. And turn to the page that's numbered 

13 2-47. It's about halfway through. Meet point 

14 billing calculation continued. 

15 A. I have it. 

16 Q. And in the middle of the page it's giving 

17 an example of billing percentage method using the 

18 multiple bill option. And as you get down there, 

19 it -- item B is billing percentage for each 

20 telephone company {from NECA tariff FCC number 4). 

21 Company A is 40 percent; company B is 60 percent. 

22 This is what we were talking about before, 
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1 which is to say that two carriers would establish a 

2 route, agree on an appropriate billing percentage, 

3 file that in NECA 4, and then that would determine 

4 the proportion of transport they would bill in a 

5 jointly provided access situation? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. Okay. I didn't have any more on that. 

8 (A recess was taken.) 

9 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

10 Q. Let's talk about our favorite subject, 

11 local calling areas. 

12 Now, my -- in a nutshell, as you understand 

13 it, you would agree with me, I hope, that Bright 

14 House's proposal is that, as between Bright House 

15 and Verizon, whether the originating carrier owes 

16 access to the terminating carrier depends on whether 

17 the originating carrier treats the call as a local 

18 call. 

19 Our proposal is that your understanding 

20 of our proposal? I'm not asking you to agree that 

21 it's workable or anything, but that's what we're 

22 asking. 
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1 A. That's what I understand your proposal to 

2 be. 

3 Q. Okay. And -- I'm going to get it all 

4 there; let me talk about -- and you understand, I 

5 believe, that today Bright House offers LATA-wide 

6 local calling to its customers in the Tampa area? 

7 A. From the rebuttal of Ms. Johnson, I thought 

8 it was perhaps state-wide. 

9 Q. It may even go more, but at least within 

10 the LATA. 

11 A. At least within the LATA. 

12 Q. Okay. And in terms of the traffic we send 

13 directly to you, we only send traffic -- we wouldn't 

14 send traffic directly to you that's bound for Miami 

15 or, you know, Key West or something, would we? 

16 A. No, but perhaps the traffic I don't know 

17 what your coverage area is, whether you have end 

18 users outside of LATA 952. 

19 Q. Assume for purposes of the discussion here 

20 that I'm only talking about traffic that we send 

21 directly to Verizon Florida, LLC, the LEC -- the 

22 Verizon LEC in Florida. 
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1 A. My point being that if you had a customer 

2 with an Orlando telephone number destined to a 

3 Verizon Tampa telephone number, that call would not 

4 be viewed as originating and terminating in the same 

5 LATA. Yet, per Ms. Johnson's testimony, it appeared 

6 to me that Bright House would not impose, on their 

7 end user, a toll charge for that intraLATA call. 

8 Q. Fair enough. But assume for purposes of 

9 this discussion that the only traffic that we intend 

10 to be subject to this proposal is traffic that 

11 begins and ends within the Tampa LATA, whatever its 

12 number is. 

13 A. 952. 

14 Q. 95 

15 A. 2 • 

16 Q. 2. I will remember that. 

17 So you understand what I'm asking you to 

18 assume? 

19 A. Yes. 

20 Q. Okay. So on that assumption, you would 

21 agree with me that all Bright House traffic that 

22 originates in LATA 952 and is handed off to Verizon 
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1 for termination to a Verizon customer in LATA 952, 

2 Bright House would view that as a local call? 

3 A. That's what I understand Bright House's 

4 position to be, as their retail pricing algorithm or 

5 offering is exactly that. 

6 Q. Right. Okay. 

7 A. Whether it's limited to LATA 952 or not, as 

8 we said, that's our hypothetical. 

9 Q. Right. But -- it's probably free if you 

10 call Montreal, right? But we're not worried about 

11 Verizon in Montreal. We're worried about LATA 952. 

12 And in LATA 952, it would all be rated as local. 

13 And so, under our proposal, if it were 

14 adopted, we would stop paying you access charges for 

15 traffic we send you? 

16 A. Correct. 

17 Q. Okay. Now, do you understand that, under 

18 our proposal, that if you were to see the retail 

19 light and stop charging your own users intraLATA 

20 toll and simply have a flat rate for any call within 

21 the LATA, we would never charge you access under 

22 that scenario? 
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1 A. And I expect you mean that to the extent 

2 that we saw the light and changed our tariff --

3 Q. Yeah. 

4 A. -- with the PSC to reflect that LATA-wide 

5 local calling area 

6 Q. Right. 

7 A. -- and there was no objections from the 

8 PSC I can't imagine what they would be, but --

9 Q. Right . 

10 A. -- to the extent that -- yes, I understand 

11 that would be the proposal. 

12 Q. Okay. And you also understand our 

13 proposal, if we were to be chastened in our 

14 competitive efforts, for whatever reason, and say, 

15 you know, Verizon's local calling areas look pretty 

16 good, and simply changed our offering so that our 

17 customers got exactly the same local calling areas 

18 that yours did, and got charged a toll whenever they 

19 crossed those boundaries, we'd pay you access under 

2 0 our proposal. 

21 A. Yes. 

22 Q. Okay. Nonetheless, you think our proposal 
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1 is nuts? 

2 A. Misguided. 

3 Q. Fair enough. Okay. 

4 And my understanding of your main 

5 objections to it -- and I want to see if I've got 

6 them all, and you can tell me if I missed one. 

7 Basically -- I got one and maybe two. Number one is 

8 sort of a catch-all, which is, oh, my gosh, what a 

9 mess this would be, that it would be extremely 

10 difficult to bill, there would be, you know, dozens 

11 of carriers interconnected with you, assuming people 

12 adopted our agreement, who would all have different 

13 areas and all of that stuff, and it would be a mess. 

14 That's one of your objections? 

15 A. It would cause billing issues. 

16 Q. We'll get to that. 

17 You have what I thought was a separate 

18 objection, but I'm not sure, which was a claim that 

19 this somehow entitled, you know, arbitrage or 

20 wanting to get something for free or something like 

21 that. Did I misunderstand you or do you actually 

22 think there is some element of that in our proposal? 
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1 A. Well, it certainly turns the access regime 

2 on its head. And my -- my understanding, at least, 

3 is that -- I can't remember if it was in the act or 

4 in one of the FCC orders -- that basically said, 

5 what we're doing here doesn't turn the access apple 

6 cart on its head. It doesn't change access charges, 

7 is what I -- you know, and it has been years since 

8 I've read those orders, but I dimly recall them 

9 saying that. 

10 Q. Okay. Well, let's give you an opportunity 

11 to refresh your thinking on that. 

12 A. I'm sure you will. 

13 Q. Why don't we move to 

14 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 12 was 

15 marked for identification.) 

16 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

17 Q. Number 12 is an excerpt from the first 

18 report and order issued in August of 1996, and the 

19 document that I'm handing you is a whole bunch of 

20 pages of table of contents, because I always try to 

21 have the whole table of contents. But then you get 

22 to about the third page from the back, the head of 
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1 it says, Discussion: Distinction between transport 

2 and termination. 

3 Do you see that? 

4 A. I do. 

5 Q. Okay. And again, looking at the cover, 

6 I'll represent to you this is from an FCC order 

7 issued in August of 1996. 

8 A. I see that. 

9 Q. Okay. And they say, looking at the first 

10 sentence of paragraph 1034, "We conclude that 

11 section 251(b) (5), reciprocal compensation 

12 obligations, should apply only to traffic that 

13 originates and terminates within a local area as 

14 defined in the following paragraph." 

15 Do you see that? 

16 A. I do. 

17 Q. Okay. And then, if you go to the next 

18 page, paragraph 1035, "With the exception of traffic 

19 to or from a CMRS network, state commissions have 

20 the authority to determine what geographic areas 

21 .shall be considered local areas for purposes of 

22 applying reciprocal compensation obligation under 
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1 section 251(b) (5) consistent with the state 

2 commission's historical practice of defining local 

3 service areas for wireline LECs." 

4 Do you see that? 

5 A. I do. 

6 Q. Okay. And back in 1996, you -- do you 

7 recall reading this with interest back in '96? 

8 A. I definitely do. 

9 Q. Right. And what this basically says is the 

10 FCC says reciprocal compensation applies to local 

11 traffic. Is that a fair summary of what the FCC is 

12 saying, in your mind? 

13 MR. HAGA: Same objections. 

14 THE WITNESS: To traffic that originates 

15 and terminates in the same local area, yes. 

16 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. And then let me mark as 

17 Number 13 --

18 {Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 13 was 

19 marked for identification.) 

20 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

21 Q. Number 13, just for reference, is 

22 section 251 of the act, subsection {g) that says --
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1 it's entitled, "Continued enforcement of exchange 

2 access and interconnection requirements." 

3 And what it says is, "On and after the date 

4 of enactment of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 

5 each local exchange carrier, to the extent that it 

6 provides wireline services, shall provide exchange 

7 access, information access and exchange service of 

8 such access to interexchange carriers and 

9 information service providers in accordance with the 

10 same equal access and nondiscriminatory 

11 interconnection restrictions and obligations 

12 (including receipt of compensation) that apply to 

13 such carrier on the date immediately preceding the 

14 date of enactment of the Telecommunications Act of 

15 1996 •.. until such restrictions and obligations are 

16 explicitly superseded by regulations prescribed by 

17 the commission after the date of such enactment." 

18 And then there's another sentence which 

19 I'll leave out for now, unless you really want me to 

20 read it. 

21 A. That's fine. 

22 Q. Okay. Is this what you were thinking of 
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1 when you testified earlier and said you thought 

2 there was something in the act about not turning the 

3 access regime on its head? 

4 A. I was more specifically thinking of the 

5 first report, the paragraphs that I read with better 

6 understanding than the paragraph straight from the 

7 act. 

8 Q. Okay. 

9 A. At least I hoped. 

10 Q. You know, it's a sad day when the FCC is 

11 clearer than Congress. 

12 A. It might be an average day. 

13 Q. But there we are. Okay. 

14 So based on all of that, in your rebuttal 

15 testimony, I am assuming, but not necessarily --

16 with assistance from your lawyers, you cite this 

17 panoply of state decisions that say how crazy and 

18 unworkable and bad it would be to do what we're 

19 proposing. 

20 A. And one state decision which said, well, 

21 here is how we are going to do, and it's halfway 

22 what Bright House is proposing to do. 
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1 Q. Which -- and they you are just talking 

2 about New York where it's all just treated as local 

3 within the LATA. 

4 A. Correct. It's uniform. 

5 Q. Right. Now, to some earlier questions, if 

6 our proposal were adopted and Verizon didn't want to 

7 be in a position of paying Bright House access, all 

8 Verizon would have to do is make it -- is offer 

9 LATA-wide local calling to its own customers subject 

10 to the commission saying that's okay, right? 

11 A. If the Bright House provision were entered 

12 into this. Yeah. 

13 Q. Yeah. Okay. Now, in the course of your 

14 working on all the stuff that you do, were you aware 

15 that, in early November 2008, the FCC issued another 

16 order about the scope of what section 251(b) {5) 

17 reciprocal compensation applies to? 

18 A. I'd have to see it to recall my-- I bet 

19 you I saw it 

20 

21 

22 

Q. I bet you saw it, all right? 

A. -- and I don't recall it. 

Q. Number 14 --
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1 (Munsell Deposition Exhibit Number 14 was 

2 marked for identification.) 

3 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

4 Q. is a document which -- I will represent 

5 to you this is a massive document that I have taken 

6 the front of. Okay? And the massive document is 

7 called, Order on remand and report and order and 

8 further notice of proposed rulemaking. 

9 And what I have done is given the order on 

10 remand part of it. 

11 A. Okay. 

12 Q. And that's the part that deals with 

13 reciprocal compensation. 

14 So take a look at this. I mean, you don't 

15 have to read the whole thing. My first question is, 

16 have you seen this before, to your knowledge, this 

17 order from the FCC? 

18 A. I'll have to see it. 

19 Q. Okay. Take a look at it and let me know. 

20 It matters. 

21 A. Let me ask, is this the order where the FCC 

22 responded to Core? 
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1 Q. Yes, this is the order where the FCC 

2 responded to Core? 

3 A. So this is the Core order. 

4 Q. The Core remand order. 

5 A. Okay. Then I have seen it before. 

6 Q. Okay. Good. 

7 Given how you described your job, it would 

8 have shocked me if you had not. 

9 A. I have seen a lot of FCC orders. After a 

10 while, on this subject, they blend. 

11 Q. They do. They do. 

12 So let me know when you've reminded 

13 yourself of what it says. 

14 A. Well, I do remember the ultimate outcome of 

15 this, and I'm sure you'll direct me just to specific 

16 paragraphs, so ... 

17 Q. Okay. Well, let's start -- take a look at 

18 page 5. And the purpose of this is just to make 

19 sure we're on the same page as to the state of the 

20 play about reciprocal compensation. 

21 A. Okay. 

22 Q. First actually, looking at page 1, you 
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1 will agree with me that this order was issued in 

2 November of 008? 

3 A. It's November 5th, 2008. 

4 Q. Okay. And looking at your rebuttal 

5 testimony at pages -- oh, let's say -- where does it 

6 start? Starting at page 47 and also at page 48 and 

7 also at page 49 you list and quote bits from a whole 

8 bunch of state cases explaining why what we're 

9 proposing is immoral, illegal, fattening, bad, 

10 et cetera, or words to that effect. 

11 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 

12 You can answer. 

13 THE WITNESS: Misguided. 

14 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

15 Q. Misguided. A series of -- a series of 

16 cases dealing with that topic. 

17 A. Correct. 

18 Q. Okay. Would you agree with me that the 

19 latest decided of the cases that you cite is dated 

20 2005, which is to say three years before the 

21 issuance of the order that I just put in front of 

22 you? 
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1 A. I imagine one of these footnotes is 2005. 

2 Q. Yeah, actually, that's 

3 A. Oh, I see it. Footnote 9, yes. 

4 Q. Okay. And just -- I want to be real clear. 

5 That's the very latest decision on this topic that 

6 is included in your testimony? 

7 A. Correct. That would be the Florida order. 

8 Q. Right. I think. Whatever one it is, 2005. 

9 A. Correct. 

10 Q. Okay. Now, in in the nature of things, 

11 you would agree with me that whatever any of these 

12 commissions may have said in any of those orders, 

13 those decisions and those orders cannot have taken 

14 any account of what the FCC said at least three 

15 years later in 2008? 

16 A. To the extent that the FCC was not saying 

17 anything new-- well, to the extent that the FCC in 

18 2008 was saying something new, I would agree with 

19 you. 

20 Q. Okay. 

21 A. To the extent that the FCC is reiterating 

22 what they had said in previous orders, then that 
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1 wouldn't be a statement. 

2 Q. Okay. So take a look at paragraph 7 on 

3 page 5 of the 2008 order. 

4 And looking at the second sentence -- I'll 

5 spare the footnotes unless you want me to parse them 

6 individually -- the FCC says, "To be sure, we 

7 acknowledge that, in the local competition first 

8 report and order, the commission found that 

9 section 251(b) (5) applies only to local traffic, and 

10 some commenters continue to press for such an 

11 interpretation." 

12 Do you see that? 

13 A. I do. 

14 Q. And earlier on in Exhibit 12, the 1996 

15 order, indeed that's where they said it's local 

16 traffic? 

17 A. Correct. 

18 Q. Okay. And so, at the end of paragraph 7, 

19 they say, "Nevertheless, we find that the better 

20 view is that section 25l{b) {5) is not limited to 

21 local traffic." 

22 Do you see that? 
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1 A. I do. 

2 Q. Okay. Is it your understanding that when 

3 they say-- made that statement, 251(b) (5) is not 

4 limited to local traffic -- is that something new 

5 that they were saying, or is that just old hat for 

6 the 2008 order? 

7 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 

8 THE WITNESS: And I'd have to read the 

9 .entire order as well as consult with Verizon 

10 attorneys about 

11 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

12 

13 

Q. 

A. 

Sure. 

-- whether or not -- what they are doing 

14 there is trying to parse out ISP traffic from 

15 251(b) (5) traffic, which is the whole dilemma they 

16 have been dealing with for many years at this point, 

17 about what that ISP traffic is. 

18 Q. Right. And I think if you look at the 

19 first sentence of paragraph 7, they answer that 

20 question. "As an initial matter, we conclude that 

21 the scope of section 251(b) (5) is broad enough to 

22 encompass ISP-bound traffic." 
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1 A. I see that. 

2 Q. All right. And so what that means is they 

3 are not trying to parse out whether ISP-bound is 

4 separate; they are saying that ISP-bound falls 

5 within 251(b) (5). Isn't that what they are saying? 

6 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 

7 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

8 Q. Isn't that what you understand them to be 

9 saying? 

10 A. I have read enough FCC orders on this topic 

11 to know that I don't have an opinion about what they 

12 say. 

13 Q. Good answer. 

14 Well, then, let me -- let's see if I can 

15 spare us some of the anguish. 

16 You would agree, would you not, that when 

17 the Florida commission decides what traffic, as 

18 between Verizon and Bright House, should be subject 

19 to reciprocal compensation, that the commission 

20 should follow what the FCC says about the scope of 

21 reciprocal compensation? 

22 MR. HAGA: Objection to form. 
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1 THE WITNESS: To the extent that's the 

2 FCC's -- I'm not sure 

3 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

4 Q. I'm not saying what the FCC has said. 

5 A. Right. 

6 Q. I'm saying, whatever they said about it, 

7 the Florida commission should comply with what the 

8 FCC says about it. 

9 MR. RAGA: Same objection. 

10 THE WITNESS: I'm not sure if that is 

11 asking me for a legal conclusion that -- if the FCC 

12 said, we don't care, well, then I guess the Florida 

13 PSC --

14 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

15 Q. Can do whatever they want. 

16 A. -- can do whatever they want, because there 

17 is no direction 

18 Q. Right. 

19 A. -- in the absence of direction. 

20 Q. Right. And if the FCC gives direction and 

21 says the scope of reciprocal compensation is, you 

22 know, metes and bounds, from here to there -- that's 
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1 reciprocal compensation -- then anything within 

2 these metes and bounds should be treated as 

3 reciprocal compensation as far as between Verizon 

4 and Bright House. 

5 A. I mean, I think you're asking for my 

6 opinion, as a layperson, about the interplay of FCC 

7 rules and regulations and the state's abilities to 

8 determine other -- other than what the FCC 

9 guidelines is and, you know, I'm not a lawyer; I'm 

10 not sure I can give you an answer to that. 

11 Q. Okay. So let me put it this way. Your 

12 testimony is that the Florida commission should use 

13 Verizon's local calling areas? 

14 A. Correct. 

15 Q. And if, hypothetically, the FCC allowed 

16 Florida to do something different, if the FCC was 

17 okay with Bright House's proposal but didn't require 

18 Bright House's proposal, you would still say, well, 

19 just use Verizon's local calling areas? 

20 A. Correct. 

21 Q. So the only time, in your mind, that the 

22 commission shouldn't use Verizon's local calling 
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1 areas is if some higher authority says they can't 

2 and they have to use something else? 

3 A. Can you ask me that last one again? 

4 Q. The only time, in your view, that the 

5 Florida commission should not use Verizon's local 

6 calling areas is if some higher authority tells them 

7 that they cannot rely on your local calling areas? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. Okay. And, obviously, your lawyers will 

10 vigorously contend that there is no such higher 

11 authority and so on and so on. 

12 That's what you hope your lawyers would do. 

13 You don't care. 

14 A. They'll do what they do. 

15 Q. Okay. Okay. One last and sort of totally 

16 different set of questions. We talked a little bit 

17 about issue 41 which is the -- our proposal to 

18 include a separate attachment that choreographs what 

19 happens when we win or lose a customer and have to 

20 put a customer back and forth. 

21 And, broadly speaking, there are three 

22 aspects to our proposal. The first part of the 
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1 proposal, in effect, restates things from other 

2 parts of the contract, like number portability and 

3 retention marketing and so on and so on. 

4 And your objection to doing that is it's 

5 redundant and not necessary? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. And then, separately, you have some 

8 difficulty with the particular things we wanted to 

9 change about number portability, and that's what we 

10 talked about earlier? 

11 A. Correct. 

12 Q. Okay. The second part of our proposal 

13 talks about what w~ do to each other's facilities 

14 when a customer changes from one to the other. And 

15 if I recall correctly, your objection to that was, 

16 hey, wait a minute, didn't we just sue you before 

17 the Florida PSC about what you were doing to our 

18 facilities, and the Florida PSC said they didn't 

19 have any jurisdiction? 

20 A. You're going to have to guide me to a 

21 section of my testimony. 

22 Q. All right. There you go. 
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1 A. That's vague. 

2 Q. All right. It's not vague. 

3 A. Well, it's vague in my memory. It's a long 

4 morning. 

5 Q. All right. Take a look at direct 

6 testimony-- let's see. It starts at page 42. And 

7 what I'm looking at is -- actually, further on. 

8 Yeah, it's page 51, actually, of your direct. 

9 And in footnote 9 you say, "For example, 

10 Bright House seeks to address Verizon's grounding 

11 practices, but the commission just last year said it 

12 didn't have jurisdiction." 

13 A. Yes, I see that. 

14 Q. Okay. Now, I know "jurisdiction" is a 

15 legal word, but t he re it is. 

16 Suppose that the commission were to 

17 conc lude t hat, in the context of setting jus t , 

18 reasonable and n ondiscriminatory terms for 

19 interconnec ti on, they did have the authority to 

2 0 address this. Do you understand what I'm asking you 

2 1 to assume? They didn't have autho rity to just deal 

22 with it in a lawsuit, but they do in the context of 
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1 an interconnection agreement. 

2 A. I can understand that 

3 Q. That concept. 

4 A. The distinction, yes. 

5 Q. Okay. Assume that that's true. Assume 

6 that they do have jurisdiction to address what we do 

7 to each other's facilities in the course of 

8 transferring a customer from one to the other in the 

9 context of an interconnection agreement. 

10 On that assumption, do you have any 

11 objection to including provisions about that in our 

12 agreement? 

13 A. About grounding or --

14 Q. About grounding and about, in general, you 

15 know, don't leave wires -- you know, live wires wi t h 

16 electrical -- you know, dangling on the ground and 

17 that sort of thing. 

18 I mean, as a lawyer, I'l l tell you, if they 

19 don't have jurisdiction, they are not going to do 

20 anything. But if they do, is there any reason not 

21 to deal with that problem in this document? 

22 A. I guess I would question -- is it a 
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1 problem? I mean, to me, it seem like we're trying 

2 to create another attachment for an isolated 

3 instance that has been resolved. What problem? 

4 I mean, we truly have a lot of real-life 

5 daily problems, and we should focus on them. And 

6 this just doesn't seem to be one of them. 

7 Q. Assume that the frequency of this situation 

8 is enough that Bright House remains worried about 

9 it -- and admittedly we both have hundreds of 

10 thousands of customers, and -- you know, you can 

11 have a tiny percentage incidents -- you can have a 

12 tiny percentage, and still a not tiny number of 

13 people, if you get what I'm saying. A small 

14 fraction of a hundred thousand people is still a lot 

15 of people. 

16 A. Yes~ 

17 Q. So assume that there is enough of it out 

18 there that Bright House at least is concerned that 

19 we have a mechanism between the companies for 

20 dealing with it. Is there any reason not to include 

21 this in this document, again, assuming the 

22 commiss i on has the authority to deal with it? 
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1 A. And without going back and looking at the 

2 ICA and -- supplemented by existing laws and 

3 regulations, as I say in page 51, direct, lines 1 

4 through 4, "The parties' ICA, supplemented by 

5 existing laws and regulations, already expressly 

6 defines the relevant procedures and the parties' 

7 respective rights and obligations with respect to 

8 customer transfers." 

9 So to the extent that that already 

10 addresses this, it would seem to me that that's what 

11 you would want to rely on. 

12 Q. But assume for the moment that there is 

13 nothing in any of the document that would govern our 

14 relationship, except for what we proposed in that 

15 attachment, that addresses this topic. 

16 A. So in other words, what I have there on my 

17 direct line 2 isn't true? 

18 Q. Assume that that isn't true with respect to 

19 this topic. 

20 

21 

22 

Okay. 

Q. If I'm right about that--

A. I understand. 
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1 Q. -- can you think of any reason why we 

2 wouldn't want to deal with that question in this 

3 agreement? 

4 A. No. 

5 Q. Okay. And then the last part, broadly 

6 speaking, of our proposal, says, to the extent that 

7 problems and issues develop with regard to the 

8 customer transfer process, the parties will talk 

9 about it and work cooperatively and, if they can't 

10 work it out, they will go to the commission. 

11 Can you think of any reason why that 

12 wouldn't be a good idea to have in this document? 

13 A. Again, it would appear to me to be a 

14 redundant provision for general terms and 

15 conditions, most likely. Dispute resolution, for 

16 one. 

17 Q. Right. But let me walk you through. If, 

18 other than our proposed attachment, the agreement 

19 doesn't say anything at all about what to do in the 

20 case of transferring customers, no d i spute under the 

21 agreement about that topic would arise under the 

22 agreement, because it's not addressed by the 
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1 agreement. 

2 So if we want to have a provision in this 

3 agreement to permit us to discuss these matters and 

4 bring them to the commission, and it doesn't now 

5 exist, can you think of any reason not to put it in? 

6 A. To the extent that it wasn't redundant from 

7 an existing provision, I do not. 

8 Q. Great. 

9 MR. SAVAGE: I have nothing further. As 

10 far as I'm concerned, you can make your plane, but I 

11 don't know what your counsel has got in mind. 

12 THE WITNESS: He's got something in mind. 

13 MR. HAGA: Let's start with commission 

14 staff. 

15 Do you have questions on the phone for 

16 Mr. Munsell? 

17 MS. BROOKS: I have two brief questions. 

18 EXAMINATION 

19 BY MS. BROOKS: 

20 Q. My first question has to do with issue 7, 

21 the proposed language for section 50 of the ICA. 

22 A. Okay. 
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1 Q. My question is, is this proposed language 

2 standard to your interconnection agreements with all 

3 CLECs? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. Okay. And my second question is, to the 

6 best of your knowledge, in the Verizon/Bright 

7 House's current ICA, are there any services that 

8 Verizon provides to Bright House that they are not 

9 legally obligated to? 

10 A. I am not aware of any. 

11 MS. BROOKS: Okay. Those are my two 

12 questions. I'm done. 

13 THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

14 EXAMINATION 

15 BY MR. HAGA: 

16 Q. This is David Raga for Verizon. I had just 

17 a few brief follow-ups. 

18 Let's go back to the issue of the 

19 competitive access provider issue. Do you recall 

20 that discussion with Bright House's counsel? 

21 

22 

A. Yes. 

Q. Let's start briefly with, first, what is 
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1 the access tandem? What does it do? It provides 

2 what to what? 

3 A. In this context, the access tandem is 

4 providing connectivity between an interexchange 

5 carrier and an end office that serves customer 

6 lines. 

7 Q. So this is and if I'm not stating this 

8 right -- I'm trying to state it to the best of my 

9 understanding, which is not very deep. But the way 

10 I understand it is this is getting traffic from IXCs 

11 to customers of local exchange carriers; is that 

12 right? 

13 A. Right. It provides a central hub for an 

14 IXC to deliver traffic. So think of one large pipe 

15 from an IXC coming into the access tandem, and then 

16 a hundred small pipes leaving the access tandem for 

17 the individual offices that serve end user 

18 customers. 

19 The tandem _does the switching and routing 

20 of traffic between the big pipe and the little 

21 pipes. 

22 Q. Okay. And then the local exchange carriers 
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1 ultimately receiving that traffic for their 

2 customers, generally speaking, do they get to choose 

3 to what tandem they connect their little pipes? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. And do you understand Bright House's 

6 proposal in this case to be proposing something 

7 different for Verizon as a local exchange carrier? 

8 A. They do appear to be proposing that Verizon 

9 doesn't get to choose what access tandem they 

10 subtend, but is obligated to subtend -- that the 

11 decision of which tandem to subtend is a decision 

12 that the tandem company makes, not the end office 

13 company. 

14 Q. And is that typically how it works in the 

15 industry? 

16 A. Not in my experience. 

17 Q. I believe you addressed this in your 

18 testimony but, generally speaking, do you have an 

19 objection to Bright House performing as a 

20 competitive access provider? 

21 A. No. 

22 Q. And I take it your problem is the manner in 
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1 which they propose to do it? 

A. Relative to Verizon. The Tampa market is 

3 very competitive. Bright House itself has X percent 

4 of the local market. Mr. Gates cites some minutes 

5 of use that are exchanged between Bright House and 

6 Verizon customers and minutes of use that Bright 

7 House exchanges through Verizon's network to third 

8 parties. Are those numbers confidential? 

9 MR. SAVAGE: No. 

10 THE WITNESS: I did not think so. 

11 I believe Mr. Gates testified Bright House, 

12 on a monthly basis, exchange about 60 million 

13 minutes a month with Verizon and, in total, about 

14 350 million minutes, leaving approximately 250 

15 million minutes, or -- one-seventh is Verizon to 

16 Bright House, and six-sevenths is between Bright 

17 House and third parties. 

18 Clearly, there is a lot of traffic between 

19 Bright House and third-party end offices out there. 

20 Or IXCs, that Bright House certainly isn't captive 

21 to Verizon as a monopolist ln the provision of 

22 tandem switching. There is a lot of market out 
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1 there to be connected to. 

2 BY MR. HAGA: 

3 Q. And so if I understand that correctly, are 

4 you saying that Bright House could compete as a 

5 competitive access provider for the business of 

6 other local exchange carriers in the market? 

7 A. Correct. Bright House could also, whether 

8 it's compete or, probably, direct to the extent they 

9 establish themselves as a tandem, that for IXCs to 

10 reach Bright House end users, the IXCs need to 

11 connect directly to the Bright House tandem. 

12 Q. And that is the choice of those IXCs what 

13 access tandem they connect to? 

14 A. Well, the IXCs have a choice .to establish 

15 their own connections to that tandem, but to the 

16 extent they don't establish direct connections to 

17 that tandem and want to exchange traffic with end 

18 offices subtending that tandem, they better ride the 

19 facilities of an IXC that does connect at that 

20 tandem. 

21 Q. Okay. And, again, it's the local exchange 

22 carrier that gets to choose what tandem it connects 
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1 with? 

2 A. In my experience, yes. 

3 Q. And that was one of your concerns with 

4 Bright House's proposal is that it was taking that 

5 choice away from Verizon as a local exchange 

6 carrier? 

7 A. That's what it appeared to me to be. 

8 Q. Okay. Is it -- to your understanding, is 

9 it possible for Verizon to subtend more than one 

10 tandem, as a technically feasible matter? 

11 A. As a technical matter, the subtending 

12 relationships are reflected in the local exchange 

13 routing guide, or LERG. 

14 For any particular area code, the first 

15 three digits of the number and the thousand block, 

16 that can only subtend one tandem for originating 

17 feature group D traffic -- and a different tandem 

18 for terminating feature group D traffic it can be 

19 one in the same tandem, but it can't be multiple 

20 tandems. There is no room in the LERG to say, well, 

21 he's got two -- there's two choices to terminate 

22 traffic to this 813-224-1000 block -- within those 
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1 1000 numbers, there is no room in the LERG to have 

2 alternate subtending relationships; it's a 

3 one-to-one relationship. 

4 Q. So the LERG will not recognize a local 

5 exchange carrier subtending more than one tandem? 

6 A. At that level of detail, being the NPA/NXX 

7 thousand block, that is my understanding. 

8 Q. Okay. Mr. Savage showed you some excerpts 

9 from Verizon' s tariff FCC number 14, which I believe 

10 was marked as Exhibit 10 -- and this is the document 

11 where, three pages from the end of Exhibit 10 -- and 

12 at the top it says "original page 4-138." 

13 Mr. Savage showed you this document. Do 

14 you recall that? 

15 A. I do. 

16 Q. And he referred there in the middle of the 

17 page where it says, number 7, tandem switch 

18 signaling, TSS. Do you recall a discussion about 

19 that? 

20 A. I do. 

21 Q. And Mr. Savage stated -- or asked you if 

22 this language, under Verizon's tariff, would allow 
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1 Bright House to provide terminating tandem switching 

2 into Verizon's end offices. Do you recall that 

3 discussion? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 Q. And I know you expressed a little bit of 

6 confusion about this, so I'm not going to ask you 

7 one way or the other whether that's right or 

8 wrong --

9 A. Thank you. 

10 Q. -- but assume with me that it does -- for 

11 the purposes of this question, assume with me that 

12 it does allow what Mr. Savage had suggested. This 

13 would be a service provided out of Verizon's tariff, 

14 correct? 

15 A. Correct. 

16 Q. So if Bright House wanted to do this, they 

17 could order it out of Verizon's tariff? 

18 A. Yes. 

19 Q. Okay. And if it's in Verizon's tariff and 

20 Bright House can already order it out of Verizon's 

21 tariff, do you see any need to put in language into 

22 the ICA about this? 
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1 A. No. 

2 Q. Okay. Let me bounce back to issue 36 which 

3 was the meet point billing. 

4 Do you recall that Mr. Savage asked you 

5 about the arrangements where there were facilities 

6 for traffic coming in from interexchange carriers 

7 through the Verizon tandem and then to Bright 

8 House's collocations. Do you recall that 

9 arrangement that you discussed under meet point 

10 billing? 

11 A. Right now being the collocations at the end 

12 offices North Gulf Beach and I think Carrollwood. 

13 Q. Right. Let's -- let's actually spell that 

14 out. 

15 So at this point there -- do you understand 

16 how many Bright House collocations there are 

17 connected to Verizon now? Are there three; is that 

18 right? 

19 A. I believe -- yeah, there are three. 

20 There's the one at the Tampa access tandem, or the 

21 Tampa tandem wire center. There's actual l y two 

22 tandems there . One at North Gulf Beach end office 
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1 and one at Carrollwood end office. 

2 Q. Okay. And for the Tampa -- did I 

3 understand correctly that there is a Bright House 

4 collocation there in the same facility as the 

5 Verizon access tandems? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. And is it your understanding that Bright 

8 House does not accept the IXC traffic at that 

9 location? 

10 A. That is my understanding today from 

11 Mr. Savage. 

12 Q. Okay. And --

13 MR. SAVAGE: Thanks. That's what I've been 

14 told. 

15 BY MR. HAGA: 

16 Q. And is it your understanding that Bright 

17 House, instead, has that traffic from IXCs go 

18 through the Verizon tandems, and then sent to other 

19 locations that are miles away? 

20 A. Yes. I think North Gulf Beach is west of 

21 St. Petersburg, Florida. Carrollwood is north of 

22 Tampa, approximately, I think 20 miles. So it's 
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1 probably 30 miles east for North Gulf Beach and 20 

2 north for Carrollwood. Maybe 15 for Carrollwood. 

3 Q. And in order to carry that IXC traffic to 

4 those two distant locations, Bright House purchases 

5 facilities from Verizon today; is that correct? 

6 A. That is my understanding. 

7 Q. And is it your understanding that Bright 

8 House's proposal in this proceeding is that they 

9 don't want to pay Verizon for those facilities? 

10 A. That is correct. 

11 Q. And, instead, Bright House suggests that 

12 Verizon should charge the IXCs instead? 

13 A. Collect. 

14 Q. You had expressed a concern about this 

15 arrangement, and you referred to a gold-plated 

16 setup. What did you mean by that? 

17 A. A gold-plated setup would be one which, if 

18 we lived in an ideal world, would be a standard. A 

19 hundred percent of the calls were completed a 

20 hundred percent of the time. There was never a 

21 network outage. There was never a misrouted call. 

22 That would be ideal. In the world of 
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1 economics, we realize that reaching a hundred 

2 percent is often cost-prohibitive and so, from an 

3 economic perspective, you usually set a goal, for 

4 something that's not life-threatening at least, at 

5 something less than a hundred percent. 

6 Certainly for 911 services, I would expect 

7 that your goal would be higher than for just voice 

8 services, goal being any percentage of the time that 

9 you've got a network outage. 

10 And clearly we've got a wonderful network 

11 in the United States for telecommunications. 

12 Q. And just so I understand that, are you 

13 s aying, f rom an economic per spective, that this 

14 creates a potential ine fficiency, that Bright 

15 House's proposal would c reate a potential 

16 inefficiency? 

17 A. Well, it would potentially create a -- a 

18 cost for Verizon that we would not otherwi se incur. 

19 And t hat cost, depending on the traffic that's on 

20 those facilities between the IXCs and Bright House, 

21 may not recovere d. 

22 Q. Okay. Let me -- I've just got a couple o f 
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1 more areas here to bounce around to -- and this goes 

2 back to issue 7. 

3 And this is the change in law or change in 

4 fact provision, section 50 of the interconnection. 

5 MR. SAVAGE: I have to object to that 

6 characterization. Your own witness testified that 

7 there is nothing in either of those provisions that 

8 mentions or reflects a change in law or a change in 

9 fact .. 

10 MR. HAGA: All right. Fair enough. Fair 

11 enough. I accept that objection. Let me rephrase. 

12 BY MR. HAGA: 

13 Q. Going back to issue 7, which is general 

14 terms and conditions, section 50 -- and you recall 

15 the testimony today regarding that? 

16 A. Yes. 

17 Q. And that proposed provision refers to, 

18 under certain circumstances, Verizon ceasing to 

19 provide services or ceasing to make payments; is 

20 that correct? 

21 A. Correct. 

22 Q. And is it your understanding that Verizon 
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1 would be providing these services and making these 

2 payments today if they were not required by 

3 applicable law? 

4 A. Can you ask me that again? 

5 Q. Sure. Would Verizon be providing these 

6 services and making these payments today if they 

7 were not required by applicable law? 

8 A. I do not believe so. 

9 Q. So is it fair to say, then, that Verizon 

10 thinks that these services and payments are required 

11 under current law? 

12 A. Yes. 

13 Q. And is that why your testimony referred to 

14 section 50 being triggered by a change in the law? 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. Under Verizon's proposed language for 

17 section 50, can Verizon just stop providing a 

18 service or making a payment, or does it first need 

19 to provide notice to Bright House? 

20 A. It needs to first provide notice. 

21 Q. And if Bright House thinks that something 

22 is still required by applicable law, do you 
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1 understand that Bright House can go to the 

2 commission and seek relief? 

3 A. That has been my experience 

4 Q. Okay. 

5 A. -- in general. 

6 Q. All right. And let me go back to -- there 

7 were a series of questions today with respect to, 

8 for example, Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 7 where 

9 Mr. Savage showed you language from statutory 

10 provisions regarding, for example, exchange access 

11 and transport. Do you recall? 

12 A. Yes. 

13 Q. And I objected on a number of occasions to 

14 the extent that those questions were seeking a legal 

15 opinion, and so let me just put the question to you 

16 directly. 

17 Are you offering any testimony today on 

18 what, for example, the term "exchange access" means 

19 under the act? 

20 A. No. 

21 Q. Are you offering any testimony today on 

22 what the term "transport" means under the act? 
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1 A. No. 

2 Q. Would you expect Verizon to address that 

3 and any other legal issues in its briefing? 

4 A. Yes. 

5 MR. RAGA: Thank you. Nothing further. 

6 EXAMINATION 

7 BY MR. SAVAGE: 

8 Q. With respect to section 50.1, you testified 

9 earlier, when we were talking, that with respect to 

10 the question of whether Bright House is entitled to 

11 interconnection at all, you and, as far as you knew, 

12 Verizon, had no firm view as to our entitlement to 

13 interconnection. Do you recall that? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. So when you just said to your counsel that 

16 you're only doing this because you think it's 

17 required by existing law, was that intended to 

18 override and change your earlier testimony? Are you 

19 now saying the only reason you're interconnecting 

20 with Verizon [sic) is because applicable law 

21 requires it today? 

22 A. I would say that our understanding is that, 
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1 today, we are required to interconnect with Bright 

2 House. The understanding of just what Bright House 

3 is, I'd say is perhaps best left to lawyers, and 

4 that would be decided tomorrow, of whether that 

5 obligation continues to exist. 

6 Q. And that's the hypothetical Randy 

7 Milch/John Thorne brainstorm? 

8 A. That would be -- yeah, the revelation . 

9 Q. Great. And nothing that you've just said 

10 to your counsel in any way reduces Bright House's 

11 exposure to the risk of such a revelation occurring 

12 the day after this contract is signed, does it? 

13 A. I do not believe so. 

14 Q. Now, with respect to the TSS stuff, the 

15 tandem switch signaling tariff, I think you said to 

16 your counsel that since what we want is in the · 

17 tariff, there is no need to have it in the 

18 interconnection agreement; is that right? 

19 A. Summarized, yes. 

20 Q. Okay. On that theory, would you agree that 

21 we should eliminate all references to meet point 

22 billing from the interconnection agreement since 
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1 section 2.7 of your tariff addresses the issue of 

2 jointly provided access? 

3 A. The subject of meet point billing in the 

4 agreement specifies how the two of us will be meet 

5 point billing an !XC. 

6 I'd say that the meet point sections of the 

7 tariff describe to the ordering IXC how they will be 

8 billed by two LECs. 

9 Q. Okay. 

10 A. So I think there is a distinction there. 

11 Q. Okay. So to the extent that we have a 

12 scenario in which Bright House is providing tandem 

13 functionality to IXCs to reach Verizon end offices, 

14 why shouldn't that be in the agreement as well? 

15 A. You would be ordering the tandem switch 

16 signaling from the Verizon tariff, as we have just 

17 been through it. It would appear, upon review, that 

18 that tariff allows you to provide us with the meet 

19 point billing records. 

20 So you would be ordering the TSS from us. 

21 The tariff is what is providing the meet point 

22 billing -- I'd say terms and conditions -- for the 
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1 provisions of the necessary records between you, the 

2 tandem company, us, the end office company, in the 

3 joint billing of access to the IXCs that are 

4 connected to your tandem. 

5 Q. And as you understand your tariffs, 

6 including both the TSS tariff .and the section 2.7 

7 meet point billing tariffs, we would be permitted, 

8 in connection with ordering TSS service, to 

9 establish a meet point and a billing percentage 

10 arrangement with respect to the transport provided 

11 to the long distance carrier? 

12 A. Clearly, the TSS section is something I 

13 will have to review. 

14 Q. Okay. 

15 A. So I'm not prepared here -- obviously, I 

16 didn't realize that was in there --

17 Q. Okay. 

18 A. -- so I can't give you an opinion right now 

19 on that. 

20 Q. Okay. Well, we'll take it up . later? 

21 A. I'm sure we will. 

22 Q. Maybe off-line. 
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1 MR. SAVAGE: Okay. That's it. 

2 MR. HAGA: Nothing further here. 

3 Is there anything else on the line? 

4 MS. BROOKS: We have no further questions. 

5 (R~ading and signature not waived.} 

6 (Whereupon, the proceedings at 3:24 p.m. 

7 were concluded.} 
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1 COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, to wit: 

2 I, Mario A. Rodriguez, CMRS, CCR, before 

3 whom the foregoing deposition was taken, do hereby 

4 certify that the within-named witness personally 

5 appeared before me at the time and place herein set 

6 out, and after having been duly sworn by me, 

7 according to law, was examined by counsel. 

8 I further certify that the examination was 

9 recorded stenographically by me and this transcript 

10 is a true record of the proceedings. 

11 I further certify that I am not of counsel 

12 to any party, nor an employee of counsel, nor 

13 related to any party, nor in any way interested in 

14 the outcome of this action. 

15 As witness my hand and notarial seal this 

16 day of ----------------' 2010. 

17 

18 

19 

20 MARIO A. RODRIGUEZ, Notary Public 

21 Certified Court Reporter No. 0315162 

22 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 4/30/2014 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF DEPONENT 

2 I hereby certify that I have read and 

3 examined the foregoing transcript, and the same is a 

4 true and accurate record of the testimony given by 

5 me. 

6 Any additions or corrections that I feel are 

7 necessary, I will attach on a separate sheet of 

8 paper to the original transcript. 

9 

10 

11 WILLIAM MUNSELL 

12 I hereby certify that the individual 

13 representing himself/herself to be the above-named 

14 individual, appeared before me this 

15 day of ---------------, 2010, and 

16 executed the above certificate in my presence. 

17 

18 

19 NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

20 

21 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 

22 
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1 WITNESS: WILLIAM MUNSELL 

2 DATE: APRIL 29, 2010 

3 CASE: Petition for arbitration of certain terms and 

4 conditions of an interconnection agreement 

5 with Verizon Florida, LLC, by Bright House 

6 Networks Information Services, (Florida), LLC 

7 

8 Please note any errors and the corrections thereof 

9 on this errata sheet. Do not write on the 

10 transcript. The Rules require a reason for any 

11 change or correction. It may be general, such as 

12 "To correct stenographic error," or "To clarify the 

13 record," or "To conform with the facts." 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

PAGE LINE CORRECTION REASON FOR CHANGE 
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Deposition Exhibit 3 

SECTION 251(c)(2) (47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(2)) 

(c) Additional Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers.--In addition to 
the duties contained in subsection (b), each incumbent local exchange carrier has the 
following duties: 

[ .. . ] 

(2) Interconnection.--The duty to provide, for the facilities and equipment of 
any requesting telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the local exchange 
carrier's network--

(A) for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange serv1ce and 
exchange access; 

(B) at any technically feasible point within the carrier's network; 

(C) that is at least equal in quality to that provided by the local exchange 
carrier to itself or to any subsidiary, affiliate, or any other party to which the carrier 
provides interconnection; and 

(D) on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and 
nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms and conditions of the agreement 
and the requirements of this section and section 252. 
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Deposition Exhibit _ __,__ 

DEFINITIONS FROM THE COMMUNICATIONS ACT (47 U.S.C. § 153) 

( 16) EXCHANGE ACCESS.--The term II exchange access" means the offering of 
access to telephone exchange services or facilities for the purpose of the 
origination or termination of telephone toll services. 

(26) LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIER.--The term "local exchange carrier" means 
any person that is engaged in the provision of telephone exchange service or 
exchange access. Such term does not include a person insofar as such person is 
engaged in the provision of a commercial mobile service under section 332(c), 
except to the extent that the Commission finds that such service should be included 
in the definition of such term. 

(47) TELEPHONE EXCHANGE SERVICE.--The term "telephone exchange 
service" means (A) service within a telephone exchange, or within a connected 
system of tdephone exchanges within the same exchange area operated to furnish 
to subscribers intercommunicating service of the character ordinarily furnished by 
a single exchange, and which is covered by the exchange service charge, or (B) 
comparable service provided through a system of switches, transmission 
equipment, or other facilities (or combination thereof) by which a subscriber can 
originate and terminate a telecommunications service. 

(48) TELEPHONE TOLL SERVICE.--The term "telephone toll service11 means 
telephone service between stations in different exchange areas for which there is 
made a separate charge not included in contracts with subscribers for exchange 
service. 
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Deposition Exhibit .:;; 

VERIZON'S PROPOSED GENERAL TERMS §50 

50. Withdrawal of Services 

50.1 Notwithstanding anything contained in this Agreement, except as otherwise 
required by Applicable Law, Verizon may terminate its offering and/or provision 
of any Service under this Agreement upon thirty (30) days prior written notice to 
Bright House. 

50.2 Notwithstanding anything contained in this Agreement, except as otherwise 
required by Applicable Law, Verizon may with thirty (30) days prior written notice 
to Bright House terminate any provision of this Agreement that provides for the 
payment by Verizon to Bright House of compensation related to traffic, including, 
but not limited to, Reciprocal Compensation and other types of compensation for 
termination of traffic delivered by Verizon to Bright House. Following such 
termination, except as otherwise agreed in writing by the Parties, V erizon shall be 
obligated to provide compensation to Bright House related to traffic only to the 
extent required by Applicable Law. If Verizon exercises its right of termination 
under this Section, the Parties shall negotiate in good faith appropriate substitute 
provisions for compensation related to traffic; provided, however, that except as 
otherwise voluntarily agreed by Verizon in writing in its sole discretion, Verizon 
shall be obligated to provide compensation to Bright House related to traffic only 
to the extent required by Applicable Law. If within thirty (30) days after Verizon's 
notice of termination the Parties are unable to agree in writing upon mutually 
acceptable substitute provisions for compensation related to traffic, either Party 
may submit their disagreement to dispute resolution in accordance with Section 14 
of this Agreement 

Verizon's Proposed Definition of"Service" from Glossary§ 2.109 (not in dispute): 

2.109 Service. 

Any Interconnection arrangement, Network Element, Telecommunications 
Service, collocation arrangement, or other service, facility or arrangement, offered 
by a Party under this Agreement. 
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Before the Munsell I 
Deposition Exhibit __ 'P __ Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

In the Matter of ) 
) 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Request for ) 
Declaratory Ruling that State Commissions May ) WC Docket No. 03~251 
Not Regulate Broadband Internet Access Services ) 
by Requiring BeiJSouth to Provide Wholesale or ) 
Retail Broadband Services to Competitive LEC ) 
UNE Voice Customers ) 

) 

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER AND NOTICE OF INQUIRY 

Adopted: March 17, 2005 Released: March 25, 2005 

C<Jmment Date: [60 days after publication in the Federal Register] 
Reply Comment Date: [90 days after publication in the Federal Register] 

By the Commission: Commissioners Copps and Adelstein approving in part, dissenting in part, and issuing 
a joint statement. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. The Commission has before it a petition for declaratory ruling filed by BeiJSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth) regarding issues stemming from the Triennial Review Order. 1 As 
explained below, because the Commission's national unbundling rules in the Triennial Review Order 
directly address the primary issue raised by BellSouth, we grant BellSouth's petition to the extent 
described in this Order.2 Specifically, applying section 251(d)(3) ofthe Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended (the Act), we find that a state commission may not require an incumbent local exchange carrier 
(LEC) to provide digital subscriber line (DSL) service to an end user customer over the same unbundled 
network element (UNE) loop facility that a competitive LEC uses to provide voice services to that end 
user. For the reasons set forth below, we conclude that state decisions that impose such an obligation are 
inconsistent with and substantially prevent the implementation of the Act and the Commission's federal 
unbundling rules and policies set forth in the Triennial Review Order that implement sections 251(c) and 

1 Bell South Emergency Request for Declaratol)' Ruling, WC Docket No. 03-251 (filed Dec. 9, 2003) (Bell South 
Petition). 

2 See Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, Implementation of 
the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Deployment ofWireline Services Offering 
Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket Nos. 01~338, 96-98, 98~147, Report and Order and Order on 
Remand and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Red 16978 (2003) (Triennial Review Order), 
corrected by Errata, 18 FCC Red 19020 (2003) (Triennial Review Order Errata), aff'd in part, remanded in part, 
vacated in part, United States Telecom Ass 'n v. FCC, 359 F.3d 554 (D.C. Cir. 2004) (USTA If). 
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(d)(2) oftheAct. 

II. BACKGROUND 

2. For several years, BellSouth has implemented throughout its operating region a policy not to sell 
DSL service to end user customers purchasing voice services from competitive LECs utilizing UNE 
loops. Subsequently, several state commissions reviewed BeliSouth's policy and ordered BellSouth to 
provide DSL service to competitive LEC UNE voice customers. Below, we describe the development of 
the Commission's unbundling rules, specifically the Commission's loop unbundling rules and the 
Commission's interpretation ofthe appropriate state role in implementing the unbundling policies of the 
Act. We then describe the state commission decisions from which BeiiSouth seeks relief. Lastly, we 
briefly describe the grounds upon which BeiiSouth seeks relief from these state commission rulings. 

A. Commission Decisions 

3. In 1996, the Commission issued its Local Competition First Report and Order implementing the 
1996 Act and establishing, among other things, a federal standard for the terms under which unbundled 
network elements must be provided pursuant to the Act's "impair" standard.3 At the same time, the 
Commission also defined the scope of rights surrounding a leased UNE, indicating that "especially" for 
loops, "the requesting carrier will purchase exclusive access to the element for a specific period of time," 
although the incumbent LEC maintains underlying physical control (such as the ability to repair and 
maintain UNEs).4 

4. In l999, in response to a remand from the Supreme Court, the Commission redefined its national 
impairment standard and unbundling determinations in the UNE Remand Order.5 In the UNE Remand 
Order, the Commission found that state commissions were not permitted to remove national unbundling 
obligations, even pursuant to state law.6 However, the Commission found that states were free to add 
network unbundling obligations pursuant to state law, either through rulemaking or the state arbitration 
role, so long as the state commission considered and made decisions consistent with the federal 

3 See generally 47 U.S.C. § 251; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, First Report and Order, II FCC Red 15499 ( 1996) (Local Competition First 
Report and Order) aff'd in part and vacated in part sub nom .. Competitive Telecommunications Ass 'n v. FCC, 117 
F.3d I 068 (8th Cir. 1997) and Iowa Utils. Bd v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1997) (Iowa Ulils. Bd.), a.ff'd in part 
and remanded, AT& Tv. Iowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999), on remand, Iowa Utils Bd. v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744 
(8th Cir. 2000), reversed in part sub nom. Verizon Communications Inc. v. FCC, 535 U.S. 467 (2002); Order on 
Reconsideration, 11 FCC Red 13042 (1996), Second Order on Reconsideration, 11 FCC Red 19738 (1996), Third 
Order on Reconsideration and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 12 FCC Red 12460 (1997). 

4 Local Competition First Report and Order, ll FCC Red at 15631, 15635, paras. 258, 268 (emphasis added); 47 
C.F.R. § 51.309(c). 

5 See generally Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of I996, CC 
Docket No. 96-9&, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 3696, 
3767, para. 154 (1999) (UNE Remand Order), reversed and remanded in part sub nom United States Telecom Ass 'n 
v. FCC, 290 F.3d 415 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (USTA 1), c:ert. denied sub nom. WorldCom, Inc. v. United States Telecom 
Ass 'n, 538 U.S. 940 (2003 Mem.). 

6 47 C.F.R. § 51.317(b)(4)(2000); UNE Remand Order, !5 FCC Red at 3767-70, paras. 153-61. 
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36. Number Portability. Comcast Phone, Time Warner, and Bright House Networks raise arguments 
that incumbent LECs have unlawful internal policies of delaying number porting requests when 
competing voice service providers win a voice customer that also subscribes to DSL.116 Specifically, 
Comcast Phone and Time Warner assert that incumbent LECs refuse to port the telephone number for the 
voice line until the customer cancels its DSL service. We take this opportunity to remind carriers that the 
Act requires, 117 and we intend to enforce, non-discriminatory number porting between LECs, including 
our previous conclusion "that carriers may not impose non-porting related restrictions on the porting out 
process."118 Because ofthese requirements, when an incumbent LEC receives a request for number 
portability, it is required to observe the same rules, including provisioning intervals, as any other LEC 
and cannot avoid its obligations by pleading non-porting related complications or requirements such as 
the presence of DSL service on a customer's line. We also retain the authority to evaluate specific 
objections to incumbent LEC's porting policies in proceedings seeking enforcement action.119 

IV. NOTICE OF INQUIRY 

37. The Order, set forth above, addresses a discrete issue of broadband policy relating to section 
251 (c) obligations for unbundling. 120 However, our disposition of the section 251 question does not 
address broader questions regarding the tying or bundling of services in general that have been raised in 
the record ofthis proceeding. In this Notice oflnquiry, we seek to examine the competitive consequences 
when providers bundle their legacy services with new services, or "tie" such services together such that 
the services are not available independent from one another to end users. We seek comment on how such 
bundling might affect both intramodal and intermodal competition and the effect that it might have on the 
public interest, including benefits to consumers.121 Several commenters in this and other proceedings 
have raised the possibility that bundling services potentially harms competition because consumers have 
to purchase redundant or unwanted services. 122 As the communications marketplace continues to move 

116 See Comcast Phone Reply at 1-3; Letter from Henk Brands, Counsel for Time Warner Inc., to Marlene H. 
Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-25\ (filed Oct. 27, 2004); Letter from Christopher W. Savage, Counsel 
for Bright House Networks Information Services, LLC, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-
251 (filed Nov. 24, 2004); Letter from Henk Brands, Counsel for Time Warner Inc., to Marlene H. Dortch, 
Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-251 (filed Nov. 29, 2004); Letter from James L. Casserly, Counsel for 
Comcast, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 03-251 (filed March 2, 2005). 

117 47 u.s.c. § 25l(b)(2). 

m Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, Memorandum Opinion and Order, l & FCC Red 20971, 
20975, para. 11 (2003); see also id. at 20975-78, paras. 14-18, 21; Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 
95-116, Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Red 23697, 23705, 
23711-12, paras. 21,34.-37 (2003}. 

119 To the extent that these providers are alleging a violation of the Act, they may file a complaint pursuant to 
section 208 ofthe Act. 47 U.S.C § 208. 

IZO 47 U.S.C. § 25l(c). 

121 See, e.g., Policy and Rules Concerning The Interstate, Interexchange Marketplace, CC Docket Nos. 96-61, 98-
183, Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 7418, 7425, 7444-45, paras. 12,44 (2001) (Bundling Order). 

122 See MCI Comments at 2, 19; MCI Reply at 7; Vonage Comments at 20; Z-Tel Comments at 11-13 (arguing that 
requiring a traditional telephone line in addition to broadband access limits VolP development as a possible 
replacement for traditional telephone service because it requires purchase of a redundant service). We also note that 
(continued .... ) 
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DEFINITIONS FROM THE FCC'S RULES (47 C.F.R. § 51.5) 

Interconnection. Interconnection is the linking of two networks for the mutual 
exchange of traffic. This term does not include the transport and termination of 
traffic. 

Meet point. A meet point is a point of interconnection between two networks, 
designated by two telecommunications carriers, at which one carrier's 
responsibility for service begins and the other carrier's responsibility ends. 

Meet point interconnection arrangement. A meet point interconnection 
arrangement is an arrangement by which each telecommunications carrier builds 
and maintains its network to a meet point. 

Technically feasible . Interconnection, access to unbundled network elements, 
collocation, and other methods of achieving interconnection or access to unbundled 
network elements at a point in the network shall be deemed technically feasible 
absent technical or operational concerns that prevent the fulfillment of a request by 
a telecommunications carrier for such interconnection, access, or methods. A 
determination of technical feasibility does not include consideration of economic, 
accounting, billing, space, or site concerns, except that space and site concerns 
may be considered in circumstances where there is no possibility of expanding the 
space available. The fact that an incumbent LEC must modify its facilities or 
equipment to respond to such request does not determine whether satisfYing such 
request is technically feasible. An incumbent LEC that claims that it cannot satisfy 
such request because of adverse network reliability impacts must prove to the state 
commission by clear and convincing evidence that such interconnection, access, or 
methods would result in specific and significant adverse network reliability impact. 
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DEFINITIONS FROM THE FCC'S RULES (47 C.F.R. § 51.701) 

§ 51.701 Scope of transport and termination pricing rules. 

(a) The provisions of this subpart apply to reciprocal compensation for transport 
and termination of telecommunications traffic between LECs and other 
telecommunications carriers. 

(b) Telecommunications traffic. For purposes of this subpart, telecommunications 
traffic means: 

(1) Telecommunications traffic exchanged between a LEC and a 
telecommunications carrier other than a CMRS provider, except for 
telecommunications traffic that is interstate or intrastate exchange access, 
information access, or exchange services for such access (see FCC 01-131, 
paragraphs 34, 36, 39, 42-43); or 

(2) Telecommunications traffic exchanged between a LEC and a CMRS 
provider that, at the beginning of the call, originates and terminates within the 
same Major Trading Area, as defined in§ 24.202(a) of this chapter. 

(c) Transport. For purposes of this subpart, transport is the transmission and any 
necessary tandem switching of telecommunications traffic subject to section 
251 (b)( 5) of the Act from the interconnection point between the two carriers to the 
terminating carrier's end office switch that directly serves the called party, or 
equivalent facility provided by a carrier other than an incumbent LEC. 

(d) Termination. For purposes of this subpart, termination is the switching of 
telecommunications traffic at the terminating carrier's end office switch, or 
equivalent facility, and delivery of such traffic to the called party's premises. 

(e) Reciprocal compensation. For purposes of this subpart, a reciprocal 
compensation arrangement between two carriers is one in which each of the two 
carriers receives compensation from the other carrier for the transport and 
termination on each carrier's network facilities of telecommunications traffic that 
originates on the network facilities of the other carrier. 
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Notice 

This document was developed by the Billing Committee of the Alliance for Telecommunications 
Industry Solutions' (ATIS) Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF). The OBF provides a forum for 
customers and providers in the telecommunications industry to identify, discuss and resolve 
national issues which affect ordering, billing, provisioning and exchange of information about 
access services, other connectivity and related matters. The Billing Committee is responsible for 
identifying and incorporating the necessary changes into this document. All changes to this 
document shall be made through the OBF issue resolution process and adopted by the Billing 
Committee as set forth in the OBF Guidelines. 

Disclaimer and Limitation of Liability 

The information provided in this document is directed solely to professionals who have the 
appropriate degree of experience to. understand anq interpret its contents in accordance with 
generally accepted engineering or other professional standards and applicable regulations. No 
recommendation as to products or vendors is made or should be implied. 

NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IS MADE THAT THE INFORMATION IS TECHNICALLY 
ACCURATE OR SUFFICIENT OR CONFORMS TO ANY STATUTE, GOVERNMENTAL RULE OR 
REGULATION, AND FURTHER NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IS MADE OF 
MERC HANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OR AGAINST 
INFRINGEMENT OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS. ATIS SHALL NOT BE LIABLE, BEYOND 
THE AMOUNT OF ANY SUM RECEIVED IN PAYMENT BY ATIS FOR THIS DOCUMENT, WITH 
RESPECT TO ANY CLAIM, AND IN NO EVENT SHALL ATIS BE LIABLE FOR LOST PROFITS OR 
OTHER INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES. ATIS EXPRESSLY ADVISES THAT ANY 
AND ALL U SE OF OR RELIANCE UPON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS DOCUME NT IS 
AT THE RISK OF THE USER 
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1. PREFACE 
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Effective January 1, 2001 the process outlined in MECAB Issue 7, which allows companies 
to utilize their own recordings for access and interconnection billing, may be implemented. 

The use of EMI Category 11-50-01 through 04 and 11-50-21 through 24 meetpoint 
summary usage records, for billing of access and interconnection services, will be 
discontinued effective August 31, 2002. 

This document contains the recommended guidelines for the billing of access and 
interconnection services provided to a customer by two or more providers or by one 
provider in two or more states within a single LATA. Access and interconnection services 
may be billed as usage-sensitive and flat rated charges, which may include intraLATA non
subscribed toll, wireless and local services. Examples of Usage-Sensitive Services are 
Feature Group B (FGB), Feature Group C (FGC), Feature Group D (FGD}, Wireless Services 
[Type 1 (Line Side Service/, Type 2A (Trunk Side Tandem Service) and Type 2B (Trunk Side 
End Office Service)], trunk side connections (e.g., BSA), and Directory Assistance (DA) 
Transport. Examples of Flat-Rated Services are WATS Access Lines (WALs), Dedicated 
Access Lines (DALs), Hicap, two-point, multi-point services, direct/local transport and DA 
transport. This document also addresses the billing of jointly provided Feature Group A 
(FGA} line side BSA services in Section 9 of this document. 

Types of customers and providers are as follows but are not limited to those below. 

• End User: A customer who occupies premises that utilizes retail telephone services 
provided by telecommunications carriers . They may order other services such as 
access. 

• IXC: Interexchange Carrier (Also referred to as IC). A long distance company that 
carries traffic between local exchange carriers . 

• LEC: Local Exchange Carrier. A Company providing local telephone service. This term 
could include the following entities: 

1. CLEC: Competitive Local Exchange Carrier. A Company, which competes by 
providing it's own switching and/or network, or by purchasing unbundled network 
elements from an established local telephone provider. This term is meant to 
distinguish a new or potential competitor from the esta blished local exchange 
provider. 

2 . ILEC: Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier. A Company providing the connection to 
the end user's premise and access to the long distance network prior to the 
introduction of local competition. It is the established Regional Bell Operating 
Company or Independent Company. 

3 . ULEC: Unbundled Local Exchange Carrier. A Company that provides local, 
intraLATA toll and access service by purchasing one or more unbundled network 
elements from another company. This includes only buying dial tone (port) or the 
entire platform of elements (UNE-P). 
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4. USP: Unbundled Service Provider. A Company (CLEC or ILEC) that has sold one or 
more network elements to another company in order for them to provide local, 
intraLATA toll and access services. 

5. WSP: Wireless Service Provider (which includes CMRS (Commercial Mobile Radio 
Service), PCS (Personal Communication Services), etc.). A company whose 
network provides service to an end user through the use of airwave signals. 

These guidelines were developed by the Billing Committee of the Ordering and Billing 
Forum (OBF). The Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) document (dated 
November 9,' 1987} was changed to reflect the FGA/FGB meet-point Billing Task Force 
Report dated December 8, 1988. The Federal Communications Commission requested 
the report in its October 4, 1988 Order in CC Docket No. 87-579. The Commission 
addressed the report in its Memorandum Opinion and ·order (MO&O} of October 5, 1989. 
This revised MECAB document also incorporates the resolution statements of recent OBF 
issues. 

The OBF is a voluntary, self-policing group of provider and customer participants. ·They 
meet to identify, discuss, and resolve national issues concerning the ordering and billing of 
access and interconnection services. The OBF is under the auspices of the Carrier Liaison 
Committee (CLC) of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). The 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) authorized the CLC in a MO&O released 
January 17, 1985. 

This document provides industry guidelines for meet-point Billing (MPB} options. This 
document addresses the following: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Common service identifiers 
Calc{ila:tion of transport mileage 
Identification of the involved providers 
Provider to provider transfer of adjustment information and usage data 
MPB conversion and notification procedures . 

This document identifies common data elements critical for the provision of verifiable and 
auditable bills in multiple provider situations and provides. procedur~s for making common 
data elements and other data available to all providers, depending on the billing option 
selected. 

The bill displays that appear are for illustrative purposes only. The CarrierAccess Billing 
System Billing Output Specifications .(CABS BOS©) documentation contains the industry 
standards for CABS access paper bills, bill data tapes and customer service records. The 
Small Exchange Carrier Access Billing (SECAB) Guidelines contain simi).ar standards for 
paper and mechanized bills and inventory and rating information for the providers whose 
access bills do not conform to the CABS BOS. 

Refer to CABS BOS and the SECAB for the current standards for billing outputs. 
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These guidelines are for billing access and interconnection services provided by two or more 
providers or by one provider in two or more states within a single LATA. It is to the mutual 
benefit of both customers (customers and end users) and providers that bills be accurate 
and auditable. This document addresses the concept of MPB and revenue sharing as 
detailed in the December 8, 1988 Report. As stated previously, access and interconnection 
services include Usage Sensitive and Flat Rates Services. Where intrastate tariffs and 
contracts permit, these guidelines are used for access and interconnection services. The 
determination of implementing a meet-point Billing arrangement between providers, which 
operate in the same territory, is based upon Provider-to-Provider negotiations where the 
regUlatory environment permits. When all involved providers agree to a meet-point Billing 
arrangement, these guidelines.are used. 

2.2 MECAB Revision 

2. 2.1 Reason for Revision 

OBF Issue 472 (the MECAB Change Management Document) recommends that the MECAB 
be updated to incorporate all resolved OBF issues affecting the MECAB document. This is 
the seventh revision to the MECAB based on OBF Issue 472. This revision contains 
updates to industry guidelines to reflect the resolution of the following OBF Issues:1 

Issue 1548- Billing Verification Process in an Unbundled Environment 
Issue 1667- Exchange of Billing Information 
Iss ue 1690- Notification oflnterconnecting Billing Information to the ULEC. 
Iss ue 2056- For Facility-Based LECs/CLECs & CMRS, Enhance the 

Meetpoint/Meetpoint-like Record Exchange to be Consistent with 
Unbundled Processes 

Issue 2138- Redefine and Evaluate the Need for Existing MECAB Data Elements 
Issue 2162- Eliminate Pass Through meet-point Billing Options in MECAB 
Issue 1962- Multiple Providers ofTandem Access Interconnection 
Issue 2186- Optional Use Retum Code for Category 11 Detail Records 

The following issues were reviewed but no changes were made to the document. 

Issue 1284- Long Term LNP Billing and Verification 
Issue 1287- Billing For Unbundled Network Elements 
Issue 1528 - The Billing Impact Resulting From Access Reform 
Issue .1593- Guidelines Do Not Exist For Providing Historical PICC Detail Data to 

Verify PICC Charges 

1 A record of resolved OBF Issues incorporated in MECAB revisions is contained in Section 11 - OBF 
Issues Included in MECAB Revis ions: 
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2.2.2 Change Management 

MECAB standards represent policy guidelines approved by the OBF; the Billing Committee 
of the OBF is responsible for the MECAB document. MECAB is changed through the 
incorporation of resolved OBF issues. Proposed changes to MECAB are reviewed and 
approved by the OBF Billing Committee and the OBF General Session. In accordance with 
the MO&O in CC Docket No. 86-104, released July 31, 1987, the FCC will have the 
opportunity to review any revisions to the standards (MECAB) to the extent that further tariff 
revisions are necessary. 

2.2.3 Revision Process 

Proposed MECAB revisions are developed periodically by the OBF Billing Committee. This 
Committee normally assi~s a work group to draft the proposed MECAB revisions from 
resolved OBF issues. Resolved OBF issues for inclusion in MECAB are identified in the 
resolution by the entry "This resolution will be included in the MECAB document." 

If possible, OBF issues impacting MECAB should contain propo~ed MECAB language 
changes as part of the suggested resolution. This language is reviewed by the Billing 
Committee as part of the issue resolution process. 

2.2.4 MECAB and CABS DOS Coordination 

The MECAB document is coordinated with the CABS BOS. MECAB addresses broad matters 
of policy and procedure associated with all aspects of MPB. Billing output exhibits are 
included in MECAB for illustrative purposes only. The industry standard for access bills is 
the current effective version of CABS BOS. 

The SECAB Guidelines support those providers who currently do not conform to the CABS 
BOS. For those companies, references to the SECAB have been included in this document 
for general billing requirements and suggested formats. 

2.3 History 

2.3.1 

In the illustrative Access Tariffs an attempt was made to address the ordering and billing 
processes when access service was provided by more than one provider or by one provider 
in two or more states within a single LATA. The original proposal was to have one provider 
(the end user's end office, dial tone office, or hub office provider) accept the order for service 
and bill the overall access service. This version came to be known as End Office Billing or 
Tariff Option A. 

Several providers expressed interest in a second billing option, where each provider would 
bill the appropriate tariff rate for its portion of the access service in the appropriate 
jurisdiction. This concept was labeled meet-point Billing (MPB), or Tariff Option B, and 
added to the Access Tariff as filed with the FCC. Upon reviewing these billing plans, the FCC 
directed that Tariff Option A be phased out and replaced by Tariff Option B. 
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Due to various implementation considerations, the providers requested a waiver to delay 
MPB until June 1, 1985. The provider industry decided, after considerable study, that 
Usage-Sensitive Access Feature Group A (FGA) and Feature Group B (FGB) were not suited 
to MPB concepts. In addition, the mechanics of rendering an accurate, audita ble meet-point 
bill for other access services were becoming more complex, casting doubt a s to whether 
every provider could meet the June 1, 1985 implementation date. 

As a result, the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA), along with s everal individual 
providers, filed a petition for extension of waiver (in January, 1985) to delay, indefinitely, 
FGA and FOB MPB, and to delay MPB of other Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access 
offerings until June 1, 1986. 

2 .3 .3 

On March 28 , 1986, the FCC issued a MO&O extending the waiver for MPB of access 
services until January 1, 1988, in response to several petitioners who argued that serious 
implementation problems remained regarding the current MPB requirements. This 
extension did not prohibit providers, where it was agreed upon, from implementing MPB 
where the capability exists. 

Additionally, the FCC ordered the formation of an ad hoc industry group in cooperation with 
the CLC of the ECSA to study various MPB alternatives and develop an indus try proposal. 
That Order required the CLC to s ubmit an industry proposal to the Commission by 
December 1 , 1986. 

Accordingly, the CLC assigned the tas k to the OBF. The Billing Committee prepare d a 
s tatement outlining a plan of action that includ ed the organization of an a d hoc industry 
group to investigate alternatives to the proposed meet-point Billing plans. 

2.3.4 

On December 1, 1986, the ECSA filed the 86-104 Report adopted by the ECSA's Ordering 
and Billing Forum in response to the March 28, 1986 Order containing proposals for 
implementing meet-point Billing. The Commission adopted the 86- 104 Report in a MO&O, 
released July 31, 1987. 

The Order allowed the current blanket waiver of MPB requirements for FGC, FOD, Fla t
Ra ted Acces s and DA Transport to expire on January 1, 1988. Providers were required to file 
tariff revisions implementing MPB for FOC, FGD, Flat-Rated Access and DA Transport in 
their October 1987 annual access filings to be implemented by January 1 , 19 88. 
Furthermore , the FCC suggested the OBF study the fea sibility of a pplying the MPB a pproach 
developed for FGC, FGD, Flat-Rated Access, and DA Transport to other Usage-Sensitive 
Access services (i.e. , FGA and FOB). 

2 .3 .5 

In the October 4, 1988 Order in CC Docket No. 87-579, the Commission requested that the 
ECSA submit a report on the possibility of meet-point Billing for FOA and FOB. The report, 
submitted to the FCC on December 8 , 1988, recommended revenue s haring a greements as 
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the most appropriate solution for FGA shared service and the establishment of meet-point 
Billing for FGB. The Commission agreed in a MO&O released October 5, 1989. 

The October 5, 1989 Order allows providers jointly providing FGA access services to avoid 
meet-point Billing for these FGA services by entering into binding revenue sharing 
agreements not later than one year after the release date of the Order. In addition, the 
Commission agreed with the December 8th Report that MPB of FGB access services be 
implemented by July 1, 1990. Providers were required to file tariff revisions implementing 
MPB of FGB in their 1990 annual access tariff fllings. Furthermore, the FCC ordered that 
the OBF file a progress report not later than December 31, 1990 regarding the feasibility of 
establishing guidelines for MPB of Flat-Rated Access. 

To meet the requirements of the October 5, 1989 Order, the ECSA submitted the Issue 3 
Revision of the MECAB document to the FCC in December of 1990. MECAB, Issue 3 
incorporated resolutions t<> two Flat-Rated Access issues, OBF 591 and 592, that meet the 
requirements of the above-mentioned FCC requested report. A cover letter to the 
Commission that further explained the Flat-Rated Access revisions accompanied the 
revised MECAB. 

MECAB Issue 4 incorporates resolutions to OBF issues 465, 590, and 638. Wording was 
added to the document to clarify Flat-Rated Access meet-point Billing guidelines. 
MECAB Issue 5 incorporates resolutions to OBF issues 621, 733, and 792. Text changes 
were made to meet the requirements of the September 17, 1993 Order, Docket 91-213, 
addressing Equal Charge Per Unit of Traffic (a.k.a., Local Transport Restructure). A 
distinction was made to clarify the difference between usage-sensitive and flat-rated access 
as a result of the resolution ofOBF issue 733. 

MECAB Issue 6 incorporates resolutions to OBF issues 945, 946, 970, 1140, 1142, 1185, 
1248 and 1304. Text changes were made to substitute the words provider and customer 
for LEC and IC. Section 17 (Sample forms) was created to provide a home for the Sample 
meet-point Notification Ft;:~nn (Section 17 .1) and the Manual usage Exchange Form (Section 
17.2). 

MECAB Issue 7 incorporates resolutions to OBF billing issues 1548, 1667 and 1690 covering 
unbundled services. Section 14- Jointly Provided Services In an Unbundled Environment 
was developed, along with diagrams, to incorporate the process dealing with unbundled 
services in a local, intra-LATA toll, CMRS and access environments. 

MECAB Issue 7 also includes OBF Billing Committee Issue 2056, which eliminates common 
minutes for facility-based LECs/CLEC, and CMRS traffic and billing; Issue 2138, which 
evaluates meetpoint data elements; and Issue 2162, which eliminates the pass through 
billing options. The sections eliminated as a result of the above issues were 10 -
BAR/BACR, 12- IBC/SBC, 13- The Usage Sensitive Access Matrix and 17- Sample forms 
for Manual Summary Usage Records. Revision marks will not be reflected due to extensive 
modifications to the document. 
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MECAB Issue 8 incorporates resolutions to OBF Billing Committee Issues 1962 and 2186. 
Issue 1962 specifically addresses the situation where multiple tandem providers are 
involved in passing local and toll LEC traffic. Issue 2186 establishes applicable retum codes 
in EMI Category 11 detail records exchanged between companies utilizing a 2 position retum 
code (llOXXX positions 70-71) to be consistent with the established Cat 10 and Cat 01 
process. 

2.4 Symbols 

The following symbols are used in the figures throughout this document: 

A • PoRotTermhallon r'POT'l ) Meel Poinl 

ill • 5EMig ...... QnerrsM:' 

~ • A~nRTa-dernrAr') ~ • &id Olfa! r'E<7') 

AT ED 

• • End User 
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3. NECA TARIFF FCC. NO. 4, PERCENT OWNERSHIP, BILLING PERCENTAGE AND 
COMPANY CODE 

3.1 General 

The industry reference for listing endpoint locations, billing percentages, and the providers 

involved in a MPB environment is NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4 . The information contained in this 

tariff specifies the apportionment of local transport or channel mileage rate element(s) among 

the providers and/or jurisdictions involved in an access and interconnection services based 

on billing percentages. Each pair of end point locations, the related Billing Percentages, and 

the providers involved must be filed in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4 for access services. When 

biUing percentages are required for interconnection services, the decision to file billing 

percentages in NECA Tariff FCC. No . 4 is based upon Provider-to-Provider negotiations. 

3.2 Billing Percentage (BP) 

BPs are listed by service type for each pair of locations where access and interconnection 

services are provided on a meet-point basis. The sum of the BPs filed for each pair of end 

point locations must equal 100%. For each pair of locations, the involved providers must 

agree in writing to their respective BPs. This information must be submitted to NECA for 

inclusion in NECA Tariff FCC. No . 4 , per NECA filing requirements. 

3.3 Percent Ownership 

Each set of BPs may be developed on any mutually agreeable basis among the providers in 

the route. BPs may be developed using: 

1. Provider investment to total investment 

2. Route miles to total route miles 

3. Airline miles to meet-point to total airline miles between locations 

The basis of this apportionment should consider each provider's rate structure for channel 

mileage or local transport and the method of BP application either approved by the FCC or 
locally negotiated contracts. 

3.4 Transport or Mileage Charge Calculations 

The appropriate method for calculation of MPB of the distance sensitive portion of Local 

Transport (direct-trunk and tandem-switched), Channel Mileage (e.g. Special Transport) , is as 
follows: 

1. The Vertical and Horizontal (V&H) coordinates (filed in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4) are used to 

calculate the airline distance between two wire centers. Fractional mileage is rounded to 
the next whole number. 

2. Each provider applies .the tariff rate for this overall mileage length to obtain a dollar 
amount. 

3. The BP is applied to the dollar amount calculated above. 
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See Figures 3-1 through 3-9 for examples of Usage-Sensitive Access {tandem-switched) and 
Flat-Rated Access (Switched and Special) mileage charge calculations. 

3.5 Company Code 

Whenever company codes are used to identify companies associated with rate elements, 
usage detail or circuit locations on meet-point bills and Customer Service Records (CSRs} {if 
provided), the state level company code, as filed in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4, is provided. 
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3.5.1 Usage Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

MEET POINT 

PROVIDER A 
40% 1\:71 60% 5 PROVIDER B m j 

·~--~. ~~----------~~~----
EO AT 

Usage-Sensitive 

19.6 Miles Rounded to 20 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PRO\JtDER A RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PRO\JtDER B RATE FOR20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

Figure 3-1 -Usage-Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Ch arge Calculations 

3- 3 000300 

POT 



ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8 , 

3 .5 .2 Flat Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

MEET POINT 

PROVIDER A 
40% 

-----+ 
PROVIDER B ~ ' 60% w ..,.'411..._----------------1 c·""----

EO 

Flat-Rated 

19.6 Miles Rounded to 20 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS : (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (BP=.60) 

Figure 3 -2- Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 
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3.5.3 Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

MEET POINT 

~1--P-R-O~~~O~E-R-A·L._ __ ~~--~~~~L----~~~----~ ~ 40% .. ... ---, r-

EO 

Usage-Sensitive 

8.8 Miles 
ROU'lded to 9 Miles 

Flat-Rated 

10.8 Miles 
Rounded to 11 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PR~DER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11MI) 

Figure 3-3 - Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage 
Charge Calculations (with the meet-point between the AT and the EO) 
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3.5.4 Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

MEET POINT 

~ PROVIDERA ~ PROVIDERA 
~---J1J.IQ.ILQ0"--I.k9--~ 40% ., 

EO AT 

Usage-Sensitive 

8.8 Miles 
Rounded to 9 Miles 

Flat-Rated 

10.8 Miles 
Rounded to 11 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) 
(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 11 Ml) X (8P;::.4Q) 

PROVIDER 8 BILLS: (11 Ml) X (PROVIDER 8 RATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.60) 

POT 

Figure 3-4 - Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage · 
Charge Calculations (with the meet-point between the AT and the SWC) 
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3.5.5 Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

MEET POINT MEET POINT 

-
PROVIDER C S 

40% .. 60% 30% 
PROVIDER A PROVIDER B [>(PROVIDER B 

~--~--·~~--~~--~ r 

70% w 
-=-t-----f.~:t:l.~ 

EO AT 

Usage-Sensitive 

8.8 Miles 
Rounded to 9 Miles 

Flat-Rated 

10.8 Miles 
Rounded to 11 Miles 

.. 

PROVIDER A BILLS: ( 9 Ml} X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml} X (MOU) X (BP = .40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP =.60) 

(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.30) 
PROVIDER C BILLS: (1 1 Ml) X (PROVIDER CRATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.?O) 

POT 

Figure 3-5 - Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage 

Charge Calculations (Three Providers) 
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3.5.6 Host/Remote Usage- Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

~ Usage-Sensmve I 
9.8 Miles ~ ~ 

(Rounded 10 Miles) 
(REMOTE to HOST) 

HOST/REMOTE 
USAGE-SENSITIVE 

MEET POINT 

Usage-Sensitive 

19.6 Miles 
(Rounded 20 Miles) 

(HOST to SWC) 

~I 
PROVIDER A BILLS: (10 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 10 Ml) X (MOU) 

(20 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

Figure 3-6 - Host/Remote Usage-Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 
(with the meet-point between the HOST and AT) 

3-8 000305 



n..lUS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

3.5.7 Host/Remote Usage Sensitive & Flat Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

REMOTE 
EO 

HOST 
EO 

HOST/REMOTE 
USAGE SENSITIVE & FLAT RATED 

MEET POINT 

PROVIDER A 
40% 

PROVIDER 8 
60% 

1111 ~ 

AT 

PROVIDER B 
100% 

LTL 

Usage-Sensitive rllllt----u_s_a_ge-_s_en_s_iti-ve----1~~~ "''IIIIII----F-Ia_t_R-at_e_d--~ .. 1 

9.8 Miles 8.8 Miles 10.8 Miles 
(Rounded 10 Miles) (Rounded 9 Miles) (Rounded 11 Miles) 

(REMOTE to HOST) (HOST to AT) (SWC to AT) 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (10 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 10 Ml} X (MOU) 
( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 

PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU} X (BP=.60) 
(11 Ml) X ( PROVIDER 8 RATE FOR 11 Ml) 

POT 

Figure 3-7- Host/Remote Usage-Sensitive and Fla t -Rated Access Trans port Mileage Ch arge 
Calculations (with the m eet-point betwe en the HOST and AT) 

3-9 000306 



A TIS/ OBF ~MECAB·08 
Issue 8, 

3.5.8 Host/Remote Usage Sensitive & Flat Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

HOST/REMOTE 
USAGE SENSITIVE & FLAT RATED 

MEET POINT 

~ PROVIDERA 

~'4 4{)% Ill P:O::ER: ~ :R~~ER: ~+P-R-~-'V.wl0001""0A.;a.ER-B-1~~ -4 
REMOTE 

EO 

1'4 
Usage-Sensitive 

•9.8 Miles 
(Rounded 10 Miles) 
(REMOTE to HOST) 

HOST 
EO 

Ill 14 
Usage-Sensitive 

8.8 Miles 
{Rounded 9 Miles) 

(HOST to AT) 

AT LTI.. POT 

1111'4 
Flat Rated 

~~~I 
10.8 Miles 

(Rounded 11 Miles) 
(SWC to AT) 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (10 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 10 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) 
(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11 Ml) 

Figure 3~8 ~ Host/Remote Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations (with the m eet-point between the REMOTE and HOST) 
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3.5.9 Non·-Party LTR Rate Structure Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

~ 
EO 

NON-PARITY LTR RATE STRUCTURE 

MEET POINT 

40% 60% 

20 Miles 
Usage Sensitive 

PROVIDER A 

80 Miles 

10% 

N 
AT 

90% 

60Miles 
Flat-Rated 

PROVIDER B 

~ 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (80 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 80 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=10%) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=60%) 

(60 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 60 Ml) 

PROVIDER A (non L TR) 
PROVIDER B (L TR) 

' POT 

Figure 3-9 - Transport Mileage Charge Calculations for Providers with Non-Parity Rate 
Structures (with the meet-point between the EO and AT) 
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4. MEET POINT BILLING OPTIONS 

4.1 General 
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The meet-point Billing Task Force Report, (hereinafter, 86-104 Report) adopted in CC 
Docket No. 86-104, released July 31, 1987, specifies that either the single or multiple 
billing options would satisfy the requirements for MPB. Where providers are unable to 
reach agreement as to the method of billing, the multiple MPB option, as described in this 
document, is employed. The Common Carrier Bureau in CC Docket No. 87-579, Phase II, 
released October 4, 1988, established certain characteristics that must be present for the 
multiple bill option to be an appropriate selection. Upon determining the billing method, 
each provider notifies the customer of the method employed to render access bills in 
accordance with the notification instructions in Section 5. See the section entitled "Jointly 
Provided Service in an Unbundled Environment" for ULEC billing options. 

4.2 Meet-point Billing Selection 

One of the crucial activities associated with MPB is the responsibility of the providers to 
select a meet-point Billing option. The MPB options available are: 

1. Single Bill 
2. Multiple Bill 

Under the Single Bill Option there are two alternatives. They are: 

1. Multiple Tariff (SM) 
2. Single Tariff (SS) 

The payment alternatives associated with Single Bill/Multiple Tariff are Single Check and 
Multiple Checks. 

Under the Multiple Bill Option there are two possible alternative implementation methods. 
They are: 

l. Multiple Bill reflecting a single tariff (MM) 
2. Multiple Bill reflecting multiple tariffs (MT) 

A provider may elect to use either or both MPB options when connecting with different 
providers. Providers may also elect to use either or both MPB options when connecting with 
the same provider for different types of service (e.g., Hicap, FGD). Providers may also elect to 
use either or both MPB options for different meet-point service arrangements (e.g., EO to 
POP/SWC, customer premises to customer premises). The MPB option selection is 
negotiated exclusively between providers. 

The MPB method selection between providers has some fundamental restrictions. In order 
for providers to implement the Single Bill options, a11 providers involved in providing the 
access or interconnection service for a particular meet-point service arrangement must agree 
on one of the two Single Bill alternatives. If providers were unable to reach agreement as to 
the billing option for a particular meet-point arrangement, each provider would be required 
to s elec t the Multiple Bill option. 

Because of the complexities involved in providing and billing multiplexed and multi-point 
Flat-Rated access services by more than one provider, the combination of MPB options on an 
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individual service is allowed. For example, a segment of a multi-point service may be billed 
using one of the Single Bill alternatives, and another segment of the same multi-point service 
may be billed using one of the Multiple Bill implementation methods. 

4.3 Descriptions of meet-point Billing Options. 

4.3.1 Single Bill Option 

The Single Bill option allows the customer to receive one bill from. one provider or its billing 
agent for access or interconnection services. To assist the reader in understanding the 
Single Bill option, the working definition of the Single Bill is as follows: 

A Single Bill consists of all rate elements applicable to access or in~erconnection services 
billed on one statement of charges under one billing acc~unt number (BAN). 

Although the Single Bill option suggests one means of bill rendering, the following billing 
altematives are: 

1. Single Bill: Multiple Tariff 
2. Single Bill: Single Tariff 

To implement any Single Bill alternative, all providers involved must agree to a particular 
altemative. The billing company's bill includes the applicable data elements listed in the 
CABS BOS or SECAB. The CABS BOS or SECAB format is recommended. For the customer 
to provide payment to an agent, the customer must be provided with a letter of authorization 
(LOA). The detailed requirements for rendering the Single Bill option are given in Sections 5 
through 8 of this document. 

Provider-to-Provider contractual agreements for the billing of Usage-Sensitive Access, Flat
Rated Access and/ or interconnection services are required. These agreements .can cover 
proprietary information/non-disclosure, liabilities for data accuracy and timeliness, 
inquiries, flow of tariff items, compensation for billing services, types of access or 
interconnection ~ervices included, payment options (e.g., purchase of accounts receivable by 
billing company vs. individual payments by customer to each provider), and flow of data. 

4.3.1.1 Single Bill-Multiple Tariff 

The billing company agrees to prepare a single access or interconnection }:,ill, with each 
provider's charges separately identified by rate element and :usage detail using the state 
level company code found in NECA Tariff FCC. No.4. A summary page totaling the charges 
by provider state level company code is included. The tariff or contract rates pr?vided to the 
billing company must includeall charges applicable to the meet-point bille"d services. The 
provider charges refer to one-time charges, recurring charges, usage, 'OC&c; adjustments, 
etc. This alternative requires that the billing company administers in its billing system the 
applicable tariff or contract rates and rate changes for all providers involved in the 
provisioning of services Rate change dates may not coincide where .multiple providers are 
involved in a service. A non-billing company should notify their billing.company of its rate 
change in a timely manner. 

Separate checks can be rendered by the customer and mailed directly to each provider, or 
to the billing provider for distribution as indicated in the letter .of authorization. If tpe I:J.On~ 
billing provider receives payment directly from the customer, the non-billing provider must 
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notify the billing provider of the payment. The billing provider is then responsible for 
applying each payment to the appropriate provider's balance due. Where a single check is 
selected as the payment arrangement, the non-billing provider must provide a letter of 
authorization to notify the customer to send only a single check to the billing provider. 

Information must be communicated among the providers involved to render a single bill 
using the multiple tariff alternative. Application and interpretation of the non-billing 
company's rates must also be communicated to the billing company for incorporation into 
the billing system. The service order, payment and rate information must be maintained by 
the billing company on an ongoing basis and requires the cooperation of the providers. 
Usage data is transmitted to the billing company for input to the billing system. The billing 
company renders a single bill to the customer and returns financial information to the 
provider, which may include a copy of the bill. The c,ustomer then remits payment either 
directly to each provider or to the billing company for distribution based on the contractual 
arrangements between the providers. The customer is referred to the contact number on the 
bill for billing inquiries. Resolution of billing inquiries may involve all providers. 

4.3.1.2 Single Bill-Single Tariff 

The billing company agrees to prepa re a single access or interconnection bill based upon 
their rate structure. Usage data is transmitted from the recording point for input into the 
billing system. The billing company renders a bill to the customer for all portions of the 
service. The other providers render a bill to the billing company for that portion of the 
service they provide. The customer remits payment to the billing company. The billing 
company remits pay ment to the other providers. 

4 .3 .2 Multiple Bill Option 

The Multiple Bill option allows each provider to bill the customer for its portion of a j ointly 
provided access or interconnection service. In this scenario each provider establishes its 
own billing account. The bills under this option are rendered at a level previously 
established by the provider in a non -MPB environment. The detail requirements for 
rendering multiple meet-point bills are provided in Sections 5 through 8 of this document. 

Although the Multiple Bill option suggests one means of bill rendering, the following billing 
alternatives are: 

1. Multiple Bill: Single Tariff 2. Multiple Bill: Multiple Tariff 

4.3.2.3 Multiple Bill-Single Tariff 

Each company prepares and renders a meetpoint bill in accordance with its own tariff or 
contract for the portion of the service it provides. 

4 .3 .2 .4 Multiple Bill-Multiple Tariff 

This m ethod allows one provider to bill for other providers within the Multiple Bill option 
when there are more than two companies providing the service. The number of bills 
rendered is less than the total number of companies providing the service. Each provider's 
tariff or contract rates are a pplied and displayed separately for each company's portion of 
the service provided. 
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The tariff or contract rates provided to the billing company must include charges applicable 
to the Meet-point billed services. The provider charges refer to one-time charges, recurring 
charges, usage, OC&C, adjustments, etc. This alternative requires that the billing company 
administer in its billing system the applicable tariff or contract rates and rate changes for all 
providers involved in the provisioning of services. Rate change dates may not coincide 
where multiple providers are involved in a service. A non-billing company should notify 
their billing company of its rate change in a timely manner. 

4.4 Implementation Considerations 

4.4.1 Basic Implementation Considerations 

The following are basic implementation considerations between providers to establish meet
point billing relationships for switched, dedicated and 'local interconnection services. MPB 
and non-MPB services may be included on the same account. These considerations apply 
regardless of the billing option agreed upon: 

1. For all MPB services: 

a. All billing company's bills will include the applicable data elements listed· in the 
CABS BOS or SECAB; whichever is appropriate, for the billing company. In addition, 
the CABS BOS or SECAB format is recommended. 

b. The terms and conditions of the providers' tariffs or contracts should be reviewed to 
determine that there are no practical or regulatory prohibitions associated with 
implementing an option. In particular, review the general regulations and ordering 
sections of each provider's tariff or contract. 

c . Each provider is responsible for filing tariffs or price lists where appropriate. 

d. Provider-to-provider exchange of administrative data is required. Where proprietary 
restrictions do not exist, whenever a new provider establishes a switched point of 
interface directly subtending a tandem, the tandem company owner will provide the 
following information about interconnecting IXCs to the new provider: 

• . billing company name 
• billing company address 

billing company telephone number 
• ACTL location 
• industry assigned Carrier Identification Code(s) (CICs) 

The tandem company owner will provide the following information about local/intraLATA 
interconnectors to the new provider: 

contact name 
• contact address 
• contact telephone number or fax 

type of company 
• NECA assigned Operating Company Number (OCN) and/ or inqustry assigned 

Carrier Identification Code(s) (CICs) 

Each time a new interconnecting company establishes a presence at a tandem, the 
tandem company will provide this information to the new interconnecting company and 
the existing directly interconnected companies on a one-time basis. Companies directly 
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interconnected to the tandem have the responsibility to pass notification information to 
companies directly interconnected behind them. 

e . In order to establish a billing relationship, providers that do not have a direct 
interconnection with each other, may need to exchange the following information: 

billing company name 
billing company address 
billing company telephone number 

• Point of Interface (POI) 
• billing percentages, if applicable 

f. Review current OBF Multiple Exchange Carrier Ordering and Design (MECOD) 
Guidelines, particularly with respect to order intervals and access service 
coordination. 

g. Meet-point bills will contain a MPB identification. 

h. Identify what is Meet-point billed, e .g., End Office, Traffic Type, or circuit. 

1. In a single bill arrangement, provide detail of adjustments and charges for each 
provider identified on the bill. 

j . Provide billing percent when applied to rates. 

k . In a single bill arrangement, include a summary totaling the charges for each provider 
identified on the bill. 

l. During the ordering process, communicate billing account information in accordance 
with the Access Services Ordering Guidelines (ASOG) and Local Services Ordering 
Guidelines (LSOG). 

m . The Combination of Meet-point and non-Meet-point on a single bill with all options 
(e.g., Single Bill, Multiple Bill) is accepted. When mutually agreed upon by customer 
and provider, a single bill will be rendered for meet-point and non-meet-point access 
and interconnection services. This is applicable for both paper and BOT. At the 
account level, the bill should be identified as a Meet-point bill. Current requirements 
for usage billing displays at end office and summary levels remain unchanged. 

2 . For Usage-Sensitive Service: 

a. End Office detail must be provided by COMMON LANGUAGE' Location Identification 
(CLLI) code. This must be an industry-recognized code. This information may be 
provided via LSR, ASR or other media. 

b. When the billing company is not the recording company, a relationship may need to 
be established between providers in order to exchange detailed usage records . 

c. If any or all Traffic Types within an End Office for a given customer are jointly 
provided, the entire End Office is billed on a MPB account. 

The following guidelines establish the level of Traffic Type display on multiple meet
point bills: 

' COMMON LANGUAGE is a registered trademark artd CLEI, CLLI, CLFI artd CLCI are trademarks of 
Telcordia Technologies. 
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1. If the provider displays usage by traffic type on its regular bills, it should do so on 
meet-point bills. 

2. If the provider does not render regular bills and only has meet-point bills, they 
should display usage by traffic type on its bills. 

d. When an account contains meet-point Billing, each meet-point billed End Office 
should be displayed on the bill with its appropriate MPB option or combination of 
options. If the end office is not owned by the billing company, the OCN of the end· 
office owner should be listed on the bill. In effect, the Single Bill Option or Multiple 
Bill Option can be combined for usage-sensitive service on the same account, with: 

• Any Single Bill Option 
• Any Multiple Bill Option/ Alternative Implementation Method 
• Non-meet-point Billing 
• 

3. For Flat-Rated Service; 

a. A provider is not required to establish separate MPB accounts for each provider with 
which it meet-point bills. 

b. The Single Bill Option or Multiple Bill Option can be combined within a circuit, or on 
the same account, with: 

• Any Single Bill Option 
• Any Multiple Bill Option/ Alternative Implementation Method 
• Non-meet-point Billing 

c. When a two-point s ervice is provided by more than one provider, the two-point 
service will be identified as meet-point billed. 

d . When any segment of a multi-point service is provided by more than one provider, the 
entire circuit must be identified as meet-point billed. 

e . When a High Capacity (Hicap) service is provided by more than one provider, the 
Hicap service will be identified as meet-point b illed. Services using channels derived 
from the Hicap may or may not be identified as meet-point billed. There is no 
relationship between the meet-point billed status of a Hicap service and a two-point 
or multi-point service that uses a derived channel from that Hicap service. 

f. When considering the meet-point implications for a complex multi-point or 
multiplexed Flat-Rated service, it is recommended that the OBF Issues 59 1 and 592 
be referenced. These issues provided a complete explanation of the meet-point 
option arrangements and the billing scenarios tha t may be applicable. 

4. This matrix identifies the billing information requirements and the possible billing 
companies (Provider A, Provider B, Provider C, etc.) that may be involved in billing the 
customer: 
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BILLING BILLING BILLING BILLING REQUIREMENTS 
ARRANGEMENT OPTIONS PROVIDER(s) a b c d e f g 

Between 2 ss A orB X X X - - - -
Providers 

SM A orB X X X X X X X 

MM A&B X X X X 

Among more than 2 ss A orB orC X X X - - - -
Providers 

SM A orB or C X X X X X X X 

MM A&B &C, etc. X X X X 
- MT A orB orC X X X X X X X 

BILLING REQUIREMENTS (Bill and/or CSR): 

a. Service must be identified by Exchange Carrier Circuit Identifier (EC CKTID) and, 
when available, by Interexchange Carrier Circuit Identifier (IC CKTID). 

b. Service will be identified as MPB and reflect the OCN where appropriate. 

c. The end locations for the MPB segment must be identified. 

d. Billing Percentages (BP) and, if required, Supplemental BP (fixed rate charges) must 
be displayed. 

e. Each provider's charges must be separately identified by rate element. 

f. Adjustments and charges must be identified for each provider. 

g. A summary totaling the adjustments and charges by provider will be included. 

4.4.2 Implementation Considerations for Single Bill-Multiple Tariff 

In addition to the basic implementation considerations under 4.4.1, the following also apply 
for the Single Bill-Multiple Tariff alternative: 

1. The customer sends a single check to the billing company unless otherwise instructed by 
the provider(s) through the proper notification procedures. 

2. If a CSR is provided, a state level company code, as filed in NECA Tariff FCC No. 4, 
should be associated with the data elements. 

3. Each provider (other than the billing provider) must be identified separately by rate 
element and usage detail using the state/area level company codes. 

4.4.3 Implementation Considerations for Single Bill-Single Tariff 

In addition to the basic implementation considerations in 4.4.1, the following also apply to 
the Single Bill-Single Tariff billing alternative: 

1. The tariff or contract rate of the provider responsible for billing the customer must 
include the expenses associated with obtaining access from the other provider(s). These 
expenses include applicable tariff or contract charges of the other provider(s). 
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2. The tariffs or contracts of the other provider(s) may require review to determine that 
there are no practical or regulatory prohibitions, which would preclude the provision of 
services to another provider in this arrangement. 

4.4.4 Implementation Considerations for the Multiple Bill 

In addition to the basic implementation considerations in 4.4.1, the following also apply to 
the Multiple Bill option: 

1. Where a contractual relationship exists between providers, data exchange and process 
coordination is required. 

2. If a CSR is provided, a state level company code, as filed in NECA Tariff. FCC. No. 4 
should be associated with data elements. 

3. For Usage-Sensitive Services: 

a. Exchange of usage. records (e.g. 11-0X-XX) occurs when a contractual relationship 
exists between providers, for FGB, FGC, FGD, trunk side BSA, DA Transport, 
wireless and local usage. 

b. The jurisdiction of usage must be determined by each provider. This may require the 
use of factors such as PIU, PLU, etc. 

c. Exchange the Office Tape Identification (OTID), Trunk Group Number (TON), Percent 
Traffic Routed (PTR), and Percent Direct Routed (PDR) if applicable. 

d. Identify the Provider-to-Provider usage exchange procedures. The record layouts 
and pack requirements are defined in the ATIS/OBF EMI document. 

4. For Usage-Sensitive Multiple Bills reflecting multiple tariffs, the following additional 
considerations apply: 

a. Company check indicator. 

b. Provider State Level Company codes (Single Bill/Multiple Tariff rules apply). 

c. Summary of charges by provider (Single Bill/ Multiple Tariff rules apply). 

d. Detail of charges by provider code (Single Bill/Multiple Tariff rules apply). 

e. Rates per each provider. 

5. For Flat-Rated Service: 

a. Internally cross-reference High Capacity Facilities to accommodate the "ratcheting" 
process. 

b. Service will be identified by common EC Circuit Identifier (EC CKTID) and, when 
available, by IC Circuit Identifier (IC CKTID}. 

c. The service will be identified as MPB. 

d. The end locations (CKL/CKLT) for the MPB segment must be identified. 

e. Billing Percentages (BPs) and, if required Supplemental BPs (e.g. Channel mileage 
termination) must be displayed. 

f. Each provider involved in the provisioning of a circuit must be identified. 
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6. For Flat-Rated Multiple Bills reflecting a multiple tariff, the following additional 
considerations apply: 

a. Internally cross-reference High Capacity Facilities to accommodate the "ratcheting" 
process. 

b. Adjustments and charges must be identified for each provider. 

c. A summary totaling the adjustments and charges by provider will be included. 

d. Each provider's charges must be separately identified by rate element. 

e. The industry assigned provider State/ Area Level Company codes (Single Bill/ Multiple 
Tariff considerations apply}. 
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5.1 General 
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To implement MPB, several cooperative activities are required among customers and 
providers involved on each jointly provided service. The customer is responsible for 
distributing a common ASR/ LSR to all providers involved with the service in accordance 
with the standards documented in the ASOG/LSOG and the MECOD Guidelines. The 
ASR/LSR is required by each provider to authorize billing. The providers involved with the 
service will provide confirmation to the customer in accordance with the standards 
documented in . the ASOG I LSOG. The remainder of this section defines specific 
requirements and bill data elements that must be provided on all meet-point bills rendered 
from the providers. In addition to the implementation activities required by ·the providers, 
there is a need for the customers to receive written notification at least 30 days prior to 
implementation of any change (e.g. change to MPB option, elimination of common minutes, 
etc.). This time is needed by customers to prepare for the new or changed billing media 
they will receive. The notification will be given to the customer contact(s). 

5.2 General Conversion 

This section describes procedures and areas to consider when converting services that 
involve meet-point Billing. The following situations are applicable: 

1. Conversions from non-meet-point Billing to meet-point billing for a given service, e.g., 
access, local & CMRS. 

2. Establishing MPB for a given service arrangement, when a new provider becomes 
involved, for which no meet-point agreement exists. 

3. Changing an existing meet-point Billing option, or 

4. Changing from common minutes to non-common minutes between providers until the 
discontinuance of the u se of s ummary usage records (11-50-01 through 04 and 11-50-
21 through 24) effective August 31, 2 002 . 

Listed below are joint provider conversion efforts that must be considered: 

1. Identify service arrangement(s) that will be converted to meet-point billing. 

2. Providers m~~t establish BPs for each MPB route for IC traffic. Establish BPs for each 
local interconnection route, if applicable. Formally concur on BPs in NECA Tariff FCC. 
No. 4. as described in Section 3. · ' 

3. Provide a cross reference for meet-point access/in.terconnection services: 

a. Flat-Rated Service: 

When a circuit number changes or appears for the first time due to implementation of 
MPB, a cross reference list of all old and new circuit identitie s should be provided, in 
advance if possible, to the customer. These lis ts should contain Billing Account Number 
(BAN), Access Customer Terminal Location (ACTL), EC CKTID, High Capacity Billing 
Account Number (HBAN)2 if applicable, the Connecting Facility Assignment (CFA) if 

2 HBAN is used when Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access services exist on a High Capacity facility. 
HBAN identifies the Flat-Rated Access BAN on which the High Capacity service is billed. HBAN is used 
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applicable, and the IC CKTID when available. During the ordering process, billing 
account information will be communicated in accordance with the ASOG(LSOG. 

As new circuits are established, providers must exchange common EC CKTID. 

All providers that meet-point bill will use a common provider circuit identifier (e.g., 
CLCI-SS). Providers are required to coordinate with each other should a common 
provider circuit identifier change. (See OBF MECOD guidelines.) 

b. Usage-Sensitive Service: 

Prior to implementing MPB, providers must exchange End Office identifiers that appear 
on the bill in the form of a CLLL The CLLI will be identified in industry documents {i.e. 
LERG, NECA). 

In addition, the companies will provide a list to the customers which includes: 

1 the directly interconnected provider company code(s) 

• the type of service (e.g. switched access, local, CMRS) 

1 the old and new BANs (provided by the billing company(s)) when appropriate 

1 the SWC/POI associated with the ACTL (LTL/Customer SWC CLLI) 

• the End Office identifier {CLLI) 

1 CFA, if applicable 

This information will be provided in advance when possible. 

4. Establish the Provider-to-Provider usage exchange procedures where contractual 
re lationships exist between providers for receipt of records by the non-recording 
company (see Section 6). 

5. Exchange OTID, TGN, PTR for Usage-Sensitive Access, and PDR for locru, if applicable. 

5.2.1 Additional Data Exchange and Requirements 

5.2.1.1 Single Bill Option 

Section 10 contains a list of Single Billing Data Exchange Elements, which must be 
addressed by all providers in a Single Bill arrangement. 

1. Single Bill/Multiple Tariff Option: 

There is a need for Provider-to-Provider contractual agreements for the billing of Usage
Sensitive and Flat-Rated services. These agreements may include proprietary 
information/non-disclosure, liabilities for data accuracy and timeliness, billing inquiries, 
flow of tariff or contract items, compensation for billing services , types of services, 
payment options and the flow of data. 

2. Single Bill/ Single Tariff Option: 

The tariff/contract rate of the provider responsible for billing the customer should 
include the expense associated with obtaining access from the other provider(s). These 
expenses include a pplicable tariff or contract charges of the other providers. The 

as a means of linking the Usage-Sensitive service with the bill for High Capacity service, and appears 
on the Usage-Sensitive billing account. 
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tariffs/ contracts of the other providers may require review to determine that no practical 
or regulatory prohibitions exist, which would preclude the provision of service to another 
provider in this arrangement. 

5.2.1.2 Multiple Bill Option 

1. Usage-Sensitive Service 

a. Jurisdiction: 

The jurisdiction of usage must be determined by each provider. This may require the 
use of factors such as PlU, PLU, etc .. 

b. End Office Identifier 

Each company will bill using the same CLLI to identify an End Office. The CLLI will 
be identified in industry documents (i.e. LERG, NECA). 

2. Flat-Rated Service 

a. Jurisdiction: 

The jurisdictional separation must be consistent among all involved providers base 
on the customer provided factors (e.g. PIU, PLU). 

5.2.1.3 Account Structure 

1. Usage-Sensitive Service Meet-point Billing Account: 

The multiple MPB option could include a unique Usage-Sensitive Service MPB account 
for each provider in support of the usage bill verification process. The bill will be 
rendered at the level previously established by the provider in a non-meet-point 
environment (i.e., Company, State, LATA, POP, or End Office). End Offices, which are 
entirely non-MPB, may appear on a separate account. 

When mutually agreed upon by customer and provider, a combination single bill will be 
rendered for meet-point and Non-meet-point usage. This is applicable for both paper 
and BDT. At the account level, the bill should be identified as a meet-poin:t bill. Current 
requirements for usage billing displays at end office and summary levels remain 
unchanged. 

2. Flat-Rated Service Meet-point Billing Account: 

Subsequent to the 86-104 Report, the OBF determined that a provider is not required to 
establish separate MPB accounts for each provider with which it meet-point bills. 

5.3 Notification 

5.3.1 Customer Notification 

Each company (billing and non-billing) will provide notification to the customer of the MPB 
option used to render bills. The notification requirement applies to the initial MPB 
implementation and any subsequent changes to an existing MPB option (e.g., Multiple Bill 
Option to Single Bill Option), change in bill rendering company, change from common 
minutes of use to non-common minutes of use, or payment arrangement. The customer 
notification must take place thirty days prior to the MPB implementation or change in 
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option. The elimination of common minutes between providers should be supplied at least 
thirty days prior to the change. 

The customer notification should be at the appropriate Company Code level. The MPB 
option concurred with the connecting companies will normally be the same for all End 
Offices. If there are exceptions, these exceptions should be identified separately, by End 
Office, in the customer notification. For example, Provider-A and Provider-B meet-point bill 
on a route. Provider-A selects Single Bill/Single rariff when that company owns the End 
Office. Provider-B selects the Single Bill/Single Tariff bill option when it is Provider-B's End 
Office. In these situations, only one notification per provider is required for. all End Offices 
to be billed in this manner. However, should there be any. different .billing arrangement 
between Provider-A and Provider-B, this will require additional notification for those 
different billing arrangements. 

Customer notification is required from each provider involved: 

a. For each unique combination of companies jointly providing service or a segrnent3 of 
a multi-point flat-rated service arrangement 

b. Per each meet-point option 

c. For all types of service 

d. Changing from common minutes to non-common minutes between providers until 
the discontinuance of the use of summary usage records (11-50-01 through 04 and 
11-50-21 through 24) effective August 31, 2002. 

This notification will be given to the customer contact(s). If the MPB Option/ Alternative is 
the same for all Usage-Sensitive and/or Flat-Rated services, then only one notification is 
required. A new notification is not required if the same MPB arrangement informa tion h as 
already been provided for a similar circuit type for the particular combination of involved 
providers. Each provider is required to report the following detailed information in the 
notification process: 

• Company Code of all LEC connecting companies 
• LEC Connecting company - Type of Provider (e.g. CLEC, CMRS, LEC} 
• LEC Connecting Company Name 
• LEC Connecting Company Address 
• LEC Connecting Company Contact Person 
• LEC Connecting Company Contact Telephone Number or FAX ntunber 
• MPB option(s) by LEC connecting Co (e.g. Multiple Bill/Single Tariff). For Single 

Bill Options and Multiple Bill/Multiple Tariff options~ the bill rendering company 
must also be provided. 

• MPB payment arrangement (LOA must be attached in a single check arrangement) 
• MPB option implementation date 
• Type of Service 
• Elimination of common minutes 

3 The term segment as used herein denotes the part of a circuit segment between two offices (i.e., hub 
or serving wire center) and is not necessarily synonymous with a circuit segment as defined by the 
Field Identified (FID) SGN. 
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Each provider will notify other providers, on a one-time basis*, of Interexchange Carriers who 
have direct connections to the providers' network. The notification requirement applies to 
the initial MPB implementation between the providers. Information will include the 
following data elements: 

1 IXC Name 
1 IXC Billing Address 
• IXC Billing Contact Telephone Number 
1 IXC Type of Service 
1 IXC ACTL 
• IXC CIC 

*It is the responsibility of the IXC to notify (e.g. ASR) the provider of any changes in their 
access services. 

5.3.3 LEC Interconnection Provider Notification 

Each provider will notify other providers, on a one-time basis, of other LEC Interconnectors 
who have purchased unbundled services or have direct connections to the providers' 
network. * The notification requirement applies to the initial MPB implementation between 
the providers. Information will include the following data elements: 

• Company code 
• Type of provider (e .g. CLEC, CMRS, LEC, ULEC) 
• CIC (if a pplicable ) 
• Comp any Name 
• Com pany Addre s s 
• Com pany Contac t Per son 
• Com pany Conta ct Telephon e Number or FAX Numbe r 
• MPB options 
• Service Date 

*It is the respon s ibility of the existing LEC initiating any change impacting billing to their 
interconnection service to notify all other provider s with whom they directly interconn ec t. 
Other providers have the responsibility to p ass LEC interconnection notification informa tion 
of companies wh o have purch a sed u n bundled service s or are directly interconnected with 
them s o that th e LECs can complete their cu s tomer notification p roce ss. 
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6. USAGE AND DATA EXCHANGE 

6.1 General 
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Providers may bill directly from their recordings. For Usage-Sensitive services under MPB, 
the exchange of usage data among providers, where recording capabilities do not exist, 
plays a critical role in providing the customer with an accurate, timely, and auditable bill. 
Various providers can be involved in recording the usage data for a single End Office 
location depending on the network architecture, type of office, type of service, and type of 
~raffle. Regardless of the MPB option selected and where contractual relationships exist, the 
detailed usage records should be passed to the other provider(s) to process. Each provider 
is responsible to apply factors where appropriate and produce billable usage information. 
See Section 14 for usage applications involving ULECs. · 

When providers do not have detailed recordings available for billing the IXC, the official 
recording company will provide the detailed usage record based on contractual 
relationships. 

The official recording company is defined as the following: 

1. The end office company for originating traffic 

2. The end office company for terminating direct routed traffic 

3. The tandem company for terminating tandem routed traffic 

4. The SSP company for originating 800 traffic 

For local/intraLATA toll/wireless, each company generates their official recording. However, 
for 800 traffic, the SSP office owner is the official recording company. 

6.2 Paper Exchange 

Until conversion to billing non-common minutes of use between providers is implemented 
see Issue 6, Section 6.2 of the MECAB document. 

6.3 Mechanized Usage Exchange 

The ATIS Exchange Message Interface (EMI) document provides mechanized record formats 
that can be used to exchange usage information among providers. Category 11-0X series 
Access Usage Records (AURs) are used to exchange detailed usage information when 
recording capabilities do not exist and the provider has contractual relationships for receipt 
of their records with another provider. These records are forwarded on a daily basis or any 
other agreed upon timeline. Usage data should be validated by the receiving provider, to 
ensure accuracy. 

6.3.1 Return Codes 

Instances may exist where usage data received from the provider is inaccurate or 
incomplete. In these cases, the data may be retumed by the receiving company. The EMI 
document (Section 4) has a list of valid retum codes and valid values for Indicator 3. 
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While "00" and "09" are valid return code values, companies are encouraged to use more 
descriptive return code values. 

Guidelines for returning data to the provider are as follows: 

1. If aU data on the medium (e.g. tape, FTP, CDROM, etc.) is in error, Indicator 3 and a 
return code value must be populated on each record when returning to the provider. 
In lieu of populating a return code on each erred record, companies may negotiate an 
alternate method of return. 

2. If any portion of the data on the medium (e.g. tape, FTP, CDROM, etc.) is in error, 
Indicator 3 and a return code value must be populated on each record. 

Only the erred records should be returned to the provider. 

3. Companies should strive to return inaccurate or incomplete records within l 0 
business days, but no later than 45 calendar days, from date of receipt. 

Upon receipt of returned records, the provider will investigate, correct andre-send the data, 
as applicable, in a timely manner. 

6.4 Data Exchange 

6.4.1 Single Bill Option 

Providers must exchange data for all Single Bill alternatives. The Single Bill data elements 
that are exchanged depend on the Single Bill option selected. A list of potential elem ents to 
be exchanged is available in Section 10- Provider Data Exchange Elements. 

6.4.2 Multiple Bill Option 

In addition to usage exchange when required, it is necessary to exchange certain other data 
elements among the involved providers. Some of these items are dependent on individual 
circumstances and can include, but are not limited to the following items:. 

1. Service Orders 

2 . Customer Service Records (CSRs) 

3. Bills 

4. Originating Office Tape Identity (OTID) 

5. Percent Traffic Routed (PTR) 

6. Trunk Group Number (TGN) 

7. Percent Direct Routed (PDR) 
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The following diagrams pertain to LEC interconnection and customer notification, record 
exchange and bill verification in a facilitY~ based environment. 

While the industry recognizes that settlement plans between LECs are used, these are state 
or contract specific and are not included in the MECAB guidelines. 

Current meet-point billing arrangements may exist where the tandem company is also the 
bill rendering company. Contracts may need to be renegotiated so that all participating 
companies consent to one or more compatible billing arrangements in a facility-based 
environment. 

Until the industry has resolved OBF Billing Issue 118'2, which is the identity of all entities 
from originating to terminating point, it may not be possible to identify all facility- based 
providers. Companies that do not record need to make the applicable negotiations to obtain 
the records needed· for them to render bills or perform bill verification. 

Due to the inconsistencies in where companies perform recordings, these diagrams do not 
reflect a designated point of recording for LEC to LEC traffic. Companies that do not record 
need to negotiate a process to obtain the records needed for them to render bills or perform 
bill verification. 

For IXC originating traffic, the originating end office switch generates the official record for 
billing. For IXC terminating traffic, the first point of switching into the LEC network (tandem, 
end office, or MSC switch) generates the official record for billing. For originating 800j8XX 
traffic the SSP switch generates the official record for billing. 
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6.5.1 Originating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll ( 2 LECs) 

LEC-A 

rrgma mg 
Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

(2 LECs) 

LEC-A 
Tandem 

LEC-A orginates and 
LEC-B terminates LEC-B 

Figure 6-1- Originating localfintraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC to another LEC 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies 

Record Elrcchange 
Record exchange will not be required, therefore, each company should use their own recording for 
billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of r ecords. 

In lieu of recordings ·where compensation does exist, altemate methods and associated data (i.e. T /0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.} may be developed and shared between companies. 

BiU Verification 
The record generat~dby LEC-A will handle the verific~tion requirements. 

Footnote 1: JntraLATA local and toll jurisdictions may be defined differently between LECs. 
Footnote 2: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-A 

LEC-A 
Tandem 

LEC-B orginates and 
LEC-A terminates 
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LEC-B 

Figure 6-2- Terminating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC to another LEC 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required , therefore, each company should use their own recording for 
billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contrac tual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings, where compensation does exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. 
T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The record generated by LEC-B will handle the verification requirements. When other methods of 
compensation exist, LEC-B will provide the T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to LEC-A. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagmm LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.3 Originating Local/JntraMATA and IntraLATA Toll (3 LECs) 

Originating 
Local/lntraMATA and lntraLATA Toll (3 LECs) 

LEC-A 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

LEG-A Originated 
routed thru LEC-B 

Tandem LEC-C 
Terminated 

LEC-C 

Figure 6-3 - Originating local/intraMTA and intraLATA Toll from one LEC to another LEC 
through a 3rd LEC' tandem 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. In addition, customer n otification would be required by LEC-C to LEC-A and LEC-8 to LEC-A. These 
notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use t heir 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may h ave contractual relationships for receipt of records for 
billing. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (i .e . T /0 
ratio, flat rate, etc. ) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the notification information received from LEC-8 and 
LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing for transit 
charges (LEC-8) and termination charges (LEC-C)_ 

LEC-B may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-C. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships,for receipt of their records 
for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.4 Terminating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll (3 LECs) 

LEC-A 

Terminating 
Local/lntraMT A and lntraLAT A Toil (3 LECs) 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

LEC-c Originated 
routed thru LEC-B 

tandem LEC-A 
Terminated 

LEC-C 

Figure 6-4 - Terminating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC to another LEC 
through a 3rd LECs' tandem 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection. notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. In addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A to LEC-C and LEC-B to LEC-C. These 
notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (i.e. T /0 
ratio, flat rate , etc .l may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-C and the notification information received from LEC-B and 
LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-C. Verification may include billing for transit 
charges (LEC-B) and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-B may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from L.EC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.5 Originating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll (4 LECs) 

LEC-A 

Originating 
Local/lntraMTA and lntralATA Toll (4 LECs) 

LEC-A Originates and 
LEC-D Terminates 

Through LECs B & C 

End Office 

LEC-0 

Figure 6-5 - Originating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC through 2 other 
LECs terminating to a 41h LEC 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-C will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B and LEC-D. In addition, 
customer notification would be required by LEC-B to LEC-A, LEC-D to LEC-A and LEC-C to LEC-A. 
These notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
rate, etc. I may. be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-D will fulfill the verificaHon requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for t ransit charges (LEC-B and LEC-C) and termination charges (LEC-D). 

LEC-C may have their switch record s to validate any billing they may r eceive from LEC-D. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-A 

Terminating 
Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

Tandem 

(4 LECs) 

LEC-A Tenninates and 
LEC-0 Originates 

Through LECs B & C 

.:----, 

LEC-C 
End Office 

ATIS I OBF -MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

LEC-0 

Figure 6-6- Terminating localfintraMTA and intraLATA toll to one LEC through 2 other LECs 
originating from a 4th LEC. 

Notification Infonnation 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notificati.on information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-C will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B and LEC-D. In addition, 
customer notification would be required by LEC-B to LEC-D, LEC-A to LEC-D and LEC-C to LEC-D. 
These notifications will be in accordance with Section 5 . 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T/0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record gener ated by LEC-D and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-C and LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-D. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-q and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-B and LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.7 Originating Access- Intra/Interstate 

LEC-A 

Originating 
Access - Intra/Interstate 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

LEC-A Originates and 
IXC Terminates 

Figure 6-7 - Originating access from a LEC to an IXC through another LEC 

Notification Inform.ation 

POP 

Both LECs will provide customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5 . 

Recol'd Exchange 
For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, they will use their recordings to bill 
the IXC. When LEC-B is the bill rendering company to the IXC , LEC-A may provide the access record to 
LEC-B. 

For a multiple bill option, LEC-A will use their recordings to bill their portion o.f access to the IXC. 
LEC-A may provide the access record to LEC-B for them to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 
Companies that do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

For additional information on billing option s , refer to Section 4 of this document. 

BW Verification 
The IXC has their recordings and the customer notification information to handle their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote 1: When 2 PIC exists for intraLATA traffic, the process outlined in this diagram will apply. 
Footnote 2: Fo,. the purpose of this diagram LEGs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.8 Terminating Access - Intra/Interstate 

LEC-A 

Terminating 
Access -Intra/Interstate 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

IXC Originates and 
LEC-B Terminates 
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POP 

Figure 6-8 - Terminating access from an IXC to a LEC through another LE.C 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, LEC-B will provide an access record 
to LEC-A to bill the IXC. When LEC-B is the bill rendering company, they will use their recordings to 
bill the IXC. 

For a multiple bill option, LEC-B will use their recordings to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 
LEC-B will provide the access record to LEC-A for them to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

For additional information on billing options, refer to Section 4 of this document. 

Bill Verification 
The IXC has their recordings and the customer notification information to handle their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.9 Originating 800/8XX (2 LECs) 

Originating 800/SXX (2 LECs) 

LEC-A LEC-A Originate? 800 Ca" 
and LEC-B Terminates 

LEC-B 
STP 

LEC-B 

Figure 6-9 - Originating 800 from aLEC to another LEC 800 provider (originating end office 
does not have SSP functionality) 

Notification Infonnation 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies. 

Record Exchange 
It is assumed that the originating SSP office company (LEC-8) would be accountable for generation and 
retention of the end user record unless negotiations dictate otherwise. 

When compensation does not exist, no access record is provided from LEC-B to LEC-A. 

When compensation does exist, LEC-B will provide LEC-A with an access record. 

Bill Verification 
LEC-B has their recordings to validate any billing they receive. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.10 Originating 800/SXX (3 LECs) 

LEC-A 

Originating 800/SXX (3 LECs) 

LEC-A Originat~s 800 Call 
and LEC-G Terminates 
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LEC-C 

Figure 6-10- Originating 800 from one LEC through another LEC's tandem, terminating to a 

Jrd LEC (originating end office does not have SSP functionality) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to the LEC-A and 

LEC-C. In addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A to LEC-C and LEC-8 to LEC-C. 

These notifications will be in accordance with Section 5 . 

Record Exchaage 
It is assumed that the originating SSP office company (LEC-8) would be accountable for generation and 

transmission of the end user record to the 800 providing company (LEC-C), however, negotiat ions may 

dictate otherwise. 

LEC-8 will pass the access record to LEC-A to bill LEC-C. LEC-8 may also use the access record to bill 

transit charges to LEC-C. 

Bill Ve~flcation 
LEC-C has the end user record and the customer notification information to validate any billing. LEC

C may also generate a terminating recording that could be used for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.11 Originating 800/SXX (2 LECs) 

Originating 800/BXX 
(2 LECs) 

LEC-A LEC-A Originates 800 Call 
and LEC-B Terminates 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

LEC-B 

Figure 6-11 - Originating 800 to aLEC (Terminating LEC is the 800 service provider and the 
originating end office has SSP functionality) 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies. 

Record Exchange 
LEC-A will generate an end user record. LEC-A will pass this record to LEC-8. 

LEC·A will use their recordings to bill LEC-8. 

BW Verification 
LEC-8 -has the end user record to validate !illY billing. LEC-8 may also generate a tenninating 
recording that could be used for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP 
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6.5.12 Originating 800/SXX Intra/Interstate -IXC Provided 

Originating 800/SXX 
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Intra/Interstate - IXC Provided r----.1 

LEG-A 
LEG-A Originates and 

IXC Terminates 

POP 

Figure 6-12 -Originating 800 from aLEC to an IXC behind another LEC (The LEC taridem 
company is providing SSP functionality.) 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide the customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
There are no end user records generated by the LECs. 

LEC-8 will provide LEC-A with an access record. LEC-8 will retain a copy of this record for billing. 

For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, they will use the access record 
provided by LEC-B to bill the IXC. When LEC-8 is the bill rendering company they will use their access 
record to bill the IXC. 

For multiple bill option, LEC-A will use the access record provided by LEC-B to bill their portion of 
access to the IXC. LEC-B will use their access record to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

For additional information on billing options, refer to Section 4 of this document. 

Bill Verification 
The IXC will have their records and the customer notification information to handle their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.13 Originating 800/SX.X Intra/Interstate- IXC Provided 

Originating 800/SXX 
Intra/Interstate - IXC Provided 

t-------+1 

LEC-A 
LEC-A Originates and 

IXC Terminates 

POP 

Figure 6~13 - Originating 800 from a LEC to an IXC behind another LEC (The end office 
company has SSP functionality.) 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide the customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
There are no end user records generated by the LECs. 

LEC-A will generate the access record. 

For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, they will use the access record to 
bill the IXC. When LEC-8 is the bill rendering company, LEC-A must provide the access record to LEC-
8 in order to bill the IXC. 

For a multiple bill option, LEC-A will use their recordings to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 
LEC-A must provide the access record to LEC-8 for them to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

For additional information on billing options, refer to Section 4 of this document . 

BW Verification 
The IXC will have their records and the customer notification information to handle their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Originating Local and lntraLATA Toll 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-C 

Figure 6-14- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-8 and LEC-C will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be in 
accordance with Section 5. 

Record E11:change 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings fo1 billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records . 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist , alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The o1iginating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-8 and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements -for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B], and termination charges (LEC-C). 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.5.15 Terminating Local and IntraLATA Toll 

LEC-A 

Terminating 
Local and lntraLATA Toll 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

Multiple Tandem 

LEC-C 
Tandem 

LEC-C 

Figure 6-15- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-A and LEC-C. ln 
addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A and LEC-B to LEC-C. These notifications 
will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem-to-tandem, single trunk arrangement, record exchange will be required from LEC-C to 
LEC-B. LEC-A should have their own recording. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T/0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be dev:e:loped and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-C and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-C. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B] and termination charges (LEC-A). 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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Originating LocalllntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-C 

Figure 6-16- Multiple trunk groups between tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-B to LEC-C 
traffic only (for this diagram Trunk group 1 is not used). Trunk group 2 is FGD/ATC 
recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (LEC-A to LEC-C). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-8 and LEC-C will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be in 
accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange is not required between LEC-8 and LEC-C because LEC-C has their own end office 
recording. When compensation does exist, each company should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
rate, etc.j may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-8 and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-81, and termination charges (LEC-q. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.5.17 Terminating Local and IntraLATA Toll 

Terminating Local and lntraLATA Toll 

Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-C 

Figure 6-17- Terminating Local and lntraLATA Toll. Multiple trunk groups between access 
tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-C to LEC-B common group, trunk group 2 is a FGD/ ATC 
recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (not used in this diagram}. 

Notification Infonnation 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC

. C. In addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A and LEC-B to LEC-C . These 
notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem to tandem, multi trunk arrangement, record exchange will not be required from LEC-C to 
LEC-8 because LEC-8 knows that all tr affic is fr om LEC-C. LEC-A should have their own recordings. 

When compensation does exist, each company should use their own r ecordings for billing. 

Companies who d o not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

ln lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 
rat io, flat rate , etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
Th e originating record generated by LEC-C and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-8 and LEC-A will fulflll the verification requirements for LEC-C. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-8) and termination charges (LEC-A). 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contracturu relationships for receipt of their records. 
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Originating Local and lntraLATA Toll 

Muhiple Tandem 

LEC-A LEC-D 

Figure 6-18- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notificatiqn Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. The LEC-C tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 and 
LEC-D. LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be 
in accordance with Section 5. 

Record hchange 
Record exchange will be required from LEC-B to LEC-C. When compensation does exist, LEC-A, LEC-B 
and LEC-D should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-D will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-C), and termination charges (LEC-D). 

LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they receive from LEC-D. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.5.19 Terminating Local and lntraLATA Toll 

LEC-A 

Terminating 
Local and Intra LATA Toll 

Multiple Tandem 

LEC-C 
Tandem 

LEC-0 

Figure 6-19- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-C tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-B and LEC-D. The LEC
B tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-A and LEC-C. In addition, 
customer notification would be required from LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC·C to LEC-D. These notifications 
will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem to tandem, single trunk arrangement, record exchange will be required from LEC-C to 
LEC-B. LEC-A, LEC-C and LEC-D should have their own recordings. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 
ratio, flat ra te, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-D and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-D. Verification may include 
billing for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-C) and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-B and LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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Originating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

~-----·--·--------
Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-D 

Figure 6-20 - Multiple trunk groups between tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-B to LEC-C 

traffic only (for this diagram Trunk group 1 is not used). Trunk group 2 is FGD/ ATC 

recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (LEC-A to LEC-C or LEC-D). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC

C. LEC-C will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 and LEC-D. In addition, 

LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be in 

accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will be required from LEC-8 to LEC-C. When compensation does exist, LEC-A, LEC-8 

and LEC-D should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have con tractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate m ethods and associated data (e.g. fla t 

rate, etc. ) m ay be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 

LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D will fu lfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include 

billing for transit charges (LEC-8 and LEC-C), and termination charges (LEC-D). 

LEC-C m ay have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-0 . 

Companies who do not h ave recordings may h a ve contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.5.21 Terminating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll 

Terminating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-0 

Figure 6-21- Terminating Local and lntraLATA Toll. Multiple trunk groups between 
tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-C to LEC-B common group (not used in this diagram). 
Trunk group 2 is a FGD/ ATC recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (LEC-D to LEC-B 
or LEC-A). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-C tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-8 and LEC-D. The LEC
B tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-A and LEC-C. In addition, 
customer notification would be required from LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C to LEC-D. These notifications 
will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Reco.-d Exchanee 
In a tandem to tandem, multi-trunk arrangement, record exchange will be required from LEC-C to 
LEC·B because LEC-8 cannot identify LEC·D traffic. LEC-A, LEC-C and LEC-D should have their own 
recordings. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 
r a tio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-D and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-D. Verification may include 
billing for transit charges (LEC-8 and LEC-C) and termination charges (LEC-A) . 

LEC-8 and LEC-C may h ave their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.6 800 Portability (Database Queries in a meet-point Environment) 

The determination of billing responsibility for 800 database query charges is based on 

Provider-to-Provider negotiation. 

When the end office and SSP are owned by different companies, positive confirmation of the 

end office owner as the billing company will be the "HD" (800 Series Query Charge Billing 

Location) indicator at the end office level as found in the NECA FCC No.4 Tariff section titled 

"Serving Wire Center V&H Coordinates". 

When the SSP Company is the billing company, it will notify the customer of all companies it 

will bill for by NECA state level company code. When the same company owns the SSP and 

end office, no action is required. 

In multiple SSP owner areas, when the SSP owner is billing, exceptions to normal billing 

policies will be reported as appropriate at the end office level. For Example: (see Figure 6-

14) 

PROVIDER A has two end offices, which subtend PROVIDER B's SSP/AT. For query 

billing, end office No. 1 is routed to PROVIDER B's SSP, but end office No. 2 is routed 

to an SSP belonging to a third LEC (PROVIDER C). PROVIDER C will report end office 

No.2 as an exception. 

PROVIDER B will report PROVIDER A at the NECA state company code level because 

it supports billing of other PROVIDER A end offices. 

This is the long term billing solution for query billing where restrainers preclude the ability 

to implement. Long term is defined as (a) after the expiration of existing contracts and/ or (b) 

after the alleviation of billing system constraints, which prohibit immediate implementation. 
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6.6.1 Multiple SSP Environment 
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Figure 6-22 - Multiple SSP Environment 
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7. ADJUSTMENT PROCEDURES 

7.1 General 

ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

Adjustments can be initiated by a customer or a provider. Situations involving multiple 

providers can require adjustment procedures by one or more of the providers involved. The 

billing company must provide applicable billing adjustment detail information, as addressed 

in CABS BOS or SECAB, whichever is appropriate. Where Provider-to-Provider billing 

occurs, procedures should be developed as discussed in Section 7.5. 

7.2 Claims Resolution 

When billing claims cannot be resolved through normal channels, the dispute process 

outlined in the contract or appropriate tariffs should be followed. 

7.3 Single Bill Option 

Billing inquiries are made_ to the billing contact on the bill. The contact provider assumes 

responsibility for coordinating resolution of billing disputes. Specific adjustment 

procedures depend on the Single Bill alternative selected and the implementation 

agreements between providers. For Single Bill-Multiple Tariff, the billing company will 

identify the provider's charges being adjusted by company code. 

7.4 Multiple Bill Option 

Where Flat-Rated bills are issued, billing inquiries are made to the billing contact on the bill. 

When Usage-Sensitive bills are involved the customer's point of contact is the billing 

company whose bill is in dispute. 

7.5 Multiple Bill Provider-to-Provider Adjustment Procedures 

Many situations involving multiple providers may require adjustment procedures by one or 
more of the providers involved. Some examples follow: 

1. Customer Dispute on Minutes of Use 

The customer should contact the billing company whose bill is in dispute. If an 

adjustment is made, a Customer Audit No. may be assigned to the case. 

When one provider is billing on behalf of another provider, adequate data is needed to 

administer and answer customer inquirers on the adjustment. Examples of data items 
for the calculation of the minutes of use· adjustments may include: 

a. NPA-NXX 

b. Location ID (CLLI Code) of the End Office or the lead NPA-NXX 

c. CLLI Code of the serving wire center of the customer POI 

d. CLLI Code of the rating point (e.g., host, tandem) 

e. Total minutes and messages per adjustment from and through dates of usage 

f. Debit/Credit Indicator 

g. Customer Identification (e.g. CIC, OCN) 

h. Recording Point Identification (e.g. tandem, operator platform, end office) 
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i. Routing Method (i.e. direct or tandem} 

j . Jurisdiction (e.g. local, interstate, intrastate/intraLATA) 

k. Usage Type (e.g. originating 800, operator, terminating MTS) 

l. Factors (e.g. PIU, PLU, BP) 

Additional data items should be supplied for cross-reference on the providers' bill. 
Examples include: 

a. Reason for the adjustment (Adjustment Phrase Code) 

b. Customer audit number {if applicable} 

2. Service Outage 

In the event of"customc:;r service outage, adjustments for the service outage are in 
accordance with the provisions of the provider tariffs or contracts. 
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8. COMMON SERVICE IDENTIFICATION 

8.1 General 
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A common service identification is the principal reference to each service regardless of the 

billing option. In the Single Bill option, a common service identifier is inherent. In a Multiple 

Bill environment, a common service identifier provides the essential parameter for 

correlating the separate bills. To ensure cross verification of bills under MPB, a provider 

common service identifier is necessary to cross-reference the separate billing media from 

each provider for the service. The OBF Multiple Exchange Carrier Ordering and Design 

Guidelines contain the common provider circuit identifier specifications. 

8.1.1 Flat-Rated Service 

A common provider circuit identifier is established for the services and is provided to the 

customer and all providers involved. This identifier is used to coordinate billing among 

providers and to associate the services being provided to the customer. 

The OBF recommends that this common service identifier be established for ordering, 

design, installation and maintenance per the MECOD. If individual providers assign local 

circuit identifiers, providers must maintain a cross-reference ftle of the common service 
identifiers to communicate with other providers. 

8.1.2 Usage-Sensitive Service 

The CLLI code corresponding to the End Office provides an adequate common service 
identifier to be used for cross-referencing. 

8.2 Customer Circuit Identifier 

For Flat-Rated service, it is recommended that each provider accepts and retains the 

customer's non-edited, non-sorted circuit identifier number. This field can consist of any 

customer-specified combination of alpha and/or numeric characters with or without 

delimiters. The provider does not process the field, and the ASR/ LSR will not be rejected 

based on the content or absence of the field . Any creation or change of customer circuit 
identifier is transmitted via an ASR/LSR. 

The customer-provided circuit identifier is not intended to be the principle means of cross
referencing circuits. It is reflected by the providers in the bill media, to assist customers in 
bill verification. 
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9. FGA SERVICES 

9.1 Scope 
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This section reflects the billing arrangement for FGA/line side jointly provided services. 

9.2 General 

The industry consensus is that FGA services do not generally lend themselves to a meet
point Billing structure. This is because of the inordinate number of BPs required, the lack 
of End Office-specific call detail, and the multitude of routes available and providers 
involved because of LATA-wide termination. 

9.3 Revenue Sharing Agreements 

Non-MPB, through the use of revenue sharing arrangements, is the billing option 
recommended for jointly- provided FGA services. The Dial Tone Office (DTO) Company 
renders the bill for both originating and terminating usage. Provider-to-provider revenue 
sharing arrangements must be established. 

In its MO&O of October 5, 1989, the Commission agreed with the recommendations 
outlined in the December 8th Report on FGA/FGB meet-point billing. That Order requires 
that providers jointly providing FGA access services have binding revenue sharing 
agreements negotiated and signed not later than one· year after the release date of the 
Order. Such agreements must be designed to compensate all participating providers for all 
relevant interstate access costs, and be implemented within six months of the date of 
signature .4 

4 In addition, the Commission will allow FGA meet-point billing to continue whenever provider has 
successfully implemented MPB of FGA. 
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10. PROVIDER DATA EXCHANGE ELEMENTS 

The requirements for all, or a portion, of the data elements listed below will be agreed to by 
the involved providers on a case by case basis when one provider is billing on behalf of 

another provider. 

Minutes of Use MOU billed to the customer during the billing 
company's current billing cycle. 

Additional Other Charges Charges related to hourly manpower, installation, and 
other equipment that can be allocated to the non-billing 
company. 

Adjustment Approvals 

BAN 

Billing adjustment. procedures must be developed, and 
ongoing communication established, to secure proper 
adjustment approval. 

The BAN should be a minimum of 10 and maximum 13 
characters in length. 

Bills Copies of the bills can be sent to the non-billing 
provider for verification and record retention 
requirements. 

Compensation and Contracts Contracts must be negotiated for billing c ompany 
compensation and liability. 

Deposits and Advance Payments Deposit and advance payment information must be 
provided to the non-billing company. 

Late Payment and Disconnect Late payment and disconnect information must be 
communicated among the companies. 

Purchase of Accounts Receivable Purchase of accounts receivable may be required 
depending on the billing methods employed by the 
billing company. 

Rate Change Coordination Rate changes for the non-billing company must be 
communicated to the billing company for 
implementation. 

Revenue Joumal 
Reports 

Service Order 

& Billing The non-billing company requires company specific 
revenue joumals and earned revenue reports from the 
billing company to properly account for revenue and 
eamings and to meet FCC reporting requirements. 

All service order data must be communicated to the 
non-billing company for inventory, demand analysis, 
and record keeping purposes. 
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System Design Coordination 

Tariff 1 Con tract Interpretation 

Tax/ Other lnfonnation 

Usage Information 

Design change specifications must be communicated by 
the non-billing company to ensure proper billing 
methods. 

The non-billing company must be prepared to provide 
support for the billing company personnel for correct 
application of rates. 

Tax, revenue accounting, rate information and MOU 
factoring information must be maintained to meet 
financial and regu~atory reporting requirements. The 
non-billing company must establish the procedures to 
facilitate effective flow of this information to the billing 
company. 

The non-billing company requires the usage information 
for verification of the charges rendered on its behalf and 
for rate determination. 
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11. OBF ISSUES REVIEWED BY THE MECAB REVIEW GROUP {MRG) 

This section contains a record of all resolved OBF Issues referred to MECAB. 

Issue No. Description ME CAB 
Revision 

7 Multi-EC Common Circuit ID February 1986 

10 PIU on the ASR February 1986 

68 Maintaining FCC #2 Information February 1986 

74 ECs Involved in the Same Access Service February 1986 

75 30 Day Notification of meet-point Billing February 1986 
-

76 meet-point Indicator for Special Access Legs on November 1987 
CABS Bill 

77 Adjustments Between ECs February 1986 

79 Identification of Each LEC on an Access Service November 1987 

80 Synchronization of Billing Cycles February 1986 

89 Common Service Identifier February 1986 

90 Percent of Charges Billed February 1986 

91 Identifying ECs Involved in meet-point Billing February 1986 

100 Circuit Identification Number (CKTID) February 1986 

133 Multi-Exc hange Billing Altematives November 1987 

229 Tandem Ordering December 1989 

250 Us age Exchange (EMR) November 1987 

251 BACR for Switched Access meet-point Bills November 1987 

255 MECAB Distribution November 1987 

256 MECAB Update November 1987 

257 Cross Reference Bill Cycles November 1987 

258 Adjustments for Dis puted Usage November 1987 
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310 "Ratcheting" of meet-point Billed Services 

312 Company Identification of Rate Element Level 

322 Level of Traffic Type Display on SBC Bill 

326 Access Billing Account Identification in Multi-EC 
Environment 

387 Multi-EC ASR, FOC Process and Distribution 

402 meet-point Billing for FOB 

403 meet-point Billing for FGA 

-
404 Defmition of Combination MPB 

434 MPB Agreement for Single Service 

463 MPB State Level Company Code on Usage Statistics 
Detail 

465 Greater Level of Detail on Adjustments 

472 MECAB Change Management 

502 CIC Specific Charge Display 

536 Overall Company Code vs. State Level Company 
Code on CSR 

538 Single Bill Pass Through MPB 

539 BAR/BACR for MPB Switched Access 

541 Separate (Multiple) Ch ecks for Single MPB 

566 MPB Notification and Conversion 

577 MPB Rate Application Indicator 

590 Minimum Billing Requirements 

59 1 Application of meet-point Billing for Multiplexed 
Services 

December 1989 

December 1989 

December 1989 

November 1987 

December 1989-

December 1989 

December 1989 

December 1989 

December 1990 

December 1989 

December 1991 

December 1989 

June 1994* 

December 1989 

June 1994* 

June 1994* 

June 1994* 

December 1990 

June 1994* 

December 199 1 

December 1 990 

• Issues marked with an asterisk (*) were reviewed by the MECAB Review Group but had no impact on 
the MECAB document. 
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592 

593 

621 

638 

733 

792 

945 

946 

970 

1140 

1142 

1185 

1248 

1284 

1287 

1528 

1548 

1593 

1667 

1690 

1962 

Application of meet-point Billing for Multipoint 
Services 

MPB Account Restrictions 

ONA Billing Requirements 

IBC/SBC Identifier 

Equal Charge Per Unit 

BAR/BACR Restructure 

800 Portability (Database Queries in a meet-point 
Environment) 
Billing of Multiple ECs on the Same Switched Access 
BAN foranAC 
Switched Access Usage Exchange Between APs 
Rendering Multiple Bills 
ME CAB Document Language Revision for CLEC 
Status 
AC Notification of Multiple Exchange Carrier Billing 
Arrangement 
Expansion of NECA Company Code 

Combination of meet-point and Non-meet-point on a 
Single BAN 
Long term LNP Billing and Verification 

Billing for Unbundled Network Elements 

The Billing Impact Resulting From Access Reform 

Billing Verification Process in an Unbundled 
Environment 
Guidelines Do Not Exist for Providing Historical PICC 
Detail Data to Verify PICC Charges 
ExchangeofBillinginformation 

Notification of Interconnecting Billing Information to 
theULEC 
Multiple Providers of Tandem Access 
Interconnection 
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December 1990 

December 1990 

June 1994 

December 1991 

June 1994 

June 1994 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 200 1 * 

February 2001 * 

February 2001 * 

February 2001 

February 2001 * 

February 2001 

February 2001 

January 2003 
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2056 For Facility-Based LECs/ CLEC, and CMRS Enhance 
the MeetpointjMeetpoint Like Record Exchange to 
be Consistent with Unbundled Processes For 
Facility- Based 

2138 Redefine and Evaluate the Need for Existing MECAB 
Data Elements 

2162 Eliminate Pass-Through Meetpoint Billing Option in 
MECAB 

2186 Optional Use Return Code for Category 11 Detail 
Records 

February 2001 

February 2001 

February 2001 

January 2003 
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12. FCC ORDERS AND OBF REPORTS CITED IN MECAB REVISIONS 

A. FCC Orders: 

1. CC Docket No. 86-104, Memorandum Opinion and Order (Memo No. 3402), In the 
Matter of Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 
Modifications, released March 28, 1986. 

2. CC Docket No. 86-184, Memorandum Opinion and Order (DA 87-252), In the Matter 
of Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 
Modifications, released July 31, 1987. 

3. CC Docket No. 87-579, Memorandum Opinion and Order (DA 87-1858), In the 
Matter of Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 
Modifications, released December 22, 1987. 

4. CC Docket No. 87-;;79, Order Designating Issues for Investigation (DA 88-812), In the 
Matter of Access Billing Requirements for Joint Service Provision, released June 6, 
1988. 

5. CC Docket No. 87-579, Phase 11, Order(DA 88-1544), In the Matter of Access Billing 
Requirements for Joint Service Provision, released October 4, 1988. 

6. CC Docket No. 87-579, Memorandum Opinion and Order (DA 89-1251), In the 
Matter of Access Billing Requirements for Joint Service Provision, released October 5, 
1989. 

7 . CC Docket No. 89-79 and 87-3 13 , Memorandum Opinion and Order In the Matter of 
Open Network Architecture Tariffs, released July 11, 199 1. 

8 . CC Docket No. 91-213, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (FCC 92-442}, In the Matter of Transport Rate Structure and Pricing, 
released October 16, 1992. 

9. CC Docket No. 91-213 , First Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration In 
the Matter of Transport Rate Structure and Pricing, released July 21, 1993. 

B. OBF Reports: 

1 . Report of the meet-point Billing Task Force Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier 
Liaison Committee , Exchange Carrier s Standards Association, Inc., CC Dock et No. 
86-104, filed December 1, 1986. 

2. Report of the Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier Liaison Committee, Exchange 
Carriers Standards Association, Inc., on Feature Group A & B m eet-point Billing, CC 
Docket No. 87-579, Phase submitted December 8, 1988. 

3 . Report of the Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier Liaison Committee, Exchange 
Carriers Standards Association, Inc., on Special Access meet-point Billing, CC Docket 
No . 87-579, Phase filed Marc h 23, 1989. 

4. Report of the Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier Liaison Committee, Exchange 
Carriers Standards Association, Inc., on Progress of Special Access meet-point Billing, 
CC Docket No. 87-579, s ubmitted in December, 1990. 
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Following is an excerpt from the NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4, which illustrates the number of 
notifications expected by a customer from a provider when billing percentages are ftled: 

TARIFF FCC. NO. 4 
27TH REVISED SECTION 109 

NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER ASSOCIATION, INC. 
DIRECTOR -TARIFF AND REGULATORY MATTERS 
100 S. JEFFERSON, RD. CANCELS 26TH REVISED SECTION 109 

PAGE 55 WHIPPANY, NJ 07981 

ISSUED: MARCH 15, 2000 EFFECTIVE: APRIL 1, 2000 

WIRE CENTER AND INTERCONNECTION INFORMATION 

SINGLE STATE INTERCONNECTION INFORMATION- VIRGINIA 

Localitv LC - cc BP 01 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 11 END 
0254 37 INT 

ROCKVILLE RKVLVARK 5040 52 END 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 12 END 
0254 37 INT 

SANDSTON SNTNVASS 5040 51 END 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 12 END 
0254 40 INT 

VARINA VARNVAVR 5040 48 END 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 11 END 
0254 36 !NT 

WAVERLY WVRLVAWV 5040 53 END 

BLACKSTON BLCSVAXA 0254 13 END 
E 
ASHLAND ASLDVAAS 5040 87 END 

svc 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

The example reflects three providers jointly providing service at four separate End Office 
locations and a fifth location where two of the three providers jointly provide the service. The 
same three providers (0219, 0254, and 5040) are involved in the first four combinations of 
End Offices. The customer would receive only one notification from each provider involved 
for the unique combination of company codes 0219, 0254, and 5040 in the first four 
combinations. There is no requirement for a notification for each of the four End Office 
combinations when the meet-point Billing arrangements for all four remain the same. 
However, the customer would receive a separate notification for the fifth combination where 
only companies 0254 and 5040 are involved. 
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14. JOINTLY PROVIDED SERVICE IN AN UNBUNDLED ENVIRONMENT 

14.1 General 

This section describes the billing options, record exchange and notification guidelines for 

jointly provided Usage-Sensitive Service in an unbundled environment. An unbundled 

environment exists when a provider purchases unbundled network elements from another 

provider in order to provide Usage-Sensitive Service in the same territory. Usage-Sensitive 

service includes FGB, FGC, FGD, trunk-side connections, DA and may include subscribed 

toll, non-subscribed toll local and wireless services. 

For the purpose of the billing options and associated diagrams described in this section, the 

provider that purchases the unbundled network elements is referred to as the Unbundled 

Local Exchange Carrier (ULEC) . The provider that sells the unbundled network elements is 

referred to as the Unbundled Service Provider (USP). 

This section does not apply to a facility-based provider who only purchases the unbundled 

local loop. 

The decision to implement the billing options is based upon Provider-to-Provider (e.g., the 

USP and the ULEC) negotiations where the regulatory environment permits. When the USP 

and the ULEC agree to one of the billing options, these guidelines are used. 

These guidelines will not supercede state or contract specific intral..ATA toll, local or wireless 

settlement plans. 

For the purpose of billing Usage-Sensitive Service, Provider-to-Provider contractual 

agreements are required. These agreements may include proprietary information/ non

disclosure, liabilities for data accuracy and timeliness, inquiries, flow of tariff/contract items, 

compensation for billing services, types of services included, payment options, and exchange 
of data. 

14.1.1 Billing Options 

It is the responsibility of the ULEC and the USP to select a billing option. The following 
options are available: 

1. Option 1 
Two alternatives (lA and lB) 

2. Option 2 
3. Option 3 . 

These above options are not applicable to flat rated transport purchased by the IXC under 
access reform and local transport restructure. 

Once a billing option has been selected, the ULEC and/or the USP will negotiate a billing 

arrangement with other providers as described in section 4 of MECAB. For example, the 

USP may negotiate Option lB with the ULEC as well as a Multiple Bill/ Single Tariff 

arrangement with the other provider(s) for interLATA services. 
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For all options, CABS BOS (maintained by Telcordia Technologies) or SECAB format is 
recommended. If the recommended format is not used, the bill should include applicable 
data elements as listed in CABS BOS or SECAB.Description of Billing Options 

14.1.2 Option 1 

There are two billing alternatives: 

1. Option IA - The USP bills the customer for the USP charges. 

2. Option IB -The USP or ULEC bills the customer for the USP and ULEC charges. 

14.1.2.1 Option lA 

The ULEC is invisible for bill rendering and bill receipt. The ULEC will not establish a 
relationship with the interconnection or access customer. Compensation to the ULEC, if 
applicable, is negotiated b_!!tween the USP and the ULEC. Charges billed by a third party to 
the USP may be passed through to the ULEC. Any existing compensation arrangements 
between the USP and the customer are not affected. 

14.1.2.2 Option 1B 

The USP or the ULEC will prepare a single access bill with the ULEC's and the USP's charges 
separately identified. The ULEC must establish a relationship with each customer. 

The billing company will pass any revenues due the provider for whom they are rendering a 
bilL 

This option requires that the billing company maintains and administers in its billing system, 
the applicable tariff/ contract rates for both providers in order to bill access services. 

Separate checks can be rendered by the customer based on Provider-to-Provider 
relationships and mailed directly to each provider, or to the billing company for distribution. 
If separate checks are rendered, the non-billing company must notify the billing company of 
the payment. The billing company is then responsible for applying each payment to the 
respective portion of the bill. 

14.1.2.3 Option 2 

The USP bills the ULEC for all charges (unbundled elements, access, and reciprocal 
compensation} and the ULEC bills the customer. 

The ULEC should receive compensation bills from third parties for ULEC originated traffic. 

The ULEC may elect to use MPB options as described in Section 4 when connecting with 
other providers. The MPB method selection between other providers must adhere to the 
restrictions identified in Section 4.2. If a multiple bill option is used, refer to Sections 14.3 
and 14.4 for the notification information and record exchange process. 
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Each provider (the USP and the ULEC) prepares and renders a bill in accordance with their 
tariff/ contract for their portion of the unbundled elements, access, and reciprocal 
compensation. 

The ULEC should receive compensation bills from third parties for ULEC originated traffic. 

14.2 Notification 

Providers are required to supply proper notification to the customer of the billing option, and 
the MPB method employed when rendering access bills to an IXC. The notification 
requirements for MPB are described in Section 5.3. In addition to the notification 
requirements in Section 5.3, the following notification requirements listed below should 
occur to establish billing relationships and render accurate bills to all customers. The 
notification requirement applies to the initial implementation and any subsequent changes 
to an existing billing option (e.g., Option lA to Option 2). The notification must take place 
thirty days prior to the implementation or change in option. 

More specifically, the following activities must occur prior to the implementation or change of 
an option: 

l. Where proprietary restrictions do not exist (for Billing Option lB, 2, 3), the USP will 
provide all interconnecting providers and customers with the Billing Name, Billing 
Address and Contact number of all interconnecting ULECs. 

2. In order for customers to validate or render their access and reciprocal compensation 
bills for Billing Option lB, 2, and 3, the ULEC should use the existing MECAB 
notification process, a s described in Section 5.3, in addition to providing the following 
data elements: 

• Type of Provider- Unbundler 
• Billing Option ( lB, 2, 3) 
• Elements to be billed 

3. In addition to the notification process, the ULEC will provide the following data 
elements accompanying the Switched Access and reciprocal compensation bills: 

• Unbundled Serving End Office 
• Unbundled Line Number/Range Start Date 
• Unbundled Line Number/Range End Date 
• Unbundled NPA/NXX Line Number/Range 

This information need only be provided for unbundled numbers that have associated 
Switched Access or Local Interconn,ection charges. This information needs to be available in 
both pa per and mechanized formats. The CARS document (printed and distributed by ATIS) 
may be used to provide this information. 
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In order for the ULEC to provide notification to the customers, the ULEC must be provided 
with specific information. Where proprietary restrictions do not prohibit, the following 
elements should be provided to the ULEC for the establishment of their billing relationships 
with companies interconnected within the LATA. The IXC elements will be provided by the 
USP, or when requested, from the tandem company. The IXC elements will be provided on 
an ongoing basis since the ULEC does not receive a copy of the Access Service Request 
(ASR) . The local and lntraLATA interconnect elements will also be provided on an ongoing 
basis by the USP for companies (e.g. FB CLEC, ICO, WSP) directly interconnected with the 
USP. The interconnectors (e.g. FB CLEC, ICO, WSP) will identify companies in which they 
are directly interconnected so that the ULEC can identify all localflntraLATA companies 
within a LATA. While providing the same quality of data available to itself, all parties 
recognize that this data may not be the most current. Therefore, it is recommended the 
ULEC validate this information for accuracy. 

The following elements are required for interconnecting IXCs: 

a . ACNA associated with the Billing Name and Address 

b . Billing name 

c . Billing Address 

d . Contact Number/Fax Number 

e. Type of Provider 

f. CIC 

g. LTL (required for non-LTR states) 

The following elements are required for Local/lntraLATA Interconnectors 

a. Company Name 

b. Contact Name 

c. Contact Address or fax number 

d . Contact Number 

e . Type of Provider (if it can be determined) 

f. CIC (if industry assigned) or Company Code 

The following elements (not inclusive) are preferred, however they may need to be 
negotiated; 

a. Bill Address for Local/IntraLATA Interconnectors 

b . LTL 

c. Tandem 

d. Type of Service 

e. Billing Option 
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For Usage-Sensitive Access services in a ULEC environment, the exchange of usage data 
among providers plays a critical role in providing the customer with an accurate, timely bill. 
Various providers can be involved in recording the usage data for a single End Office 
location depending on Lhe network architecture, type of office, feature group, and type of 
traffic. The following sections provide additional detail regarding the exchange of usage data. 
The diagrams contained in this section also provide additional detail. 

14.3.1 Mechanized and Paper Exchange 

The Exchange Message Interface (EMI) document provides mechanized record formats that 
can be used to exchange access usage information among providers. Category 11-0X series 
AURs (Access Usage Record) are used to exchange detailed access usage information. 

Each provider may elect to forward a copy of its access bill or bill data as a substitute for 
mechanized access usage record exchange. While it is considered preferable for providers 
to move toward mechanized data exchange, nothing precludes timely manual or paper 
exchange of information. For each billing option, where exchange of usage is required, the 
timely exchange of access usage records from the recording company to other provider(s) 
will be on a daily basis or any other agreed upon timeline. 

14.3.2 MOU Exchange for Local/Toll/Wireless 

Providers will bill the customer based upon their own recordings. When a provider does not 
have detailed recordings available for billing, the provider may develop contractual 
relationships with a provider or customer for the detailed access usage records. 

14.3.3 MOU Exchange for InterLATA (Provider to IXC) 

Providers will bill the customer based upon their own recordings. When providers do not 
have detailed recordings available for billing, the official recording company, as outlined in 
Section 6.1, will provide the detailed access usage record to providers on the route. Please 
note that when the official recording company is not the end office company, the official 
recording company will provide the detailed access usage record to the end office for passage 
to the ULEC for Options lB, 2 and 3. Once complete line level detail information becomes 
available, then the tandem company will provide recordings directly to the ULEC. 

14.4 Usage Diagrams 

Following are diagrams addressing issues pertaining to LEC interconnection and customer 
notification, record exchange and bill verification in an ULEC/unbundled environment. 
These diagrams do not depict notification, record exchange and bill verification between the 
facility-based providers, which is defined in section 6.5. 

While the industry recognizes that local/intraLATA settlement plans are used, these are 
state or contract specific and are not included in the MECAB guidelines. In addition, 
contracts or settlement arrangements may also be in place with existing WSPs and are not 
included in these guidelines. 

Current meet-point billing arrangements may exist where the tandem company is also the 
bill rendering company. Contracts may need to be renegotiated so that all participating 
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companies consent to one or more compatible billing arrangements m an unbundled 
environment. 

Common minutes are not required for IntraLATA local/toll and access billing when a ULEC is 
involved. Billing for originating or terminating traffic to IXCs should include usage dates with 
CIC, end office CLLI. 

Until the industry has resolved OBF Billing Issue 1182, where all entities from originating to 
terminating point are identified, the ULECs may not be able to be identified. For the Pre-
1182 resolution, it is possible that a record exchange process may not be available. 

Due to the inconsistencies in where companies perform recordings, these diagrams do not 
reflect a designated point of recording for intraLATA toll and local LEC/CMRS to LECJCMRS 
traffic. Companies that do not record need to negotiate a process to obtain the records 
needed for them to render bills or perform bill verification. 

For intraLATA toll and local LEC/CMRS to LECJCMRS traffic, compensation may default to 
Option lA until identification of the ULEC can be made. Compensation includes either 
access charges or reciprocal compensation based on the negotiated arrangements between 
providers. The billing option between the ULEC and USP should be reflected in the 
Notification process and billing should be rendered or verified accordingly. Once ULEC 
identification can be made, a billing option default will not exist. 

For IXC originating traffic, the originating end office switch generates the official record for 
billing. For IXC terminating traffic, the first point of switching into the LEC/CMRS network 
(tandem, end office, or MSC switch) generates the official record for billing. For originating 
800/Bxx traffic the SSP switch generates the official record for billing. 

The industcy recognizes that an ICO (Independent Telephone Company) is also an ILEC. 
ICO is only used in the following diagrams for the purpose of describing the different 
scenarios between the types of providers. 
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14.4.1 Originating Local 

ULEC 

Originating 
Local 

USP/LEC-A 
Tandem 

ULEC Originates and 
USP/LEC-A 
Terminates 

Figure 14-1- Originating local from a ULEC to a USP/LEC-A 

Notification Information 
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LEC-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
The USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user r ecord (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). An access record 
(11-0X-XX) is not applicable between the ULEC and the USP/LEC-A. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the 
verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and compensation bills. 
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14.4.2 Originating IntraLATA Toll 

ULEC 

Originating 
lntraLATA Toll 

USPILEC-A 
Tandem 

ULEC Originates and 
USP/LEC-A 
Tenninates 

LEC-A 

Figure 14-2- Originating intraLATA toll from a ULEC to a USP/LEC-A (ULEC is toll provider 
via the USP/LEC-A's network) 

Notification Iufonnation 
There is no notification process for any of the billing options s ince there is interconnection with only 

one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exc::hauce 
The USP/ LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). An access record 

(11-01-:XX) is not applicable between the ULEC and the USP/LEC-A. 

Bill Verlfic.tion 
The end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the 

verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and compensation bills. 
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ULEC 

Terminating 
Local 

USPILEC-A 
Tandem 

USPILEC-A Originates 
and ULEC Terminates 

Figure 14-3- Terminating local to a ULEC from a USP/LEC-A 

Notification Information 
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LEC-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC for any of the billing options . 

When there are no compensation charges, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A 
to the ULEC. 

When compensation does exist, the USP/LEC-A provides the ULEC with an access record (11-01 -XX). 
This record is preferred, however other methods may include T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc. 

BW Verification 
When compensation does exist, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC·A 
would serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the T/0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to 
the ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T /0, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 
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14.4.4 Terminating IntraLATA Toll 

ULEC 

Terminating 
lntraLATA Toll 

USPILEC-A 
Tandem 

USPILEC-A Originates 
and ULEC Terminates LEC-A 

Figure 14-4 -Terminating intraLATA toll to a ULEC from an USP/LEC-A 

Notification Information 
There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01 -XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC for any of the billing options. 

When there are no compensation charges, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided from the USP/ LEC-A 
to the ULEC . 

When compensation does exist, the USP/LEC-A provides the ULEC with an access record (11 -01-XX) . 
This record is preferred, however other methods may include T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc. 

Bill Verification 
When compensation does exist, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A 
will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to 
the ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T/0, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 
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ULEC 

Originating 
LocalllntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

USP/lEC-A 
Tandem 

ULEC Originates and 
LEG-B Terminates 
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LEC-B 

Figure 14-5- Originating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from a ULEC to LEC-B (ULEC is 
the local and toll provider via the USP /LEC-A's network} 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USPfLEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the LEC-B will provide the customer notification information to the ULEC in 
accordance with section 14.3, in addition to their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). 
In addition, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, no access record [11-01 -XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A to LEC-B. LEC-B and the 
USP/LEC-A are able to bill the ULEC directly from their recordings. Companies who do not have 
recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

BW Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer 
notification information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and 
compensation bills . 

The USP/LEC-A has their switch ~:ecords to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-8. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4.6 Terminating Local/lntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll 

ULEC 

Terminating 
Local/lntraMTA and Intra LATA Toll 

USP/LEC-A 
Tandem 

LEC-8 Originates and 
ULEC Terminates 

LEC-8 

Figure 14-6- Terminating local/intraMTA and mtraLATA toll to a ULEC from LEC-B 

Notification Infonnation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to LEC
B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01 -01-XX/ 10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC for any of the billing options. 

For option lA, whether or not the USP/LEC-A has recordings and compensation does exist, the 
USP/LEC-A will settle with LEC-8 using the existing compensation arrangements. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A does not have recordings but compensation does exist, 
altemative methods and associated data (e.g. T/0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be developed and shared 
between all participating companies. 

For options IB, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A has recordings and compensation does exist, the 
USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX) to bill LEC-B. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX) recorded by LEC-8 and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirement for LEC-8. Companies who do not have 
recordings may have contractual r elationships for receipt of their records. 

When other methods of compensation exis t, LEC-B will provide the T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to the 
ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T/0, flat rate, etc., via an audit process 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

LEC-8 has their switch records to validate any billing they may receive. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LEGs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Originating 
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LEC-8 
Tandem 

ULEC Originates and 
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LEC-C 

Figure 14-7- Originating local/intraMTA from a ULEC to LEC-C through LEC-B's tandem 

Notification Infonnation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC. LEC-8 will provide LEC interconnection information to LEC-C in accordance with 
section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the LEC-8 and LEC-C will provide the customer notification information to the 
ULEC in accordance with section 14.3, in addition to their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). 
In addition, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided by the USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For option 1A, whether or not LEC-B and LEC-C has recordings and compensation does exist, LEC-8 
and LEC-C will bill/settle with the USP/LEC-A using the existing compensation arrangements. The 
USP /LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when LEC-B and LEC-C do not have recordings but compensation does exist, 
alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be developed and shared 
between all participating companies. 

For options 1 B, 2 and 3, when the LEC-B and LEC-C have recordings and compensation does exist, 
each company will use their records for billing. 
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BUl Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XXfl0-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer 
notification information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and 
compensation bills. 

The USP fLEC-A has their switch records to validate any billing they receive from the LEC-C and LEC-
8. Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their 
records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would inclu de CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Figure 14-8 - Terminating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from LEC-A to ULEC through 
LEC-B. 

Notification lnfonnation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC. LEC-B will provide LEC interconnection information to LEC-C in accordance with 
section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A, and LEC-8 will provide the customer notification 
information to LEC-C in accordance with section 14.3. ln addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data 
elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-.XX) provided to the ULEC from the USP/LEC-A. The 
USP/LEC-A will pass an access record (ll-01-.XX) to the ULEC. 

For option 1A, whether or not the USPJLEC-A and LEC-B has recordings and compensation does exist, 
the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B will settle/bill with the LEC-C using the existing compensation 
arrangements. The USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual 
relationship or tariff. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B do not have recordings but compensation 
does exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T/0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be developed 
and shared between all participating companies. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A and LEC-8 have recordings and compensation does 
exist, the.USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX) to bill the LEC-C. The 
LEC-8 will use their record to bill the LEC-C. 
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Bill Verification 
The access record (J 1-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 
information wjl! serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. Companies who do not have 
recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. The LEC-A may validate 
their bill with their originating recording. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the LEC-C provides the T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to the 
ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T fO ratio, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

LEC-C may validate their bill with their originating recording. 

Footnote: For th e purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4.9 Originating Local/lntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll(4 LECs) 

Originating 
Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll (4 LECs) 

ULEC 
ULEC Originates and 
LEC-D Terminates LEC-D 

Figure 14-9- Originating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from a ULEC to LEC-D through 3 
other LECs 

Notification Infonnatlon 
For all options, the USP /LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC. LEC-B will be responsible for passing LEC interconnection notification information to 
LEC-C who will pass the same information to LEC-Din accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D will provide the customer notification information to 
the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

Record Exchange 
Under all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). 
In addition, no access record (11-01-X:X.) is provided by the USP/LEC·A to the ULEC. 

F'or option lA, whether or not LEC-B, LEC-C, and LEC-D have recordings and compensation does exist, 
LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D will bill/settle with the USP/LEC-A using existing compensation 
arrangements. The USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual 
relationship or tariff. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D do not have recordings and compensation does 
exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be developed and 
shared between all participating companies. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D have t"ecordings and compensation does exist, 
each company will use their records for billing. 
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Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer 
notification information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and 
compensation bills. 

The USPfLEC-A has their switch records to validate any billing they receive from LEC-B, LEC-C and 
LEC-D. Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their 
records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LEGs would include CLEC, /LEC and WSP. 
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14.4.10 Terminating Local/lntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll (4 LECsJ 

ULEC 

Terminating 
Local/lntraMT A and lntraLA T A 

Toll (4 LECs) 
~--~ ~--~ 

LEC-8 
Tandem 

ULEC Terminates and 
LEC-D Originates 

LEC-C End 
Office 

LEC-D 

Figure 14-10- Terminating local/intraMTA and intraLATA to a ULEC from one LEC through 
3 other LECs 

Notification lnfonnation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC. LEC-B will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-C who will pass 
the same to LEC-D in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 1B, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC·A, LEC-B and LEC-C will provide the customer notification 
information to LEC-D in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data 
elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX) provided under any of the billing options from the 
USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. The USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11-01-XX) to the ULEC. 

For option lA, whether or not the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C have recordings and compensation 
does exist, the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B, and LEC-C will settle/bill with LEC-D using the existing 
compensation arrangements. The USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on 
their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B, and LEC-C do not have recordings and 
compensation does exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.} will be 
developed and shared between all participating companies. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C have recordings and compensation 
does exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX). All companies will 
use their recordings to bill. 
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Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) and the customer notification information will serve as the 
verification requirements for the LEC-D. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the LEC-D provides the T/0 ratio, flat rate, etc to the 
ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T/0 ratio, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-D may validate their bill with their originating recording. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4.11 Originating Access- Intra/Interstate 

ULEC 

Originating 
Access - Intra/Interstate 
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Tandem 

ULEC Originates and 
IXC Terminates 

Figure 14-11 - Originating access from a ULEC to an IXC 

Notification Information 
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POP 

For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to the IXC 

in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to the 

!XC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (Ol ·OX-XX/ 10-0X-XX) provided for any of the billing options from the 

USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A will continue to bill access to the IXC. The USPJLEC-A may bill the 

ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-

0X-XX) to bill the IXC. When the USPJLEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/ LEC-A will use 

the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the lXC. The USP/LEC-A 

will also use the access record (11 -0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access under option 3 . 

Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-0X-XX) provided to the ULEC 

by the USP/ LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The lXC has their record and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote: When 2 PlC exists for IntralATA traffic, the process outlined in. this diagram will apply. 
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14.4.12 Terminating Access - Intra/Interstate 

ULEC 

Terminating 
Access -Intra/Interstate 

USP/LEC-A 
Tandem 

IXC Originates and 
ULEC Terminates 

Figure 14-12- T~rmiuating act:t:ss from an IXC to a ULEC 

Notification laform.ation 

POP 

For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to the IXC 
in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to the 
!XC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record {01-0X-XX/10-0X-XX) provided for any of the billing options between the 
USP/LEC-A and the ULEC. 

For all options, the USP/LEC·A will provide an access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A will continue to bill access to the IXC. 1'he USP/LEC-A may bill the 
ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 1B, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
0X-XX) to bill the IXC. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 
the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. The USP/LEC-A 
will also use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 

Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record ( 11-0X-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP /LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The IXC has their record and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 
requirements. 
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Figure 14-13 - Originating access from a ULEC behind LEC-A to an IXC through the LEC-B 
tandem 

Notification Information. 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3 . 

For options 18, 2 and 3 , the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide the cu stomer notification information 
to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-0X-XXflO-OX-XX) provided for any of the billing options from the 
USP/LEC·A to the ULEC. 

For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC and the LEC-B. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B will use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC under 
their existing m eet-point arrangement. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
0X-XX) to bill the IXC. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will u se 
the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. In either case, the LEC-8 will use the access record (11-
0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11 -0X-XX) to bill the IXC. LEC-8 will use the 
access record (11 -0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 
USP /LEC-A will use the access record ( ll·OX-XX) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 
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Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-0X-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The IXC has their recording and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote: When 2 PIC exists for IntraLA TA traffic, the process outlined in this diagram will apply. 
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14.4.14 Terminating Access Intra/Interstate 
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Figure 14-14- Terminating access from an IXC to a ULEC behind a LEC-B tandem through 

the LEC-A End Office 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 

and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide the customer notification information 

to the !XC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchance 
There is no end user record (01-0X-XX/10-0X-XX) provided for any of the billing options from the 

USPJLEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, the LEC-8 will provide an access record (11 -0X-XX) to the USP/ LEC-A and the 

USP/LEC-A will pass the access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A and LEC-8 will use the access record (11 -0X-XX) to bill the IXC under 

their existing meet-point arrangement. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-

0X-XX) to bill the !XC. When the USP/LEC-8 is the bill rendering company, the USP/ LEC-A will use 

the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IX C. In either case, LEC-8 will u se the access record ( 11-0X

XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3 , the ULEC will use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the !XC. The LEC-8 will 

use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 

USPJLEC-A will also use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 
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Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-0X-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The IXC has their recording and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 
requirements. 
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14.4.15 Originating 800 LEC Provided 

ULEC 
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Figure 14-15- Originating 800 from a ULEC to an USP/LEC-A 

Notification Iaformatioa 
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LEC-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 

one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A and ULEC will determine whether the end user record (01-01-25/ 10-

01-25) is retained by the USP/LEC-A or passed to the ULEC then back to the USP/LEC-A. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 

transmission of the end user record {01-01-25/10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 

negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

When compensation does not exist, no access record (11-01-25) is provided from the USP/ LEC-A to the 

ULEC. 

When compensation does exist, the USP/ LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (1 1-01 -25). 

Bill Verification 
The access record (11-01-25) provided between the ULEC and the USP/ LEC-A will serve as the 

verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The USP/LEC-A also has their switch records to validate any billing they receive from the ULEC. 
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14.4.16 Originating 800 LEC Provided 

ULEC 

Originating 800 
LEC Provided 

ULEC Originates 800 Call and 
LEC-B Terminates 

LEC-B 

Figure 14-16 - Originating 800 from a ULEC to LEC-B through a USP/LEC-A (The tandem 
company is providing the SSP functionality) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC·A will provide the customer notification information to LEC
B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A and ULEC will determine whether the end user record (01-01-25/10-
01-25) is retained by the USP/LEC-A or passed to the ULEC then back to the USP/LEC-A. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 
transmission of the end user record (01-01-25/ 10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 
negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

Under all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-25). 

For option !A, the USP/LEC-A will bill the LEC-B under their existing compensation relationship. The 
USP /LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option lB, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the LEC-B. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 
the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. The USP/LEC-A 
will also use the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 
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The access record (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-8 has the end user record {01-01-25/10-01-25) and the customer notification information to 
validate any billing. The LEC-8 may also perform recording that would allow them to use their records 
for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4.17 Originating 800 LEC Provided 

ULEC 

Originating 800 
LEC Provided 

ULEC Originates 800 Call and 
LEC-B Terminates 

LEC-8 

Figure 14~17 - Originating 800 to an LEC-B (LEC-B is the 800 service provider). (The 

tandem company is providing SSP functionality for LEC-A.) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 

and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 1B, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to LEC

B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record ExcbanKe 
The LEC-B may provide the USP/LEC-A with an end user record (01-01-25/ 10-01 -251 or the LEC-B may 

retain this record. If the LEC-B provides a record to the USP/LEC-A., the USP/LEC-A may p ass this 

record to the ULEC. The ULEC and USP/LEC-A will determine whether the end user record (01 -01 -

25/10-01-25) is passed to the LEC-B by either the USP/LEC-A or ULEC. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 

transmission of the end user record (01-01~25/10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, h owever, 

negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

Under all options, the LEC-B will provide the USP/ LEC-A with an access r ecord (11-0 1-251. The 

USP /LEC-A will pass this record to the ULEC. 

For option IA, the USP/LEC-A will bill the LEC-B under their existing compensation relationship. The 

USP /LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will u se the access record (11 -

01-251 to bill the LEC-B. Wh en the USPjLEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP will u se the 

access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. The USP/LEC-A 

will also use the a ccess record ( 11-0 l-251 to bill their portion of the a ccess under option 3. 
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The access record (11-01-251 provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-B has the end user record (01-01-25/10-01-251 and the customer notification information to 
validate any billing. The LEC-8 may also perform recording, which would allow them to use their 
records for verification. 
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14.4.18 Originating 800 LEC Provided 

Originating 800 
LEC Provided 

ULEC Originates 800 Call and 
LEC-8 Terminates 

LEC-8 

Figure 14-18- Originating 800 to LEC-B (LEC-B is the 800 service provider) (LEC-A has SSP 
functionality) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC~A will provide the customer notification information to LEC-
8 in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
The USP/LEC-A will generate an end u ser record (01-01 -25/10-01-25). The USP/LEC-A may pass this 
record to the ULEC. The USP/ LEC-A and ULEC will determine whether the end user record (01-01 · 
25/10-01·25) is passed to the LEC-8 by the USP/LEC-A or the ULEC. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 
transmission of the end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 
n egotiations may dictate otherwise. 

Under all options, the USP/ LEC·A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11 -01-25). 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A will bill the LEC-8 under their existing compensation relationship. The 
USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01 -25) t o bill the LEC-8. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 
the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-8. 
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For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. The USP/LEC-A 
will also use the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 

Bill Verification 
The access record (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-B has the end user record [01-01-25/10-01-25} and the customer notification information to 
validate any billing. The LEC-B may also record, which allows them to use their record for verification. 
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14.4.19 Originating 800 Intra/Interstate- IXC Provided 

ULEC 

Originating 800 
Intra/Interstate - IXC Provided 

ULEC Originates and 
IXC Terminates 

....-----£ 
POP 

Figure 14-19 - Originating 800 from a ULEC to an IXC behind another LEC (The tandem 
company is providing SSP functionality.) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP /LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide the customer notification information 
to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Elr.change 
There is no end user record (01-01-25/ 10-01-25) provided for any of the billing options. 

Under all options, the LEC-B will provide the USP/LEC-A with an access record (11 -01-25). The 
USP/LEC-A will pass this record to the ULEC. The LEC-B should retain a copy of this record. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the IXC under 
their existing meet-point arrangement. The USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements 
under their contractual relationship. 

For option 1B, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will u se the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the IXC . When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use the 
access record (11-01-25) to bill the IXC. In either case, the LEC-B will use the access record (11-01-
25] to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3 , the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the lXC. The LEC-B will use 
the access record (11-01-25] to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 
USP/LEC-A will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3 . 
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When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC 

by the USP/LEC-A and customer notification information will serve as the verification requirements for 

the ULEC. 

The IXC will have their records and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 

requirements. 
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14.4.20 Originating 800 Intra/Interstate -IXC Provided 

Originating 800 
Intra/Interstate -IXC Provided 

ULEC Originates and 
IXC Terminates 

POP 

Figure 14-20- Originating 800 from a ULEC to an IXC behind another LEC (LEC-A has SSP 
functionality.) 

Notification 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide the customer notification information 
to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3 . In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record {0 1-01-25 I 10-0 1-2 5) provided for any of the billing options. 

Under all options, USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC and LEC-B with an access record (11 -01-25) . 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B will u s e the access record (11 -01 -25) to bill the IXC under 
their existing meet-point arrangement. The USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements 
under their contractual relations hip or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the !XC. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use the 
access record (11 -01 -25) to bill the IXC. In either case, the LEC-B will use the access record (11 -01-
25) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11 -01 -25) to bill the IXC. The LEC-B will use 
the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 
USP/LEC-A will use the access record (11 -01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 

Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01 -25) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification information will serve a s the verification 
requirements for the ULEC. 

The IXC will have their records and the cus tomer notification information to serve as their verification 
requirements. 
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ULEC
A 

Figure 14-21- Terminating local/intraLATA ULEC to ULEC through other LECs 

Notification lnfo:rmation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-C will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to ULEC-A 
and LEC-B. USPJLEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to ULEC-B and 
LEC-8. LEC-B will pass the information to the USP/LEC-C and USP/LEC-A. All notifications will be in 
accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, ULEC-8, USP/LEC-A, and LEC-8 will provide the customer notification 
information to ULEC-A in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, ULEC-8 will provide their bill data 
elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, USP/LEC-C will provide ULEC-A with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). There 
is no end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-X:X) provided from USP/LEC-C to ULEC-8. 

For all options, USP/LEC-C will not provide an access record (11-01 -XX) to ULEC-A. 
USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11-01-XX) to ULEC-8. 

LEC-8 should h ave their recordings. Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual 
relationships for receipt of their records. 

USP/LEC-C and ULEC-A 
For option 1, USP/LEC-C receives the bills from LEC-8 and USP/LEC-A artd/or ULEC-B depending on 
the options negotiated between USP/LEC-A and ULEC-8. 

For option 2, ULEC-A receives the bills from the LEC-8 and USP/LEC-A and/or ULEC-8 depending on 
the options negotiated between USP/LEC-A and ULEC-8. 
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For option 3, ULEC-A receives the bills from the LEC-B, USP/LEC-C, and USP/LEC-A and/or ULEC-B 
depending on the options negotiated between USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B. 

LEC-B will send the bill to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending on the option negotiated between 
USP /LEC-C and ULEC-A 

USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B For option lA, USP/LEC-A sends the bills to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending 
on the options negotiated between USP /LEC-C and ULEC-A. 

For option 18, when USP/LEC-A is rendering the bill, USP/LEC-A will send the bill to USP or ULEC-A 
depending on the options negotiated between USP/LEC-C and ULEC-A. When ULEC-B is rendering the 
bill, ULEC-B will send the bill to USP /LEC-C or ULEC-A. 

For option 2, ULEC-B sends the bills to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending on the options negotiated 
between USP /LEC-C and ULEC-A. 

For option 3, USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B sends the bills to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending on the 
options negotiated between USP/LEC-C and ULEC-A. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record provided to ULEC-A by USP /LEC-C will serve as bill verification requirements for 
the ULEC-A. The USP/LEC-C also has their switch records to validate any billing they may receive 
from the LEC-B and USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B. 

The USPJLEC-C to ULEC-A and USP/LEC-A to ULEC-A provides the T/0 ratio. The ULEC-A and ULEC-B 
may validate the T /0 via an audit process. 

The access record (11-01 -XX) exchange from USP/LEC-A to ULEC-B will serve as the verification 
requirements for ULEC-B 

For options 1A and 1B, the USP/LEC-C and USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC-B and each other the 
minimum requirements listed in section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, ULEC-A and ULEC-B will provide the LEC-B and each other the minimum 
requirements listed in section 14.3. 
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15. ACRONYMS 

ACNA 
ACTL 
ASOG 
ASR 
AT 
ATC 
A TIS 

AUR 
BAN 
BDT 
BOS 
BSA 
BP 
CABS 
CARS 
CFA 
CIC 
CKL 
CKLT 
CLC 
CLCI 
CLEC 
CLEI 
CLFI 
CLLI 
CMRS 
CSR 
DA 
DAL 
DTO 
EC 
EC CKTID 
ECSA 
EMI 
EO 
FB 
FCC 
FGA 
FGB 
FGC 
FGD 
FID 
FOC 
HBAN 
Hicap 

Access Customer Number Abbreviation 
Access Customer Terminal Location 
Access Service Ordering Guidelines 
Access Service Request 
Access Tandem 
Access to Carrier 

ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions 
{formerly ECSA) 
Access Usage Record 
Billing Account Number 

Billing Data Tape 
Billing Output Specifications 
Basic..Service Arrangement (ONA) 
Billing Percentage 
Carrier Access Billing System 
CABS Auxiliary Report Specifications 
Connecting Facility Assignment 
Carrier Identification Code assigned by NANPA 
Circuit Location 
Circuit Location Terminal 
Carrier Liaison Committee 
Common Language Circuit Identification 
Competitive Local Exchang_e Carrier 
Common Language Equipment Identifier 
Common Language Facility Identifier 
Common Language Location Identification code 
Commercial Mobile Radio Service 
Customer Service Record 
Directory Assistance 
Dedicated Access Lines 
Dial Tone Office 
Exchange Carrier 
EC Circuit Identifier 
Exchange Carrier Standards Association (now A TIS) 
Exchange Message Interface 
End Office 
Facili!Y-Based 
Federal Communications Commission 
Switched Access Feature Group A 
Switched Access Feature Group B 
Switched Access Feature Group C 
Switched Access Feature GrOl.!P D 
Field Identifier 
Firm Order Confirmation 
High Capacity Billing Account Number 
High Capacity 
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IC Interexchange Carrier 
IC CKTID IC Circuit Identifier 
reo Independent Telephone Company 
ID I den tifica tion 
ILEC Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier 
IXC Interexchange Carrier 
LATA Local Access Transport Area 
IEC Local Exchange Carrier 
LERG Local Exchange Routing Guide 
LNP Local Number Portability 
LOA Letter of Authorization 
LRN Location Routing Number 
LSOG Local Service Ordering Guidelines 
LSR Local Service Request 
LTL Local Transport Location 
LTR Local Transport Restructure 

ME CAB Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing [document] 
MECOD Multiple Exchange Carrier Ordering and Design 

MM Multiple Bill reflecting Single Tariff 
MO&O Memorandum Opinion and Order 
MOU Minutes of Use 

MPB meet-point Billing 

MRG MECAB Review Group 

MSC Mobile Switching Center 

MTA Major Trading Area 

MT Multiple Bill reflecting Multiple Tariff 

MTS Message Telephone Service 

NECA National Exchange Carrier Association 
NPA-NXX Numbering Plan Area- Central Office Unit 

OBF Ordering and Billing Forum 
OC&C Other Charges and Credits 
OCN Operating Company Number 
ONA Open Network Architecture 

OTID Office Tape Identification 

PCS Personal Communications Service 
PDR Percent Direct Routed 
PIU Percent Interstate Usage 
PICC Primruy lnterexchange Carrier Charge 

PLU Percent Local Use 
POI Point of Interconnection 
POP Point of Presence 
POT Point of Termination 

PTR Percent Traffic Routed 
SCP Switching Control Point 

SECAB Small Exchange Carrier Access Billing (document) 
SM Single Bill - Multiple Tariff 

ss Single Bill - Single Tariff 

SSP Signaling Switching Point 
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STP 
swc 
TGN 

T/0 
ULEC 
UNE 
USP 
V&H 
WAL 
WATS 
WSP 

Signaling Transfer Point 
Servin~ Wire Center 
Trunk Group Number 
Terminating to Ori~ating 

Unbundled Local Exchange Carrier 
Unbundled Network Elements 
Unbundled Service Provider 
Vertical and Horizontal 
W ATS Access Lines 
Wide Area Telecommunications Service 
Wireless Service Provider 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. In this order, we issue the first of two decisions that resolve questions presented 
by three petitions for arbitration ofthe terms and conditions of interconnection agreements with 
Verizon Virginia, Inc. (Verizon). Following the enactment ofthe Telecommunications Act of 
1996 (1996 Act), 1 the Commission adopted various rules to implement the legislatively 
mandated, market-opening measures that Congress put in place.l Under the 1996 Act's design, it 
has been largely the job of the state commissions to interpret and apply those rules through 
arbitration proceedings. In this proceeding, the Wireline Competition Bureau, acting through 
authority expressly delegated from the Commission, stands in the stead of the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission. We expect that this order, and the second order to follow, will 
provide a workable framework to guide the commercial relationships between the 
interconnecting carriers before us in Virginia. 

2. The three requesting carriers in this proceeding, AT&T Communications of 
Virginia, Inc. (AT&T), WorldCom, Inc. (WorldCom) and Cox Virginia Telcom, Inc. (Cox) 
(collectively "petitioners"), have presented a wide range of issues for decision. They include 
issues involving network architecture, the availability of unbundled network elements (UNEs), 
and inter-carrier compensation, as well as issues regarding the more general terms and conditions 
that will govern the interconnecting carriers' rights and responsibilities. As we discuss more 
fully below, after the filing of the initial pleadings in this matter, the parties conducted extensive 

See Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996). We refer to the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the 1996 Act and other statutes, as the Communications Act, or the 
Act. See 47 U.S.C. §§ 151 et seq. 

2 See, e.g., implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC 
Docket No. 96·98, First Report and Order, II FCC Red 15499 (1996) (Local Competition First Report and Order) 
(subsequent history omitted); Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 
1996, CC Docket No. 96·98,Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC 
Red 3696 ( 1999) ( UNE Remand Order). 
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171. As explained in our discussion of Issue JV-2, we reject Verizon's proposed 
section 2.5, governing compensation for two-way trunk facilities, because it incorporates 
elements ofVerizon 's VGRJPs proposal and appears to allocate costs disproportionately 
between the parties for two-way trunks.m Verizon's proposed section 7.2, requiring the parties 
to pay each other reciprocal compensation, is addressed elsewhere in this order.573 Finally, we 
also reject WorldCom's proposed section 1.2.5,574 on grounds that it is ambiguous, and appears 
to be inconsistent with our rules and with WorldCom's own advocacy .. While WorldCom 
suggests generally that its language proposed under this issue does not address compensation due 
for lease of interconnection facilities, its proposed language does not reflect this position: 
"neither Party may charge the other Party installation charges or monthly recurring charges for 
the use of local Interconnection Trunk Groups." The Commission's rules clearly envision the 
payment of nonrecurring and recurring charges for facilities such as these.575 Moreover, 
WorldCom' s own proposed section 1.8.11 (which we adopt in Issue IV-2) envisions the payment 
of recurring charges, and also addresses non-recurring charges. 

13. Issue IV-6 (Meet Point Trunking Arrangements) 

a. Introduction 

172. WorldCom proposes language for the implementation of meet point trunking 
arrangements between the parties for the joint provision of switched exchange access services to 
IXCs.576 Verizon objects to this language, proposing its own language under which WorldCom 
would purchase access toll connecting trunks from Verizon in order to provide switched 
exchange access services.m We adopt WorldCom's proposed language. 

b. Positions of the Parties 

173. WorldCom proposes detailed terms addressing meet point trunking between the 
parties for their joint provision of switched access services. WorldCom argues that, when 
Verizon and WorldComjointly provide exchange access services to an IXC, Verizon should 
charge that IXC, not WorldCom, for the services Verizon provides. WorldCom states that 
Verizon has no right to charge WorldCom for access services Verizon provides to that IXC.m 

572 See supra, Issue IV-2 (rejecting Verizon's proposed section 2.5). 

573 See supra, Issues 1-5 and I-6. 

574 See WorldCom' s November Proposed Agreement to Verizon, Part C, Attach. IV, § 1.2.5. 

575 See, e.g., 47 C.F.R. § 51.709(b). 

576 See WorldCom's November Proposed Agreement to Verizon, Part C, Attach. IV, § 1.4. 

577 See Verizon' s November Proposed Agreement to WorldCom, Part C, Interconnection Attach.,§ 8. 

578 See WorldCom Reply at 52. 
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WorldCom also claims Verizon's position - that WorldCom must purchase toll trunks out of 
Verizon's access tariff to provide switched exchange access through Verizon 's tandems- is an 
inappropriate attempt to dictate what services IXCs may purchase or where they may purchase 
them.m WorldCom argues that if an IXC chooses to reach WorldCom's network through 
Verizon's tandem, then WorldCom is in no position to dictate to the IXC that it must instead 
purchase dedicated switched access services directly to WorldCom's switch. According to 
WorldCom, that choice is solely in the discretion of the IXC.580 

174. WorldCom also argues that Verizon's proposal would unlawfully restrict 
WorldCom's freedom to use UNEs, such as dedicated transport, to provide any 
telecommunications service, including exchange access service.58

' According to WorldCom, 
Verizon appears to take the position that WorldCom may not purchase unbundled dedicated 
transport from Verizon in order to provide access services to IXCs.512 WorldCom argues that 
Commission Rule 51.309(a) clearly prohibits Verizon from denying WorldCom UNE dedicated 
transport for use in this manner.583 

17 5. V erizon argues that, when World Com asks V erizon for trunks that wi II connect 
WorldCom's customers to IXCs through Verizon's tandems, WorldCom is ordering access toll 
connecting trunks from Verizon.584 According to Verizon, reciprocal compensation traffic 
subject to section 251 (b )(5) does not route over these trunks at all; the traffic routed over these 
trunks is exchange access traffic.585 Verizon states that because it is providing an exchange 
access service it is entitled to charge access rates.586 Verizon also disputes WorldCom's 
characterization of its proposal as being tied into its VGRIPs proposal. According to Verizon, 
the trunks at issue are unrelated to the VGRIPs proposal because they carry exchange access 
traffic, rather than reciprocal compensation traffic. 587 Verizon also objects to WorldCom's 
proposal because it does not explain how V erizon is being compensated for the service it 

579 See WorldCom Brief at 57. 

580 See id at 57. 

581 See id. at 58 , citing 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3). 

5
M
2 See id at 58, citing Tr. at 2417. 

5Hl d See i . at 58, quoting 47 C.F .R. § 51.309(a) (prohibiting incumbent LECs from imposing "limitations, 
restrictions, or requirements on requests for, or the use of, unbundled network elements that would impair the ability 
of a requesting telecommunications carrier to offer a telecommunications service in the manner the requesting 
telecommunications carrier intends"). 

5
"
4 See Verizon NA Brief at 57. 

sHs See id at 58. 

586 See id. at 58, citing 47 U.S.C. § 25l(g). 

587 See id at 58. 
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provides to WorldCom when WorldCom orders access toll connecting trunks from Verizon.588 

Verizon objects that WorldCom's proposal is inconsistent with the manner in which such trunks 
are ordered from Verizon on a daily basis.569 

176. Verizon argues that WorldCom is attempting to receive access toll connecting 
trunks, which are used in the provision of access services, at UNE rates in order to increase 
WorldCom's profit margin at Verizon's expense. Verizon objects that, as the Act, the 
Commission, and the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals have made clear, access services, 
including the receipt of compensation for access services, have been "carved out" of the Act. 590 

Verizon also contends that WorldCom's proposal conflicts with agreed upon language for Issue 
IV -31. Specifically, Verizon states that the parties agreed that switched exchange access 
services and inter LATA or intraLATA toll traffic would be governed by the parties' applicable 
tariffs. Verizon argues that, because the trunks at issue here are used to provide switched 
exchange access services, WorldCom's proposal would interfere with Verizon's tariff for access 
toll connecting trunks and conflict with the parties' agreed upon language for Issue IV-31.591 

c. Discussion 

177. We agree with WorldCom that the services in question constitute the joint 
provision of switched exchange access services to IXCs by WorldCom and Verizon, both 
operating as LECs. Therefo·re, we agree with WorldCom that, when the parties jointly provide 
such exchange access, Verizon should assess any charges for its access services upon the 
relevant JXC, not WorldCom. We further agree with WorldCom that it has the right to purchase 
unbundled dedicated transport from Verizon to provide IXCs with access to WorldCom's local 
exchange network. Therefore, Verizon may not require WorldCom to purchase trunks out of 
Verizon's access tariffs in order for WorldCom to provide such exchange access. Accordingly, 
we reject Verizon's proposed language,592 and we adopt WorldCom's proposed language.593 

588 See id at 59. 

589 See id. at 59. 

590 See Verizon NA Reply at 31, citing 47 U.S.C. § 251(g); Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996; Intercarrier Compensation for JSP-Bound Traffic, Order on Remand and 
Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 915 l, 9169-70, para. 39 (2001); CompTel v. Federal Communications Comm 'n., 
117 F.3d 1068, 1072 (&Ill Cir. 1997), a.ff'd in part, rev 'din part, AT&T Corp. v. Iowa Uti!. Bd, 525 U.S. 366 (1999). 

591 See Verizon NA Reply at 31. 

592 See Verizon's November Proposed Agreement to WorldCom, Part C, Interconnection Attach.,§ 8 et seq. 

593 See WorldCom's November Proposed Agreement to Verizon, Part C, Attach. IV,§ 1.4 et seq. 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: April14, 2006 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
4th Revised Page 3-7 

Cancels 3rd Revised Page 3-7 
Effective: April 29, 2006 

3. 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

Munsell 
ORDERING OPTIONS FOR FIA (Cont'd) Deposition Exhibit /0 -------
3.1 General (Cont'd) 

3.1.1 Ordering Conditions (Cont'd) 

(L) When ordering Signaling System 7 (SS7) Out of Band Signaling as described in 4.2.5(AA), the customer 
shall provide an ASR specifying a reference to existing CCS7 Access service facilities or reference to a 
related ASR for CCS7 Access service as described in 3.1.1(G). The customer's ASR shall also include 
STP point codes, STP location identifier codes, FGD or BSA-D trunk or 600/877/888 Service Access 
trunk circuit identifiCation codes, and switch type. 'Mlen ordering SS7 Out of Band Signaling for FGD or 
BSA-0, the customer shall specify that all traffic carried by that FGD or BSA-D will be equipped with out of 
band signaling. The customer shal work oooperative!y with the Telephone Company to determine the 
number of CCS7 Access service connections requred to handle the customer's SS7 Out of Band 
Siglaling traffiC. 

(M) When Oldering Expanded Interconnection Services (EIS) as described in 17.5, the customer shall place 
an ASR for the Cross Connect, as described in 4.5.3 and 5.1.1(0), to intercoonect the facilities of the 
Telephone Company to the facilities of the customer. Each service appl~ion used in conjunction with 
EIS will require a separate ASR. When ordering additions or changes to the existing EIS facilities, the 
customer must refer to the specific EIS facilities affecled by the addition or change. 

(N) 'Mlen a customer orders Tandem Switch Signaling (TSS), as described in 4.2.5(AC) and 4.2.21, to be 
established with the installation of a new FGO or BSA-D trunk group, 500 SAC Access Service, or 900 
SAC Access Service trunk group, the Switched Access Ordering charge, per ASR and the appropriate 
Service lnstallafion charge will apply for the installation of the FGD or BSA-0 or 900 SAC Access 
services. TSS can only be provided from equal access end offices. 

When a customer orders Tandem Switch Signaling to be added to an existing FGD or BSA-D trunk group, 
500 SAC Access Service or 900 SAC Access Service trunk group or to a pending ASR, only the Switched 
Access Ordering charge and the Design Change charge will apply for the addition of the optional 
arrangement. 

(0) When ordering FGD or BSA-0 Switched Access with 950-XXXX Access as described in 4.2.5(T), the 
customer shall provide an ASR specifying which 950-XXXX access code(s) are to be routed and the FGO 
or BSA-D Switched Access Service over which resuning originating 950-XXXX access code cans are to 
be routed. 

(P) When ordering Carrier Identification Parameter (CIP) as described in 4.2.5(AE), the customer shall 
provide an ASR specifying a reference to existing FGD or BSA-0 switched access services or reference 
to a related ASR for FGD or BSA-D switched access services. The customer's ASR shall specify the 
informafion necessary to identify the trunk group to which the CIP is to be added. 

(Q) For lntellilight® Op~cal Transport Service, the Telephone Company will construct the customer's 
dedicated ring. The customer must provide the Telephone Company with complete and accurate 
informafion to design and construct the customer's dedicated ring. Construction will not begin until the 
customer and the Telephone Company agree on the design of the ring. The order date for the ring is the 
date on which the customer provides the Telephone Company with a complete and accurate ASR for 
the service. In the event thai the customer cancels its request, or part of ~s request, for construction of 
the ring, cancellation charges as set forth in 3.2.6 following wUI apply. 

Material formerly shown on this page now appears on Page 3-7.1 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 694.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued; August 2, 2007 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

3. ORDERING OPTIONS FOR FIA (Cont'd) 

3.1 General (Cont'd) 

3.1.2 Provision of Other Services 

TARIFF FCC N0.14 
2nd Revised Page 3-8 

Cancels 1st Revised Page 3-8 
Effective:August17,2007 

(A) At the option of a customer, Directory Assistance, Additional Labor, Telecommunications Service 
Priority (TSP), Testing, LIDB Query Service and Special Routing services may be ordered with an 
ASR at the same time the ASR is accepted by the Telephone Company. Such requests will be 
considered to be supplemental to the ASR. The rates and charges for these services as set forth in 
other sections of ltl1s tariH will apply in addition to the ordering charges set forth in this section and 
the rates and charges for the Switched Access or Special Access with which they are associated. 

(B) The items listed in (A) preceding may subsequently be added to the ASR at any time, up to and 
including the service date established by the ASR. When ordered subsequently, charges for ASR 
modifications as set forth in 3.2.2 will apply. 

3.1. 3 Special Construction 

(A) When the Telephone Company determines that the installation of service meets the (N) 
guidelines of the Special Construction tariffs as set forth in Section 1.3 preceding, the 1 

customer is notified and conditions are negotiated as prescribed by the Special Construction 1 

~~. I 
(N) 

(B) The regulations, rates and charges for Special Construction (as set forth in the tariffs referenced in 
Section 1.3 preceding) are in addition to the regulations, rates and charges specified in this section. (T) 

(C) Special Construction is not applicable to EIS. 

3.1.4 Expanded Interconnection Service (EISl 

The regulations, rates and charges for EIS in Section 17 are in addition to the regulations, rates and 
charges specified in this section. 

3.1.5 Tandem Switch Signaling 

The regulations, rates and charges for Tandem Switch Signaling in Section 4 and are in addition to the 
regulations, rates and charges specified in this section. 

Certain material previously appearing on this page currently appears on Original Page 3-8.1 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 837.) 
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1300 I Street NW, Washington, D.C. 20005 

00041.7 

(T) 

(T) 



VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: April 17, 2001 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.1 General 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 4-6 

Effective: May 2, 2001 

Switched Access provides two-point communications paths between the point of tennination at a COL and the 
points of lenni nation at Telephone Company end user premises within the Access Area. Each path is established 
through the use of Switched Transport, (Entrance Facilities, Direct-Trunked Transport and/or Tandem Switched 
Transport) End Office Services, and Common Lines or Special Access Lines. Switched Access provides for the 
ability to originate calls from an end user's premises to the COL and to tenninate calls from the COL to an end 
user's premises. Specific descriptions of Switched Access are in 4.2. Switched Access Services may be 
connected to a customer's transmission equipment a1d facilities using a OS1 or DS3 Cross Connect arrangement 
where the customer is provided Expanded Interconnection Service as defined in Section 17. 

Switched Access services, when used to provide Tandem Switch Signaling (TSS) may be connected to a 
customer's access tandem via Switched Transport Access services or to a customer's transmission equipment 
and facilities using a DS1 or DS3 Cross Connect arrangement where the customer is provided Expanded 
Interconnection Service as described in Section 17. TSS is available only with FGO, and BSA-D Switched Access, 
500 SAC Access and 900 SAC Access services provided from equal access end offices. TSS is provided in 
muHifrequency (MF) address signaling fonnat from equal access end offices. TSS is also provided in SS7 Out of 
Band signaling fonnat at suitably equipped (Service Switching Point) end offices. TSS is not available from end 
offices that use alternate technologies to provide equal access capabilities, nor from Telephone Company access 
tandems. 

Switched Access Feature Group's are ordered in either quantities of lines or trunks or in Busy Hour Minutes of 
Capacity (BHMC). FGA and BSA-A is furnished on a per-line basis, and FGB, FGC, FGO, BSA-8, BSA-C, BSA-D 
and SAC Access Service are furnished on a per-trunk basis in accordance with the capacity ordered in trunks or 
BHMC. 

Quantities of lines, trunks or total BHMC of the circuit group connecting the first point of switching and the COL are 
detennined at the Telephone Company's first point of switching. 

A customer may designate one or more CDLs within the LATA for FGA, FGB, FGC, FGD, BSA-A, BSA-8, BSA-C, 
BSA-0 Switched Access or SAC Access Service. 

When Switched Access is ordered in BHMC, the BHMC must be differentiated by Feature Group type and 
directionality of traffic as in 4.3.2 in order for the Telephone Company to property design Switched Access to meet 
the traffic carrying c~pacity requirements of the customer. 

When a customer plans to use Switched Access in connection with the resale of services of an IC, the provisions 
for such Switched Access charges are in Section 12. 

Switched Access is provided with basic testing as described in 4.2.1(A)(9), (8)(11), (C)(11), (0)(11 ), and 4.2.7. 
Additional testing is provided as described in 6.6. Testing is provided only on the FIA supplied by the Telephone 
Company. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC N0.14 
Original Page 4-55 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cant' d) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.3 Description of Switched Transport 

(A) General 

(1) Switched Transport provides the transmission of Switched Access communications including 
SAC Access Service, between the COL and the originating or terminating end office 
switch(es) in the Access Area with one exception. Switched Transport associated with FGA 
or BSA-A 1 + terminating traffic provides for the transmission of Switched Access outside the 
Access Area, however within the LATA. Switched Transport is comprised of the following 
rate elements; an Entrance Facility Rate, a Direct-Trunked Transport Rate, a Tandem
Switched Transport Rate and an Interconnection Rate. A Dedicated Switched Access 
Transport Rate is associated W1h CCS7 Access Service. An ElS Cross Connect rate 
applies where Switched Access is interconnected with a customer's transmission facilities in 
accordance with Section 17. 

The Entrance Facility Rate is assessed upon customers for the use of Telephone Company 
Voiceband, DS1 and DS3 high capacity facilities, including interface arrangements, between 
the point of termination at the Customer Designated Location (COL) and the Telephone 
Company's serving wire center. The Entrance Facility is further described in 4.2.3(8). 

The Direct-Trunked Transport Rate is assessed upon customers for the use of Voiceband, 
DS1 and DS3 high capacity transport facilities dedicated to a single customer between a 
serving wire center and end offtce (including host end offices), end offices used to provide 
Tandem Switch Signaling, between a serving wire center and a Telephone Company Hub 
for mu~iplexing purposes, between two Telephone Company hubs, between a serving wire 
center and a Directory Assistance Center, between a Telephone Company Hub and an end 
office and between a serving wire center and a Telephone Company access tandem. The 
Direct-Trunked Transport Rate is flat-rated and has both distance-sensitive and nondistance
sensitive components. Direct-Trunked Transport is further described in 4.2.3(C). 

A Dedicated Trunk Port is applicable to the purchase of dedicated trunks terminated by that 
port. The Dedicated Trunk Port provides for the termination of a dedicated trunk at the end 
office or access tandem. The Dedicated Trunk Port is a flat rated charge assessed on a per 
tunk basis. The rate is determined based on whether the trunk is voicegrade or OS 1. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 4-65 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.3 Description of Switched Transport (Cont'd) 

(C) Direct-Trunked Transport (Cont'd) 

between an EIS Cross Connect arrangement located in a Telephone Company wire center 
and a different serving \\1re center. end offiCe or Telephone Company access tandem. 

and a serving wire center and end office vdlere Tandem Switch Signaling is provided as 
described in 4.2.5 (AC) and 4.2.21. 

The Orect-Trunked Transport Rate is flat-rated and has both distance-sensitive and nondistance
sensitive components. The distance-sensitive mileage recovers costs of the transmission facilities, 
including intermediate transmission circuit equipment, between the end points of the circuit. There 
are two non-distance sensitive components; the termination v.tlich recovers costs of circuit 
equipment at the ends of the transmission links, and the trunk port component which recovers costs 
of the trunk ports. A Dedicated Trunk Port charge shall be assessed on a per voicegrade or DS1 
channel terminating at an end offiCe or access tandem. Direct-Trunked Transport is not provided at 
Telephone Company end offices that are not capable of measuring switched access minutes of use. 
These end offices are specified in NECA Tariff FCC No.4. 

(D) Tandem-Switched Transport 

The Tandem-Switched Transport Rate is assessed upon customers for the use of transport from a 
serving 'wire center to an end office that is switched at a Telephone Company access tandem. The 
Tandem-Switched Transport rate shall also be assessed for transport between a Telephone 
Company access tandem and end office, between a host end office and a remote end office and 
between a FGA dial tone office and other end offices in the local caling area. Tandem-Switched 
Transport consists of circuits used in common by multiple customers from the Telephone Company 
access tandem to an end office. The Tandem-Switched Transport Rate includes four subelements, 
a Tandem-Switched Transport - Faci6ty, a Tandem-Switched Transport - Termination, Tandem 
Switching Rate and Shared Multiplexing. The Tandem-Switched Transport- Facility is usage rated 
and distance-sensitive, i.e., a per access minute per airline mile rate. The rate recovers costs of the 
transmission facilities, including intermediate transmission circuit equipment, between the end points 
of the circuit. The Tandem-Switched Transport- Termination is a usage rated, per minute rate to 
recover costs incurred at the ends of the transmissions links. The Tandem Switching Rate is a 
usage rated, per minute rate to recover a portion of the tandem switching costs. The Tandem 
Switching Rate is not applicable for transport between a host end office and a remote end office or 
to FGA Transport. For Tandem Switched Transport, a Shared Multiplexing Rate will be assessed to 
all minutes of use from the Telephone Company Access Tandem to an end office. The Shared 
Multiplexing rate recovers multiplexing costs on the end office side of the tandem. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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Original Page 4-69 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.5 End Office Services Optional Arrangements 

The following optional arrangements are available in offices where equipment, facilities, and other 
conditions permit The Telephone Company makes no guarantee that these optional arrangements will be 
available in all locations. 

Unless otherwise noted, these End Office Services Optional Arrangements are nonchargeable. 

(A) Alternate Traffic Routing 

This option provides the capability of directing originating traffiC from an end office (or appropriately 
equipped Telephone Company access tandem) via a trunk group (the "high usage" group) to a COL 
until that group is fully loaded, and then delivering additional originating traffic (the "overflowing" 
traffic) from the same end office or Telephone Company access tandem to a different trunk group or 
groups (via one or more intermediate high usage groups) to one or more CDLs until the originating 
traffic is directed to a final group. The customer shall specify the last trunk CCS desired for the high 
usage group and each intermediate group. 

When a FGD, 500 SAC, or 900 SAC customer subscribes to Tandem Switch Signaling and 
Alternate Traffic Routing the customer may have a maximum of one route to which the traffic can 
overflow. 

When a FGD customer subscribes to TAS (Tandem Access Sectorization) and Memate Traffic 
Routing, the "final" trunk group and any intermediate trunk groups carrying additional originating 
overflowing traffic must terminate at the same COL as does the "high usage" trunk group. 

This option is provided in suitably equipped end offtees or Telephone Company access tandems 
and is available with FGB, FGC, and FGD. 

This option is available with BSA-8, BSA-C and BSA-D as a chargeable BSE as specified in 4.2.22 
and 4.5.10. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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Original Page 4-79 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.5 End Office Services Optional Arrangements (Cont'd) 

(V) Switched Access Interface (Cont'd) 

{1) OOOinatilg Only Feature {Cont'd) 

(b) Unrestricted Arrangement - Originating Only (Confd) 

Optional Access Code Arrangement 

Subject to technical availability, on an individual tine basis, calls preceded by the 
access code 101XXXX will be blocked. 

(2) 800/877/888 Type Terminatilg Only Feature 

The 800/877/888 Type Terminating Only feature is available on a per-line basis from 
appropriately equipped WA TS Serving Offices and provides for the termination of all calls 
from the subscribing carrier (originated on a 1+800, 1+877 and 1+888 basis) directed to the 
Special Access via FGA, FGB, FGC. FGD, BSA-A, BSA-B, BSA-C, or BSA-D Switched 
Access. This option is not available v.;th Tandem Switch Signaling 

(3) Combined Originating 800/877/888 Type Terminating Calling Feature 

The Combined Originating!T ennilating Calling feature is available on a per-line basis from 
appropriately equipped WATS Serving Offices and provides the functionalities of both the 
OriglnatWig Only and the 800/877/888 Type Terminating Only features. This option is not 
available v.;th Tandem Switch Signaling. 

(This page filed underTransmttal No. 25.) 
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FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.5 End Office Services Optional Arrangements (Cont'd) 

(X) 0+900 Service 

The 0+900 service option provides 0+900+NXX-XXXX dialing capability from end offices converted 
to equal access within a LATA. The 0+900 service option is provided only in conjunction with a 
customer's 1+900+NXX-XXXX dialing capability and is not offered without that capability. 

Calls to a 900 number dialed via 0+ will be blocked unless an ASR requesting unblocking is 
submitted to the Telephone Company by the customer. In addition, calls originating in a lATA for 
which 1 +900 and 0+900 dialing capability has been established will be blocked utilizing the following 
blocking specifications. 

• 1 +900+NXX-XXXX will be blocked from coin phones (except customer owned coin operated 
telephones), 101XXXX, Inmate service, Hotet/Motel service (except those with customer 
owned rating services). 

• 0+900+NXX-XXXX will be blocked from 10XXXor 101XXXX and Inmate service. 

(Y) Signaling System 7 (SS7l Out of Band Signaling 

This option is provided in conjunction with Common Channel Signaling System 7 (CCS7) Access 
Service described in 4.2.10 and is only available with Switched Access FGD or BSA-D service, 500 
SAC Access, 80018771888 SAC Access and 900 SAC Access Services. SS7 Out of Band Signaling 
provides common channel out of band transmission of address and supervisory SS7 protocol 
signaling information between an end office or Telephone Company access tandems and the CDL. 
FGD or BSA-D Switched Access, 500 SAC Access, 800/877/888 SAC Access, and 900 SAC 
Access service equipped with SS7 Out of Band Signaling (Tandem Switch Signaling is only 
available on FGD Switched Access, 500 SAC Access and 900 SAC Access services) are available 
with the following interface arrangements: DS1 Dig~al, DS1C Digital (existing customers only), DS3 
Digital, and DS3C Digital (existing customers only). S$7 Out of Band Signaling is provided at 
suitably equipped Telephone Company end offices or Telephone Company access tandems. The 
technical specmcations for SS7 Out of Band Signaling are described in Technical Reference GR- (C)(x) 
905-CORE, Issue 11. (C)(x) 

(Z) Calling Party Number (CPN) Parameter 

The CPN parameter, avallable as a nonchargeable option for originating FGD or BSA-D with SS7 
Out of Band Signaling, provides for the automatic transmission of the ten digit directory number, 
associated with a calling station, to the customer's premises tor originating calfs. The ten digit 
number consists of the NPA plus the seven digit telephone number which may or may not be the 
same number as the calling station's charge number. The CPN parameter also includes a "privacy 
indicator'' which allows the ten digit telephone number to be coded as presented or restricted for (C)(x) 
delivery to the called end user. The technical specifications for CPN are described in Technical (C)(x) 
Reference GR-905-CORE, Issue 11. 

(x} GR-905-CORE,Issue 11, replaces TR-TSV-000905 in its entirety. 
(This page filed under Transmittal No. 1037.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: August 27. 2009 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 
4 .2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.5 End Office Services Optional Arrangements (Confd) 
(AA) C<nier Selection Parameter (CSP) 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
3rd Revised Page 4-84 

Cancels 2nd Revised Page 4-84 
Effective: September 11, 2009 

The CSP, available as a nonchargeable option for originating FGD or originating BSA-D with SS7 
Out of Band Signaling, provides for the automatic transmission of a signaling indicator which 
signif~es to the customer whether or not a given call originated from a presubscribed line. If the line 
was presubscribed, the indicaor wil signify if the end user did or did not dial 101XXXX. The 
technical specifications for CSP are descOOed in Technical Reference GR-905-CORE, Issue 11 . (C}(x) 

(AB) Charge Number (CN) Parameter 

The CN parameter, available as a nonchargeable optioo for originating FGD with SS7 Out of Band 
Signaling, is equivalent to the existing ten digit Automatic Number IdentifiCation (ANI) avaiable with 
FGD with MF signaftng. When BSA-0 with SS7 Out of Band Signaling is specified, the customer 
may order the CN parameter at the rates for ANI-BSE as shown in 4.6. The CN parameter provides 
for the automatic transmission of the ten digit billing number of the calling station and the originating 
line information. The technical specifications for CN are described in Technical Reference GR-905- (C)(x) 
CORE, Issue 11. (C)(x) 

These llformation digits shal only be used for billing and collection, routing, screening, and 
completion of the originating subscriber's call or transaction or for service direcUy related to the 
originating subscriber's call or transaction. The information provided shall not be reused or resold 
without first notifying the originating telephone subscriber and obtaining affirmative consent of the 
subscriber for reuse or resale. Unless the originating subscriber has given consent for the reuse or 
resale, any infoonatioo provided shall not be used for any purpose other than: 
• performing the services or transactions that are subject of the origllaing subscriber's cal; 
• ensuring networ1< performance security, and the effectiveness of call delivery: 
• compiling, using and disclosing aggregate information, and, 
• complying with applicable laws. 

The above restrictions shall not prevent the subscriber to the CN Paraneter from using llformation 
acquired from a CN Parameter, such as the telephooe number or information derived from analysis 
of the characteristics of calls received through the CN Parameter, to offer a product or service that is 
directly related to the products or services previously purchased by a customer of the CN Parameter 
subscriber. 

(AC) Tandem Switch Signaling 

This option allows for the passing of the Carrier Identification Code (CIC} and the OZZ code or 
circutt code information needed to perform tandem switching functions. The CIC identif~as the 
uniform access code associated with the Switched Access usage for a specific interexchange 
carrier. The OZZ code identifies the service class routing code of a multifrequency cal that indicates 
the interexchange carrier's trunk group to which the traff'K; wiU be routed. The circu~ code identifies 
the service class routing of an SS7 call that indicates the interexchange carrier's trunk group to 
which the traffic will be routed (e.g., 0+, 0-, 500, 900, etc). This option is only available with FGD 
Switched Access, 500 SAC Access, and 900 SAC Access services and can only be provided from 
equal access end off~ees. This option is not available from end offices that use alternate 
technologies to provide equal access capabilities, or from Telephone Company access tandems. 

(x) GR-905-CORE, Issue 11, replaces TR-TSV-000905 in its entiety. 
(This page filed under Transmittal No. 1037.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: August27. 2009 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS {Cont'd) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.11 Toll Free Customer Identification Function 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
4th Revised Page 4-95 

Cancels 3rd Revised Page 4-95 
Effective: September 11, 2009 

This function utilizes Toll Free Data Base Query Service, as described in 4.2.19, to screen all ten digits of all 
Toll Free-NXX-XXXX type calls generated by end users to determine the customer to which the 
800/8771888 call is to be routed. This function is provided in conjunction with Toll Free SAC Access 
Service. This function is not available with Tandem Switch Signaling. 

4.2.12 900 Customer Identification Function 

This function provides for screening of the first six digits of all 900-NXX-XXXX type calls generated by end 
users to determine the customer to which the call is to be routed. This function is provided in conjunction 
with 900 SAC Access Service and with FGC, FGD, BSA-C and BSA-0. This function is available with 
Tandem Switch Signaling. 

4.2.13 Design and Routing of Switr:hed Access 

The Telephone Company shall work cooperatively with the customer to design and determine the routing 
and directionality of Switched Access including the selection of facilities from the first point of switching to 
the COL Selection of facilities, equipment and routing of the Switched Access is based on standard 
engineering methods, facilities and equipment available, Telephone Company traffic routing plans, and the 
customer's order for service. 

4.2.14 Provision of Switched Access Performance Data 

Performance data for Switched Access will be made available to the customer based on Telephone 
Company established intervals and availability. This data may include, but is not limited to, equipment 
blockage and failure results, ineffective attempt performance, transmission failures, and other 
service-related data. Any request for data or format that is not Telephone Company Standard will be 
handled on an Individual Case Basis with any associated cost to be borne by the customer. Performance 
data related to customer provided facilities will not be provided. 

4.2.15 Transmission Performance 

Each Switched Ar:x:~ass transmission path is provided with a standard transmission performance. The 
standard for a particular path is dependent on the Interface Arrangement and whether the Switched Access 
is routed direct or via a Telephone Company access tandem. In addition, Data Transmission Parameters 
may be ordered by the customer. The transmission performance parameters are set forth in Section 7000 
of the GTE Technical Interface Reference Manual. The transmission performance parameters relate only to 
the Telephone Company provided portion of the service. 

The transmission specifications and diversity requirements for CCS7 Access service are as described in 
Technical Reference GR-905-CORE, Issue 11. (C)(x) 

{x) GR-905-CORE, Issue 11, replaces TR-TSV-000905 in its entirety. 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 4-99 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.2 Description of Switched Access (Cont'd) 

4.2.20 500 Customer Identification Function 

This function provides for screening of the first six digits of all 500-NXX-XXXX type calls generated by end 
users to determine the customer to which the call is to be routed. This function is provided in oonjunction 
with 500 SAC Access Service and with FGC and FGD. This function is available with Tandem Switch 
Signaling 

4.2.21 Tandem Switch Signaling 

Tandem Switch Signaling, offered in conjunction with FGD Switched Access, 500 SAC Access, or 900 SAC 
Access Se!'lice with either multifrequency address signaling or SS7 Out of Band Signaling Access Service, 
provides the Carrier Identification Code (CIC) and the OZZ code or circuit code as described in 4.2.5 (AC) to 
determine the customer and trunk group(s) where traffic will be routed. 

Rate regulations applicable to Tandem Switch Signaling are found in 4.5.2 (H)(7). 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
4th Revised Page 4-1 06 

Cancels 3rd Revised Page 4-1 06 
Effective: June 15, 2007 Issued: May 31, 2007 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4. 3 Obligations of the Customer (Conl'd) 

4.3.3 Jurisdictional Report Requirements (Confd) 

(A) Jurisdictional Reports (Confd) 

(1) Percent Interstate Usage (PIU) (Confd) 

(b) (Cont'd) 
Feature Group A (FGA) Switched Access Service Notes 1. 2 

Feature Group B (FGB) Switched Access Service Not .. t. 2 

Feature Group C (FGC) Switched Access Service Notes 1. 2 

Feature Group D (FGD) Switched Access Service Notes 1. 2 

Basic Serving Arrangement A {BSA-A) Notes 1. 2. 3 

Basic Serving Arrangement B {BSA-8) Notes 1. 2. J 

Basic Serving Arrangement C (BSA-C) Notes 1. 2. 3 

Basic Serving Arrangement D (BSA-D) Notes 1. 2. 3 

500 Access Services Notes 1. 2 

700 Access Services Notes 1. 2 

Toil Free Services Nates 1· 2· 4 

900 Access Services Notes 1. 2 

When a customer submits an order for Switched Access services, the customer must state the 
Percentage of Interstate Usage (P IU) on a statewide, LATA, billing account number (BAN) or end 
office level. 

When the customer provides PIU factors, the Company will subtract the developed PIU from 100 
and the difference is the percent intrastate usage. The sum of the interstate and intrastate 
percentages will equal100 percent. The customer may only provide a PIU factor that is a whole 

(M) 

(M) 

(T) 
(M) 

number (a number from 0 to 1 00). (M) 

NoTE 1 The PIU factors will apply to all associated elements and services, e.g., Carrier Common Line, End Office Switching, (C) 
lnfonnation Surcharge, Interconnection Charge, End Office Dedicated Trunk Port, Access Tandem Dedicated Trunk (C) 
Port, Shared Trunk Port and, if applicable, Tandem Switched Transport and Tandem Switching. (M) 

Na TE 2 The PIU factor for Switched Access services must be provided by the customer of record when used in conjunction with (M) 
Switched EIS as described in Section 17 or used in conjunction with Tandem Switch Signaling. 

NoTe J: When determining the jurisdiction of Switched Access traffic provided via a BSA or Basic Service Element (BSE) and 
the intrastate equivalent of the BSA or BSE is only available on a bundled feature group basis, intrastate usage will be 
prorated to the bundled intrastate feature group equivalent of the BSA. 

Note 4: "Toll Free· service includes any access service that utilizes the following NPAs: 800, 888, 877, 866, 855, 844, 833, and 
822 as they become available to the industry. (M) 

Certain regulations on this page fonner1y appeared on 2nd Revised Page 4-106.1. 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 4-138 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.5 Rate and Charge Regulations (Confd) 

4.5.2 Rate Regulations (Cont'd) 

(H) Description and Application of Rates (Confd) 

(6) Transitional Billing Arrangements (Coni' d) 

(c) Once the allocation for transitional billing, as in (ii) and (iii) is completed, all Switched Access 
rate elements will be billed based on this allocation. 

Swrtched Transport Facility mileage for the access minutes apportioned will be calculated on 
an airline basis, using the V&H coordinates method, between each end office to which minutes 
have been apportioned and the serving wire center for the COL. 

SpecifiC details and methodology used to apportion FGA, FGB, BSA-A or BSA-B minutes as 
described in the preceding paragraphs will be provided to the customer upon request within 15 
days of the receipt of such request. 

(7) Tandem swnch Signaling !TSSl 

TSS will be provided via FGD or BSA-0 Switched Access, 500 SAC Access, or 900 SAC Access 
services with either multifrequency (MF) address signaling or SS7 Out of Band Signaling. TSS is 
available with originating calling only, terminating calling only, or, where available, twcrway calling 
trunks. TSS twcrway calling trunks are only available from end offices where the switch technology is 
capable of measuring the terminating usage on two-way TSS equipped trunks. Where the end office 
swrtch technology is not capable of measuring terminating usage on twcrway calling TSS equipped 
trunks, the customer must order originating calling only or terminating calling only trunks for use with 
TSS. 

Switched Access connections to the customer's access tandem location(s) shall be via Direct
Trunked Transport, Entrance Facility, and/or a customef's transmission equipment and facilities using 
DS1 or DS3 Cross Connect arrangement where the customer is provided Expanded Interconnection 
Service as described in Section 17. The Switched Access Entrance Facility provides the faci~ty. 
including interface arrangemen~ between the point of termination at the customer designated location 
and the Telephone Company's serving wire center. Direct-Trunked Transport provides the interoffiCe 
facilities dedicated to a single customer between the serving wire center and end offices. TSS is not 
available via a Telephone Company access tandem. The facilnies ordered by the customer for 
oonnectivity from the customer's access tandem to an IC's CDL is provided via Special Access facilities 
as described in Section 5. 

For originating usage the owner of the carrier identification code will be billed for all 
usage. 

For terminating usage all associated Swrtched Access usage charges are the responsibility of 
the TSS customer. AI the TSS customer's request, the Telephone Company will bill each of 
the TSS customers users directly for their respective usage, if the TSS customer agrees to 
furnish the Telephone Company, free of charge, the call detail informaUon necessary to bill ns 
users. This call detail information must be provided daily for the previous day's usage in 
industry standard format (i.e., 1101-20 Expanded Message Record format with end office level 
detail). The in1orrnation must be provided by either electronic transmission or magneUc tape 
as specified by the Telephone Company. 

{This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFFFCC NO. 14 
1st Revised Page 4-139 

Cancels Original Page 4-139 
Effective: October 25, 2001 Issued: October 10, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

4. SWITCHED ACCESS (Cont'd) 

4.5 Rate and Charge Regulations (Confd) 

4.5.2 Rate Regulations (Confd) 

(H) Description and Application of Rates (Confd) 

(7) Tandem Switch Signaling (Confd) 

If the TSS customer fails to provide the call detail information or fails to provide information in 
the required format within 30 days from the call activity date, then the TSS customer win be billed for 
that day's usage. Where the total usage measured by the Telephone Company differs from the total 
amount of usage provided by the TSS customer's call detail infonnation, the Telephone Company will 
work cooperatively with the TSS customer to resolve the discrepancies. 

The TSS customer must retain documentation in support of the billing information for a period of fifteen 
months after submission of the billing tapes to the Telephone Company. The Telephone Company 
reserves the right to audn billing tape information upon 30 days' notice to the TSS customer. In the 
event of a discrepancy, if final agreement cannot be reached, charges will be billed based on the 
results of the audit 

(8) NXX Translation Nonrecurring Charge 

The NXX Translation Nonrecurring Charge, as set forth in 4.6.1(C), shall apply to each 500 NXX code 
activated or deactivated in a Telephone Company switch capable of performing the customer 
identification function for 500 SAC Access Service. The total nonrecurring charge per customer order 
shall be determined by multiplying the number of swnches in which the Telephone Company must 
activate or deactivate the NXX code within the serving area specified by the custome(s order times the 
appropriate nonrecurring charge. Separate nonrecurring charges apply to the activation or deactivation 
of the first NXX code contained on the customer's ASR and to the activation or deactivation of each 
additional NXX code contained on the same ASR. In addition, the Swnthed Access Ordering Charge, 
as set forth in 4.6.1(8) wiH apply per ASR submitted for the activation or deactivation of NXX codes. 

(9) Dedicated Trunk Port Charge 

The Dedicated Trunk Port charge, as set forth in 4.6.2.(1), shall apply for termination of a 
dedicated trunk at the access tandem or an end office. It is flat-rated and is assessed per voicegrade 
or DS1 channel terminating at an end office or access tandem. 

( 1 0) Shared Trunk Port Charge 

The Shared Trunk Port, as set forth in 4.6.3.(E), provides for the termination of a Tandem-switched 
Trunk at an end offiCe. The Shared Trunk Port is usage rated an shall be assessed to all access 
minutes which utilize Tandem-Switched Transport. This includes minutes of use associated with FGA 
service when traffic is terminated in an end office that is not the dial tone office and on minutes of use (T) 
provided at a remote office. , (T) 

The Shared Trunk Port charge win not apply to access minutes that originate or terminate at the end 
office part of a Class 4f5 swnch. 

The Shared Trunk Port charge does not apply to sw~ched access minutes of use that originate or 
terminate at MTSOs directly interconnected to a Telephone Company access tandem. 

When the Tandem-Sw~ched Transport is provided by more than one telephone company, the Shared 
Trunk Port charge shall be biHed by the Telephone Company in whose territory the end office is 
located, as in 2.7.3(G). 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 107.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 12-13 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: Apri117, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

12. CARRIER COMMON LINE SERVICE (Con!'d) 

12.4 Rate Regulations (Confd) 

12.4.3 Resold Services (Cont'd) 

(D) Rate Regulations Concerning the Resale of MTS/MTS-type Services (Confd) 

(7) When the Adjustment Will Be Applied to Customer Bills 

The adjustment, as set forth in (4), (5) and (6) preceding, will be made to the involved 
customer account no later than either the next bill date, or the one subsequent to that, 
depending on v.tlen the usage report is obtained. 

(8) Conversion of Billed Usage to Minutes 

When the MTSIMTS-type usage is shown in hours, the number of hours shall be 
multiplied by 60 to develop the associated MTSIMTS-type minutes of use. If the 
MTSIMTS-type usage is shown in a un~ that does not show hours or minutes, the 
customer shall provide a factor to convert the shown units to minutes. 

(9) Mixed Interstate and Intrastate Usage 

The adjustment, as set forth in (4), (5) and (6) preceding, will be made to the involved 
customer account after making the adjustments to the customer account, as set forth in 
4.5.2(0). 

12.4.4 Tandem Switch Signaling 

(A) When Tandem Switch Signaling (TSS) is provided with originating Feature Group D service, the 
Carrier Common Line rate element will be billed to the customer to v.tlom the Carrier 
Identification Code is assigned. 

(B) When tenninating tandem routed service is received from the TSS customer, the carrier 
common line charges for the tenninating minutes of use to each end office from the TSS 
customer's location will be billed in the following manner: 

(1) If the TSS customer is not the customer of record, the customer of record, i.e., the 
customer v.tlo ordered the facilities to the TSS customer's location, or the customer on 
v.tlose behalf the TSS customer has ordered the facilities as agent for the customer, will 
be billed for all tenninating Carrier Common Line charges. 

(2) If the TSS customer is the customer of record for facilities to the TSS customer's 
location, the terminating Carrier Common Line charges are the responsibility of the TSS 
customer. At the TSS customer's request, the Telephone Company will bill each of the 
TSS customer's customers directly for their respective Carrier Common Line charges, if 
the TSS customer agrees to furnish the Telephone Company, free of charge, the call 
detail information necessary to bill the TSS customer's users as set forth in 4.5.2(H)(7). 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: August 27, 2009 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

2. 7 FIA Services Provided By More Than One Telephone Company 

2.7. 1 General 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
1st Revised Page 2-43 

Cancels Original Page 2-43 
Effective: September 11 , 2009 

Munsell /{ 
Deposition Exhibit _..:_j. __ 

When Switched Transport or Special Transport service is provided by more than one telephone company, the 
telephone companies involved will mutually agree upon one of the billing methods based upon the type of 
access service and the interconnection arrangements between the telephone companies. 

The telephone company will notify the customer which billing method will be used. The customer will place the 
ASR as in 3.3. 

2.7.2 Single Company Billing 

The Single Company Billing method may be applied to FGA and BSA-A Switched Access Service. 

The telephone company receiving the ASR from the customer, as specified in 3.3(A)(1), will arrange to provide 
the service, detennine the applicable charges and bill the customer for the entire service in accordance with its 
Access tariff. The airline mil~age is detennined using the V&H method in the NECA Tariff FCC No.4. (T) 

2. 7. 3 Meet Point Billing 

Meet Point Billing is required when an access service is provided by multiple Telephone Companies* for FGB, 
FGC, FGD, BSA-8, BSA-C and BSA-D Switched Access services and Special Access. It is optional for FGA 
and BSA-A Switched Access Services. 

There are two Meet Point BiUing Options - Single BiU and Multiple Bill. The Telephone Company must notify 
the customer of: 

the Meet Point Billing Option that will be used, 
the Telephone Company(s) that will render the bill(s), 
the Telephone Company(s) to whom payment(s) should be remitted, and 
the Telephone Company(s) that will provide the bill inquiry function. 

The Telephone Company shall provide such notification at the time that an ASR is placed requesting access 
service. Additionally, the Telephone Company shall provide this notice in writing 30 days in advance of any 
change. 

(A) Single Bill Opfion 

The Single Bill Option allows the customer to receive one bill from one telephone company or its billing 
agent for access services. 

The Telephone Company(s) that renders the bill to the customer may provide to the customer, cross 
references to the other Telephone Company(s) service and/or the common circuit identifiers based 
upon industry standards as contained in the Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) (T) 
Guidelines. Should a billing dispute arise, the tenns and conditions of the Billing Company(s) will (T) 
apply. 

Meet Point Billing option guidelines, as contained in the MECAB Guidelines, may also be applied to FIA services provided (T) 
by one exchange carrier in two or more states within a single LATA. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 1037.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-44 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

2.7 FIA Services Provided By More Than One Telephone Company (Cont'd) 

2. 7. 3 Meet Point Billing (Cont'd) 

(A} Single Bill Option (Cont'd) 

For usage rated access services the access minutes of use will be compiled by the Initial Billing 
Company and used by the Initial Billing Company and any subsequent Billing Company(s) for the 
development of access charges. 

The Initial Billing Company for FGB, FGC and FGD, BSA-B, BSA-C and BSA-0 Switched 
Access services is normally the end use(s serving office and for WATS usage the Initial Billing 
Company is normally the WATS serving office. When the Initial Billing Company is other than 
1he notmally designated Telephone Company, 1he Telephone Company wiM notify the 
customer. 

The Subsequent Billing Company(s) is any Telephone Company(s) in whose territory a 
segment of the Switched Transport Facility is provided and/or where the COL is located. 

The Single Bill option provides three billing alternatives, Single Bill/Single Tariff, Single 
BilVPass-Through Billing and Single BilVMultiple Tariff v.tlich are described following: 

( 1) Single Bill/Single Tariff 

Each Telephone Company will receive an ASR or a copy of the ASR from the customer as 
specified in 3.3(A)(2) and arrange to provide the service. The Initial Billing Company will: 

determine the applicable charges and bill in accordance with its tariff; 
include all recurring and nonrecurring rates and charges of its tariff; and 
forward the bill to the customer. 

The customer will remit the payment to the Initial Billing Company. 

(2) Single BilllPass-Through BiDing 

Each Telephone Company will receive an ASR or a copy of the ASR from the customer as 
specified in 3.3(A)(2) and arrange to provide the service. Each Telephone Company will: 

determine its portion of Switched Transport and/or Special Transport as in 2.7.3(C); 
determine the applicable charges and bill in accordance with its tariff; 
include all recuning and nonrecurring rates and charges of its taliff; and 
forward the bill to the Initial Billing Company for meet point billed access services. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-45 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS {Conl'd) 

2. 7 FIA Services Provided Bv More Than One Telephone Company {Cont'd) 

2.7.3 Meet Point B~ling (Confd) 

{A) Single Bill Option (Cont'd) 

(2) Single Bill/Pass-Through Billing (Cont'd) 

The Initial Billing Company will: 

apply usage data, when needed, to the bill and calculate the charges; 
identify each involved Telephone Company's charges separately on the bill; 
combine all the bills of the involved Telephone Companies of a meet point billed access 
service into one access bill; 
forward the bill to the customer; and 
advise the customer how to remit the payment, either directly to each Telephone 
Company involved in the provision of this meet point billed service; or, as a single 
payment made to the Initial Billing Company. If payments are to be sent directly to the 
Initial Billing Company, the Subsequent Billing Company(s) will provide the customer 
with written authorization for the payment arrangement. 

(3) Single Bill/Multiple Tariff 

Each Telephone Company will receive an ASR or a copy of the ASR from the customer as 
specified in 3.3(A)(2) and arrange to provide the service. The Initial Billing Company will: 

determine each Telephone Company's portion of switched transport and/or special 
transport as setforth in 2. 7.3(c); 
determine the applicable charges and bill in accordance with each Telephone 
Company's tariff; 
include all recurring and nonrecurring charges for each involved Telephone Company; 
identify each involved Telephone Company's charges separately on the bill; 
forward the bill to the customer; and 
advise the customer how to remit the payment, either directly to each Telephone 
Company involved in the provision of this meet point billed service; or, as a single 
payment made to the Initial Billing Company. If payments are to be sent directly to the 
Initial Billing Company, the Subsequent Billing Company(s) will provide the customer 
with written authorization for the payment arrangement. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-46 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

2.7 FIA Services Provided Bv More Than One Telephone Company (Cont'd) 

2. 7.3 Meet Point Billing {Cont'd) 

(B) Multiple Bill Option 

The Multiple Bill option aHows all Telephone Companies providing service to bill the customer for their 
portion of a jointly provided access service. Each Telephone Company will: 

determine its portion of the Svmched Transport and/or Special Transport as set forth in 
2.7.3(C); 
detennine the applicable charges and biS in accordance 'Mth its tariff; 
include a" recurrilg and nonrecurring rates and charges of its tariff; and 
forward the bill to the customer. 

The customer will rem~ the payments directly to each Telephone Company. 

{C) Meet Point Billing Mileage Calculation 

Each Telephone Company's portion of the Switched Transport and/or Special Transport mileage will 
be determined as follows: 

(1) For Switched Access Tandem-Switched Transport Services, determine the appropriate 
Tandem-Svmched Transport - Facility total miles by computing the number of miles from the 
access tandem to the serving wire center in the Access Area (i.e., end user serving wire center, 
or WATS Serving Office), using the V&H method as set forth in the NECA Tariff FCC No. 4. 
For Special Access Services, and Switched Access Direct-Trunked Transport determine the 
appropriate Special Transport or Direct-Trunked Transport total miles by computing the number 
of miles between the serving wire centers ilvolved (i.e., COL serving wire center, Hub Wire 
Center, WATS Serving OffiCe, end offtee, or access tandem) using the V&H method as set 
forth in the NECA Tariff FCC No. 4. Where the calculated miles include a fraction, the value is 
rounded up to the next full mile. 

(2) Detennine the bilting percentage {BP), as set forth in the NECA Tariff FCC No. 4. This 
represents the portion of the Service provided by each telephone company. 

{3) For Switched Access Tandem-Switched Transport; (a) multiply the number of access minutes 
of use times the number of air1ine miles as set forth in (1}, times the BP of each Telephone 
Company as set forth in (2), times the Tandem-Switched Transport - Facility rate; (b) multiply 
the Tandem-Switched Transport - Termination rate times the number of access minutes times 
the quantity of terminations. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 

Director - Tariffs 
600 Hidden Ridge, Irving, Texas 75038 

000434 



VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-4 7 

Effective: May 2, 2001 Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

2.7 FIA Services Provided By More Than One Telephone Company (Cont'd) 

2.7 .3 Meet Point Billing (Cont'd) 

(C) Meet Point Billing Mileage Calculation (Cont'd) 

(3) Cont'd) 

Example of Billing Percentage (BP) Method Using the Multiple Bill Option: 

The Tandem-Switched Transport - Facility between Office X and Office Y is jointly provided by 
telephone companies A and B. The following example reflects the rate for telephone company A. 
Rates for telephone company B would appear in its appwpriate Access Tariff. 

(a) Airline miles from telephone company A (office X) to telephone company B (office Y) = 50 
airline miles as setforth in NECA Tariff FCC No.4. 

(b) Billing Percentage for each telephone company (from NECA Tariff FCC No.4). 

Telephone Company A= 40% 
Telephone Company B = 60% 

(c) Access Minutes for Telephone Company A = 9000. 

(d) Tandem-Switched Transport- Facility rate for Telephone Company A= SWT FAC 

(e) Tandem-Switched Transport- Termination Rate= SWT TERM 

NOTE: The Tandem-Switched Transport- Termination rate does not apply in situations where there 
is an intermediate, non-terminating Local Exchange Carrier involved in the provision of the Switched 
Transport FaciiHy. 

Formula: 

Access Minutes (AM) x Airline Miles (ALM) x Billing Percentage (BP) x Tandem-Switched Transport 
- Facility Rate (SWT FAG) +[Tandem-Switched Transport- Termination Rate (SWT TERM) x 
Access Minutes (AM) x Quantity of Terminations (TERMS)]= Total 

Calculation: 

Telephone Company A 

AM ALM BP SWT FAG SWT TERM AM TERMS 
9,000 x 50 x .40 x SWT FAC + [SWT TERM x 9,000 x TERMS]= TOTAL 

(4) For Special Arxess and for Switched Access Direct-T runked Transport, multiply the number of 
airline miles as in (1 ), limes the BP frn each telephone company as in (2), times the Special 
Transport or Direct-Trunked Transport Facility rate elements. For DS1 and DS3 Special Transport 
and DS1 and DS3 Direct-Trunked Transport, multiply the Special Transport Termination or Direct
Trunked Transport Termination rate times the number of terminations provided by the Telephone 
Company. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: October 17, 2002 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Coot' d) 

2. 7 FIA Services Provided By More Than One Telephone Company (Cont'd) 

2.7.3 Meet Point Billing (Cont'd) 

(C) Meet Point Billing Mileage Calculation (Cont'd) 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-4 7.1 

Effective: November 1, 2002 

(5) For lntellilight Optical Transport Service as set forth in Section 20.1 following YA1ere the ( ) 

Exchange Telephone 
Company A (ETC A) 

NODE A 

ETCA 
BP25% 

ring is provided within the operating territories of two or more telephone companies, lOTS 
ring mileage is determined using the methodology iHustrated below. 

Interconnection Point 

swc 
COl B 

swc 
COLD 

NODE 
CDLB 

Exchange Telephone 
Company (ETC B) 

NODE 
COLD 

co 
NODE C 

Step 1 -Calculate the total ring mileage by summing the mileage connecting all locations 
and devices (Node A to SWC COL B) + (SWC COL B to Node COL B) + (Node COL B to 
CO Node C)+ (CO Node C to Node COL D) + (Node COLD to SWC COL D) + (SWC 
Node D to Node A), If the total rilg mileage includles a fraction of a mile, the value is 
rounded up to the next full mile. 

Step 2- Determine the Telephone Company (ETCB) portion of the total ring mileage by 
first multiplying the mileage between Node A and the SWC of COL 8 by the billing 
percentage (BP} for ETC B (40%) and between the SWC COLD and Node A by the BP 
for ETCB (75%) and adding these adjusted mileage segments to the remaining mileage 
segments on the ring (SWC COL B to Node COL B) + (Node COL 8 to CO Node C) + (CO 
Node C to Node COL D)+ (Node COLD to SWC COL D). If this ring mileage calculation 
includes a fraction of a mile, the value is rounded up to the next full mile. If the Telephone 
Company (ETCB) portion of the total ring mileage is 20 miles or less, uti~ze the process 
set forth in Step 3 following to determine the maeage charges for each exchange 
telephone company involved. If the Telephone Company (ETCB) portion of the total ring 
mileage is 21 miles or over, utilize the process set forth in Step 4 through Step 6 folowing 
to determine the mileage charges for each exchange telephone company involved. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 253.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: October 17, 2002 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

FACIUTIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-47.2 

Effective: November 1 , 2002 

2. 7 FIA Services Provided By More Than One Telephone Company (Cont'd) 

2.7.3 Meet Point Billing (Cont'd) 

(C) Meet Point Billing Mileage Calculation (Cont'd) 

(5) (Cont'd) 

Step 3- Develop a Ring BP by dividing the Telephone Company (ETCB) portion of the 
total ring miles determined in Step 2 by the total ring miles determined in Step 1. Next 
apply this Ring BP to the total ring mileage for ECTB determined in Step 2 and apply the 
rates set forth in 20.1 (K) for 1-20 total ring miles. 

Step 4 - If the Telephone Company (ETCB) portion of the total ring miles determined in 
Step 2 is 21 miles or more, apply the 1-20 ring mileage rate set forth in 20.1(K) following 
to the first 20 miles. 

Step 5 - Determine the remaining Telephone Company (ETC B) portion of the total ring 
mileage by subtracting 20 miles from the Telephone Company (ETCB) portion of the total 
ring mileage determined in Step 2. Next apply the rates set forth in 20.1 (K) for mile 21 
and over up to the Telephone Company (ETCB) portion of the total ring miles. 

~ - The total charge for ring mileage is the sum of the charges for the first 20 miles 
calculated in Step 4 plus the remaining miles billed at the rate for 21 miles and over as 
calculated in this Step 5. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 253.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Issued: April17, 2001 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS {Cont'd) 

2.7 FIA Services Provided Bv More Than One Telephone Company {Cont'd) 

2. 7.3 Meet Point Billing (Cont'd) 

TARIFF FCC NO. 14 
Original Page 2-48 

Effective: May 2, 2001 

{D) All other appropriate recurring and nonrecurring charges in each telephone company's Access tariff are 
applicable. 

(E) Where the Tandem-Switched Transport- Facility is provided by more than one telephone company, 
the Tandem-Switched Transport - Tennination rate applies for the tennination at the Telephone 
Company end of the Tandem-Switched Transport (i.e., the first point of switching or the end office 
serving the end user). The Tandem-Switched Transport- Tennination rate will not apply when the 
Telephone Company is the intermediate provider of the Switched Transport Facility. 

{F) The Interconnection charge for Switched Transport shall be billed by the Telephone Company in 
whose territory the end office is located. 

(G) The Shared Trunk Port for Tandem-Switched Transport shall be billed by the Telephone Company in 
whose territory the end office is located. 

(H) For tandem routed trunks, the dedicated trunk port shall be billed by the Telephone Company owning 
the tandem. For end office direct routed trunks, the dedicated trunk port shall be billed by the 
Telephone Company owning the end office on a single bill, single tariff or mu~iple bill, multiple tariff 
meet point billing arrangement. 

(I) The shared multiplexing charge will be assessed to the interexchange carrier by the Telephone 
Company owning the access tandem under the multiple bill, multiple tariff meet point billing option, and 
to the initial billing company, by the Telephone Company owning the access tandem, under the single 
bill, single tariff meet point billing option. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 25.) 
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VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF FCC NO, 14 
2nd Revised Page 2-49 

Cancels 1st Revised Page 2-49 
Effective: November 13, 2002 Issued: October 29, 2002 

FACILITIES FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS 

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS (Cont'd) 

2.7 FIA Se!Vices Provided By More Than One Telephone Company (Cont'd) 

2. 7.4 Zone Density Meet Point Billing 

When the Switched Transport facility (DirecHrunked or Tandem-Switched Transport) and/or Special 
Transport is provided by more than one telephone company the following regulations apply: 

(A) Switched Access 

(1) End Office or Access Tandem is in Verizon Territory: 

(a) Distance sensitive transport provided by the T elephooe Company will be rated 
according to the zone of the Telephone Company's end office or Telephone Company's 
access tandem. 

(b) The transport termination provided by the Telephone Company will be rated according 
to the zone assigned to the Telephone Company's end office or T e1ephone Company's 
access tandem. 

(c) Tandem Switching wiU be rated according to the zone of the Telephone Company's 
access tandem. 

(2) Verizon is intermediate provider of the transport: 

(a) Distance sensttive transport will be rated at Zone 1/Band A rates. 

(b) The transport termination rate does not apply if the Telephone Company is the 
intermediate provider of the transport facility. 

(B) Soecial Access 

(1) End Office or Access Tandem is in Verizon Territory 

(a) Special transport provided by the Telephone Company will be rated according to the 
zone of the Telephone Company's end office or Telephone Company's access tandem. 

(b) The transport termination provided by the Telephone Company will be rated according 
to the zone assigned to the Telephone Company's end office or Telephone Company's 
access tandem. 

(2) Verizon is intermediate provider of the transport. 

(a) Distance Sensitive Transport will be rated at Zone 1/Band A rates. 

(b) The transport termination rate does not apply if the Telephone Company is the 
intell"nediate provider of the transport facility. 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 257.) 
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c. Discussion 

(1) Distinction between "Transport and Termination" and Access 

1033. We recognize that transport and termination oftraffic, whether it originates locally or from a 
distant exchange, involves the same network functions. Ultimately, we believe that the rates that local 
carriers impose for the transport and termination of local traffic and for the transport and termination of long 
distance traffic should converge. We conclude, however, as a legal matter, that transport and termination 
of local traffic are different services than access service for long distance telecommunications. Transport 
and termination oflocal traffic for purposes of reciprocal compensation are governed by sections 25l(b)(5) 
and 252(d)(2), while access charges for interstate long-distance traffic are governed by sections 201 and 
202 of the Act. The Act preserves the legal distinctions between charges for transport and termination of 
local traffic and interstate and intrastate charges for terminating long-distance traffic. 

1034. We conclude that section 25l(b)(5) reciprocal compensation obligations should apply only 
to traffic that originates and terminates within a local area, as defmed in the following paragraph. We 
disagree with Frontier's contention that section 25l(b)(5) entitles an IXC to receive reciprocal 
compensation from a LEC when a long-distance cal1 is passed from the LEC serving the caller to the IX C. 
Access charges were developed to address a situation in which three carriers- typically, the originating 
LEC, the IXC, and the terminating LEC --collaborate to complete a long-distance call. As a general 
matter, in the access charge regime, the long-distance caller pays long-distance charges to the IXC, and the 
IXC must pay both LECs for originating and terminating access service. 2474 By contrast, reciprocal 
compensation for transport and termination of calls is intended for a situation in which two carriers 
collaborate to complete a local call. In this case, the local caller pays charges to the originating carrier, and 
the originating carrier must compensate the terminating carrier for completing the call. This reading of the 
statute is confumed by section 252(d)(2XA)(i), which establishes the pricing standards for section 
25l(b)(5). Section 251(dX2)(A)(i) provides for "recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the 
transport and termination on each carrier's network facilities of calls that originate on the network facilities 
of the other carrier."2475 We note that our conclusion that long distance traffic is not subject to the transport 
and termination provisions of section 251 does not in any way disrupt the ability ofiXCs to terminate their 
interstate long-distance traffic on LEC networks. Pursuant to section 251 (g), LECs must continue to offer 
tariffed interstate access services just as they did prior to enactment of the 1996 Act. We fmd that the 
reciprocal compensation provisions of section 25l(b)(S) for transport and termination of traffic do not 
apply to the transport or termination of interstate or intrastate interexchange traffic. 

24
,. In addition, both the caller and the party receiving the call pay a flat-rated interstate access charge-- the end-user 

common line charge-- to the respective incumbent LEC to whose network each of these parties is connected. 

1
"" 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)(2)(A)(i). 
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1035. With the exception of traffic to or from a CMRS network, state commissions have the 
authority to determine what geographic areas should be considered "local areas" for the purpose of 
applying reciprocal compensation obligations under section 251 (b )(5), consistent with the state 
commissions' historical practice of defining local service areas for wireline LECs. Traffic originating or 
terminating outside of the applicable local area would be subject to interstate and intrastate access charges. 
We expect the states to determine whether intrastate transport and termination of traffic between competing 
LECs, where a portion of their local service areas are not the same, should be governed by section 
251 (b )(5)'s reciprocal compensation obligations or whether intrastate access charges should apply to the 
portions of their local service areas that are different. This approach is consistent with a recently negotiated 
interconnection agreement between Ameritech and ICG that restricted reciprocal compensation 
arrangements to the local traffic area as defined by the state commission. 2476 Continental Cablevision, in an 
ex parte letter, states that many incumbent LECs offer optional expanded local area calling plans, in which 
customers may pay an additional flat rate charge for calls within a wider area than that deemed as local, but 
that terminating intrastate access charges typically apply to calls that originate from competing carriers in the 
same wider area?477 Continental Cablevision argues that local transport and termination rates should apply 
to these calls. We Jack sufficient record information to address the issue of expanded local area calling 
plans; we expect that this issue will be considered, in the first instance, by state commissions. In addition, 
we expect the states to decide whether section 251(b)(5) reciprocal compensation provisions apply to the 
exchange of traffic between incumbent LECs that serve adjacent service areas. 

1036. On the other hand, in light of this Commission's exclusive authority to define the authorized 
license areas of wireless carriers, we will define the local service area for calls to or from a CMRS network 
for the purposes of applying reciprocal compensation obligations under section 251 (b )(5). 2478 Different 
types of wireless carriers have different FCC-authorized licensed territories, the largest of which is the 
"Major Trading Area" (MT A). 2479 Because wireless licensed territories are federally authorized, and vary 
in size, we conclude that the largest FCC-authorized wireless license territory (i.e., MTA) serves as the 
most appropriate defmition for local service area for CMRS traffic for purposes of reciprocal compensation 
under section 251(b)(5) as it avoids creating artificial distinctions between CMRS providers. Accordingly, 

2.,. See letter from Albert H. Kramer, Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & Oshinsky LLP to John Nakahata, Senior Legal 
Advisor to the Chairman, FCC, July 11, 1996. 

2477 Letter from Brenda L. Fox, Vice President, Federal Relations, Continental Cablevision, to Robert Pepper, Chief, 
Office of Plans and Policy, FCC, July 22, 1996, attached to Letter from DonnaN. Lampert, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, 
Glovsky and Popeo, P.C., to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary, FCC, July 22, 1996. 

ws See also infra, Section XI.A.c.3. 

24 79 See Rand McNally, lnc.,J992 Commercial Atlas & Marketing Guide38-39 (1992). 
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traffic to or from a CMR.S network that originates and tenninates within the same MT A is subject to 
transport and tennination rates under section 25l(b)(5), rather than interstate and intrastate access charges. 

103 7. We conclude that section 251 (b )(5) obligations apply to all LECs in the same state-defined 
local exchange service areas, including neighboring incumbent LECs that fit within this description. 
Contrary to the arguments ofNYNEX and Pacific Telesis, neither the plain language of the Act nor its 
legislative history limits this subsection to the transport and tennination oftelecommunications traffic 
between new entrants and incumbent LECs. In addition, applying section 251(b)(5) obligations to 

neighboring incumbent LECs in the same local exchange area is consistent with our decision that all 
interconnection agreements, including agreements between neighboring LECs, must be submitted to state 
commissions for approval pursuant to section 252(e).2480 

1038. Under section 252, neighboring states may establish different rate levels for transport and 
termination oftraffic?481 In cases in which territory in multiple states is included in a single local service 
area, and a local call from one carrier to another crosses state lines, we conclude that the applicable rate for 
any particular call should be that established by the state in which the call terminates. This provides an 
administratively convenient rule, and termination of the call typically occurs in the same state where the 
terminating carrier's end office switch is located and where the cost of terminating the call is incurred. 

(2) Distinction between "Transport" and "Termination" 

1039. We conclude that transport and termination should be treated as two distinct functions. We 
defme "transport," for purposes of section 25l(b)(5), as the transmission ofterminating traffic that is subject 
to section 25l(b)(5) from the interconnection point between the two carriers to the terminating carrier's end 
office switch that directly serves the called party (or equivalent facility provided by a non-incumbent 
carrier). Many alternative arrangements exist for the provision of transport between the two networks. 
These arrangements include: dedicated circuits provided either by the incumbent LEC, the other local 
service provider, separately by each, or jointly by both; facilities provided by alternative carriers; unbundled 
network elements provided by incumbent LECs; or similar network functions currently offered by 
incumbent LECs on a tariffed basis. Charges for transport subject to section 25l(b)(5) should reflect the 
forward-looking cost of the particular provisioning method. 

1040. We define "termination," for purposes of section 25l(b)(5), as the switching of traffic that is 
subject to section 25l(b)(5) at the terminating canier's end office switch (or equivalent facility) and delivery 

l <so See supra, Section Ili.D. 

w' We discuss the methodology states should follow in establishing transport and termination ratirfra, Section 
IX.A.3.c.(3). 

495 

000448 



[ ... ] 

Munsell 
Deposition Exhibit 

SEC. 251 . INTERCONNECTION. 

13 ---

(g) Continued Enforcement of Exchange Access and Interconnection 
Requirements. On and after the date of enactment of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, each local exchange carrier, to the extent 
that it provides wireline services, shall provide exchange access, information 
access, and exchange services for such access to interexchange carriers and 
information service providers in accordance with the same equal access and 
nondiscriminatory interconnection restrictions and obligations (including 
receipt of compensation) that apply to such carrier on the date immediately 
preceding the date of enactment of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
under any court order, consent decree, or regulation, order, or policy of the 
Commission, until such restrictions and obligations are explicitly superseded 
by regulations prescribed by the Commission after such date of enactment. 
During the period beginning on such date of enactment and until such 
restrictions and obligations are so superseded, such restrictions and 
obligations shall be enforceable in the same manner as regulations of the 
Commission. 
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I. ORDER ON REMAND- ISP-BOUND TRAFFIC 

1. The actions we take in this order respond to the writ of mandamus granted by the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit (D.C. Circuit) directing the Commission to 
respond to its prior remand of the Commission's intercarrier compensation rules for Internet Service 
Provider (ISP)-bound traffic.1 As discussed below, we conclude that we have authority to impose ISP
bound traffic rules. 

A. Background 

2. On February 26, 1999, the Commission issued a Declaratory Ruling and Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking in which it held that ISP-bound traffic is jurisdictionally interstate because end 
users access websites across state Iines.2 Because the Local Competition First Report and Order 
concluded that the reciprocal compensation obligation in section 251 (b )(5) applied only to local traffic, 
the Commission found in the Declaratory Ruling that ISP-bound traffic is not subject to section 
25l(b)(5).3 On March 24, 2000, in the Bell Atlantic decision, the D.C. Circuit vacated certain provisions 
of the Declaratory Ruling.4 The court did not question the Commission's finding that ISP-bound traffic is 
interstate. Rather, the court held that the Commission had not adequately explained how its end-to-end 
jurisdictional analysis was relevant to determining whether a call to an ISP is subject to reciprocal 
compensation under section 25l(b)(5).5 In particular, the court noted that aLEC serving an ISP appears 

1 In re Core Communications, Inc., 531 F.3d 849, 861-62 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (directing the Commission to respond to 
the remand in the form of a final, appealable order which explains its legal authority to issue the pricing rules for 
ISP-bound traffic adopted in the !SP Remand Order). 
2 See Intercarrier Compensation for !SP-Bound Traffic, CC Docket No. 99-68, Declaratory Ruling atld Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, 14 FCC Red 3689 (1999) (Declaratory Ruling), vacated and remanded, Bell Atlantic Tel. 
Cos. v. FCC, 206 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (Bell Atlantic). 

3 See also Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and 
Interconnection between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket 
Nos. 96-98, 95-185, First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 15499, 16013, paras. 1033-34 ( 1996) (subsequent history 
omitted) (Local Competition First Report and Order}. 

4 Bell Atlantic, 206 F.3d at 1. 

5 See id. at 5. 
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to perform the function of"termination" because the LEC delivers traffic from the calling party through 
its end office switch to the called party, the ISP.6 

3. On April27, 2001, the Commission released the !SP Remand Order, which concluded 
that section 25l(g) excludes ISP-bound traffic from the scope of section 25l(b)(5).7 The Commission 
explained that section 251 (g) maintains the pre-1996 Act compensation requirements for "exchange 
access, information access, and exchange services for such access," thereby excluding such traffic from 
the reciprocal compensation requirements that the 1996 Act imposed. 8 The Commission concluded that 
ISP-bound traffic was "information access" and, therefore, was subject instead to the Commission's 
section 20 I jurisdiction over interstate communications.9 The Commission also found "convincing 
evidence in the record" that carriers had "targeted ISPs as customers merely to take advantage of ... 
intercarrier payments" (including offering free service to ISPs, paying ISPs to be their customers, and 
sometimes engaging in outright fraud). It therefore adopted an ISP payment regime in order to "limit, if 
not end, the opportunity for regulatory arbitrage."10 The Commission concluded that a bill-and-keep 
regime might eliminate incentives for arbitrage and force carriers to look to their own customers for cost 
recovery .u To avoid a flash cut to bill-and-keep, however, the Commission adopted a compensation 
regime pending completion of the lntercarrier Compensation proceeding .. 2 Specifically, the regime 
adopted by the Commission consisted of: (1) a gradually declining cap on intercarrier compensation for 
ISP-bound traffic, beginning at $.0015 per minute-of-use and declining to $.0007 per minute-of-use; (2) a 
growth cap on total ISP-bound minutes for which aLEC may receive this compensation; (3) a ''new 
markets rule" requiring bill-and-keep for the exchange of this traffic if two carriers were not exchanging 
traffic pursuant to an interconnection agreement prior to the adoption of the regime; and (4) a "mirroring 
rule" that gave incumbent LECs the benefit of the rate cap only ifthey offered to exchange all traffic 

6 
See id at 6. 

7 
See Jntercarrier Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic, CC Docket Nos. 96~98, 99-68, Order on Remand and 

Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 9151, 9171-72, para. 44 (2001) (ISP Remand Order), remanded but not vacated by 
WorldCom, Inc. v. FCC, 288 F.3d 429,432 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (WorldCom) (subsequent history omitted) (holding that 
section 251 (g) appears to provide for the continued enforcement "of certain pre-Act regulatory 'interconnection 
restrictions and obligations'"). 
8 

The term "1996 Act" refers to the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996). 
The term "Act" refers to the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. 47 U.S.C. § 151 el seq. 
9 

See ISP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9175, para. 52. Thus, the Commission affirmed its prior finding in the 
Declaratory Ruling that ISP-bound traffic is jurisdictionally interstate. See id; see also Declaratory Ruling, 14 FCC 
Red at 3710-03, paras. 18-20. 
10 

See ISP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9187, para. 77. 
11 

!SP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9184-85, paras. 74-75. The Commission discussed at length the market 
distortions and regulatory arbitrage opportunities created by the application of per-minute reciprocal compensation 
rates to ISP-bound traffic. In particular, the Commission found that requiring compensation for this type of traffic at 
existing reciprocal compensation rates undermined the operation of competitive markets because competitive LECs 
were able to recover a disproportionate share of their costs from other carriers, thereby distorting the price signals 
sent to their ISP customers. See ISP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9181-86, paras. 67-76. 
12 

See ISP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9153, para. 2 (citing Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation 
Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 16 FCC Red 9610 (2001) (Jntercarrier 
Compensation NPRM)). 
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subject to section 25l(b)(5) at the same rates.13 These rate caps reflected the downward trend in 
intercarrier compensation rates contained in then-recently negotiated interconnection agreements.14 

4. On May 3, 2002, the D.C. Circuit found that the Commission had not provided an 
adequate legal basis for the rules it adopted in the JSP Remand Order.15 Once again, the court did not 
question the Commission's finding that ISP-bound traffic is jurisdictionally interstate. Rather, the court 
held that section·25l(g) ofthe Act did not provide a basis for the Commission's decision. The court held 
that section 251 (g) is simply a transitional device that preserved obligations that predated the 1996 Act 
unti I the Commission adopts superseding rules, and that there was no pre-1996 Act obligation with 
respect to intercarrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic. 16 Although the court rejected the legal 
rationale for the compensation rules, the court remanded, but did not vacate, the ISP Remand Order to the 
Commission, and it observed that "there is plainly a non-trivial likelihood that the Commission has 
authority" to adopt the rules. 17 Accordingly, the rules adopted in the JSP Remand Order have remained in 
effect. 

5. On November 5, 2007, Core filed a petition for writ of mandamus with the D.C. Circuit 
seeking to compel the Commission to enter an order resolving the court's remand in the Wor/dCom 
decision.18 On July 8, 2008, the court granted a writ of mandamus and directed the Commission to 
respond to the WorldCom remand in the form of a final, appealable order which explains its legal 
authority to issue the pricing rules for ISP-bound traffic adopted in the ISP Remand Order .19 The court 
directed the Commission to respond to the writ of mandamus by November 5, 2008.20 

B. Discussion 

6. In this order, we respond to the D.C. Circuit's remand order in WorldCom v. FCC/1 and 
the court's writ of mandamus in Core Communications Inc. 22 Specifically, we hold that although ISP
bound traffic falls within the scope of section 25l(b)(5), this interstate, interexchange traffic is to be 
afforded different treatment from other section 25l(b)(5) traffic pursuant to our authority under section 
201 and 25I(i) of the Act. 

1. Scope of Section 2Sl(b)(5) 

13 JSP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9187-89,9193-94, paras, 78, 80, 89. In a subsequent order, the Commission 
granted forbearance to aJI telecommunications carriers with respect to the growth caps and the new markets rule. 
See Petition ofCore Communications, Inc. for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c)from Application ojthe ISP 
Remand Order, WC Docket No. 03-171, Order, 19 FCC Red 20179 (2004)(Core Forbearance Order). Thus, only 
the rate caps and mirroring rule remain in effect today. 
14 See JSP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9190- 91, para. 85. 
15 See WorldCom, 288 F.3d at 429. 
16 See id at 433 . 
17 See id. at 434. 
18 Pet. for Writ of Mandamus to the Federal Communications Commission, D.C. Cir. 07-1446 (filed Nov. 5, 2007). 
19 Core Communications, Inc., 531 F.3d at 861-62. 
20 See id. If the Commission fails to comply with the writ by the November 5th deadline, the rules will be vacated 
on November 6, 2008. See id. at 862. 
21 See 288 F.3d at 434. 
22 See 531 F.3d at 861-62. 
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7. As an initial matter, we conclude that the scope of section 251 (b )(5) is broad enough to 
encompass ISP-bound traffic. To be sure, we acknowledge that, in the Local Competition First Report 
and Order, the Commission found that section 251(b)(5) applies only to local traffic,"

23 
and some 

commenters continue to press for such an interpretation.14 As other commenters recognize, however, the 
Commission, in the ISP Remand Order, reconsidered that judgment and concluded that it was a mistake 
to read section 25l(b)(5) as limited to local traffic, given that "local" is not a term used in section 
2Sl(b)(5).25 We recognize, as the Supreme Court noted in AT&T Corp. v. Iowa Utilities Board, that "[i]t 
would be a gross understatement to say that the 1996 Act is not a model of clarity."26 Nevertheless, we 
find that the better view is that section 251 (b)( 5) is not limited to local traffic. 

8. We begin by looking at the text ofthe statute. Section 25l{b)(5) imposes on all LECs the 
"duty to establish recif.rocal compensation arrangements for the transport and termination of 
telecommunications." 7 The Act broadly defines ''telecommunications" as "the transmission, between or 
among points specified by the user, of information ofthe user's choosing, without change in the form or 
content of the information as sent and received."28 Its scope is not limited geographically ("local," 
"intrastate," or "interstate") or to particular services ("telephone exchange service,"29 telephone toll 
service,"30 or "exchange access"31

). We find that the traffic we elect to bring within this framework fits 
squarely within the meaning of"telecommunications." We also observe that had Congress intended to 
preclude the Commission from bringing certain types of telecommunications traffic within the section 

23 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16012-13, para. 1033. 

24 See, e.g., Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless at 24-32; Letter from Daniel Mitchell, Vice 
President, Legal and Industry, National Cable and Telecommunications Association (NCf'A), to Marlene H. Dortch, 
Secretary, FCC, CC Docket No. 01-92 at 9 (filed Sept. 30, 2008) (NCTA Sept. 30,2008 Ex Parte Letter); Verizon 
lntercarrier Compensation FNPRMComments at 38-42; NARUC lntercarrier Compensation FNPRMComments 
at 6-7; Rural Alliance lntercarrier Compensation FNPRMComments at 144-49; Cincinnati Bell!ntercarrier 
Compensation FNPRMComments at 5-11; Maine Public Utilities Commission and Vennont Public Service Board 
!ntercarrier Compensation FNPRMComments at 7; New York State Department ofPublic Service !ntercarrier 
Compensation FNPRMComments at 7; Verizon and BellSouth, Supplemental White Paper on ISP Reciprocal 
Compensation, CC Docket No. 96-98, 99-68 at 16-20 (filed July 20, 2004) (Verizon!BeliSouth Supp. ISP White 
Paper); NARUC's Initial Comments at 7 n.13 (May 23, 2004). But see, e.g., ICF /ntercarrier Compensation 
FNPRM Comments at 39. 
2~ !SP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9166-67, para. 35. See also, e.g., Qwest, Legal Authority for Comprehensive 
lntercarrier Compensation Reform 2-4 (Qwest White Paper), attached to Letter from Melissa Newman, Counsel for 
Qwest, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 01-92, 06-45, 99-68, WC Docket Nos. 04-36, 05-
337, 05-195, 06-122 (filed Oct. 7, 2008) (Qwest Oct. 7, 2008 Ex Parte Letter); Letter from Kathleen O'Brien Ham 
et al., Counsel forT-Mobile, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket No. 01-92 at 9-10 (filed Oct. 3, 
2008) (T-Mobile Oct. 3, 2008 Ex Parte Letter); Level 3 Aug. 18, 2008 Ex Parte Letter at 2, 15-1 8; AT&T Reply to 
Comment Sought on Missoula Plan Phantom Traffic Interim Process Call Detail Records Proposal, CC Docket No. 
01-92, Public Notice, DA 06-2294 (WCB 2006) (Missoula Phantom Traffic) at 35-41; Brief from Gary M. Epstein, 
Counsel for ICF, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket No. 01-92 at 29-35 (filed Oct. 5, 2004). 
26 AT&Tv.!owa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. at397. 
27 47 u.s.c. § 25l(b}(5). 
28 47 u.s.c. § 153(43). 
29 

!d.§ 153(47). 
30 !d. § !53( 48). 
31 /d. § 153(16). 
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251 (b)(S) framework, it could have easily done so by incorporating restrictive terms in section 25I(b)(5). 
Because Congress used the term "telecommunications," the broadest of the statute's defined terms, we 
conclude that section 25l(b)(5) is not limited only to the transport and termination of certain types of 
telecommunications traffic, such as local traffic. 

9. In the Local Competition First Report and Order the Commission concluded that section 
251(b)(5) applies only to local traffic, but recognized that "[u]ltimately ... the rates that local carriers 
impose for the transport and termination of local traffic and for the transport and termination of long 
distance traffic should converge."32 In the ISP Remand Order, the Commission reversed course on the 
scope of section 251 (b )(5), finding that "the phrase 'local traffic' created unnecessary ambiguities, and we 
correct that mistake here."33 The ISP Remand Order noted that "the term 'local,' not being a statutorily 
defined category, ... is not a term used in section 25l(b)(5)."34 The Commission found that the scope of 
section 25l(b)(5) is limited only by section 251(g), which temporarily grandfathered the pre~I996 Act 
rules governing "exchange access, information access, and exchange services for such access" provided 
to interexchange carriers and information service providers until "explicitly superseded by regulations 
prescribed by the Commission."35 On appeal, the D.C. Circuit left intact the Commission's findings 
concerning the scope of section 25l{b)(5), although it took issue with other aspects ofthe ISP Remand 
Order.36 

10. We disagree with commenters who argue that section 251 (b)( S) only can be applied to 
traffic exchanged between LECs, and not traffic exchanged between aLEC and another carrier.37 The 
Commission rejected that argument in the Local Competition Order, finding that section 25l(b)(5) 
applies to traffic exchanged by a LEC and any other telecommunications carrier, and adopted rules 
implementing that finding?8 In a specific application of that principle, the Commission concluded that 
"CMRS providers will not be classified as LECs,'o39 but nevertheless found that "LECs are obligated, 

32 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16012, para. 1033. 
33 !SP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9173, para. 46. 
34 !d at 9167, para. 34. 

lS 47 U.S.C. § 25J(g). 
36 See WorldCom v. FCC, 288 F.3d at429. 
37 See, e.g., Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless("The best interpretation of§ 25l(b)(5}- read 
in light of the text, structure, and history of the 1996 Act- is that the reciprocal compensation obligation applies 
only to intraexchange (or 'local') voice calls that originate on the network of one LEC (or wireless provider) and 
terminate on the network of another LEC (or wireless provider) operating in the same exchange (or, in the case of 
wireless providers, the same MT A."); Letter from Ann D. Berkowitz, Associate Director, Fed~::ral Regulatory 
Advocacy, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 99-68, 96~98, Attach. at 26 (filed May 
17, 2004) (attaching white paper entitled "lntemet~Bound Traffic is Not Compensable Under Sections 25l(b)(5) and 
252(d)(2)") (Verizon!BeiiSouth White Paper) ("By its nature, 'reciprocal compensation' must []apply to 
'telecommunications' exchanged between LECs (or carriers, like CMRS providers, that the Commission is 
authorized to treat as LECs), not to traffic that is exchanged between LECs and non-LECs.") (emphasis in original). 
38 See Local Competition First Report and Order, II FCC Red at I 60 13~ 16, paras. 1034~41. See also 47 C.F .R. 
51.703(a) ("Each LEC shall establish reciprocal compensation arrangements for transport and termination of 
telecommunications traffic with any requesting telecommunications carrier"); ISP R€mand Order, 16 FCC Red at 
9193-94, para. 89 n.l77 ("Swtion 251(b)(5) applies to telecommunications traffic between aLEC and a 
telecommunications carrier .... "). 
39 Local Competition First Report and Order, II FCC Red at 15996, para. 1005. 
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pursuant to section 251(b)(S) (and the corresponding pricing standards of section 252(d)(2)), to enter into 
reciprocal compensation agreements with all CMRS providers. '"'0 No one challenged that finding on 
appeal, and it has been settled law for the past 12 years. We see no reason to revisit that conclusion now. 
While section 251(b)(5) indisputably imposes the duty to establish reciprocal compensation arrangements 
on LECs alone, Congress did not limit the class of potential beneficiaries of that obligation to LECs.41 

11. We also disagree with commenters who argue that section 252(d)(2)(A)(i) limits the 
scope of section 25l(b)(5).42 Section 252(d)(2)(A)(i) provides that a state commission "shall not consider 
the terms and conditions for reciprocal compensation to be just and reasonable" unless "such terms and 
conditions provide for the mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the 
transport and termination on each carrier's network facilities of calls that originate on the network 
facilities of the other carrier.'"'3 Verizon and others argue that this provision necessarily excludes 
interexchange traffic from the scope of section 251 (b )(5), because at the time the 1996 Act was passed 
calls neither originated nor terminated on an interexchange carrier's network.44 We reject this reasoning 
because it erroneously assumes that Congress intended the pricing standards in section 252(d)(2) to limit 
the otherwise broad scope of section 251(b)(5). We do not believe that Congress intended the tail to wag 
the dog. 

12. Section 251 (b )(5) defines the scope of traffic that is subject to reciprocal compensation. 
Section 252(d)(2)(A)(i), in turn, deals with the mechanics of who owes what to whom, it does not define 
the scope oftraffic to which section 25l(b)(5) applies. Section 252(d)(2)(A)(i) provides that, at a 
minimum, a reciprocal compensation arrangement must provide for the recovery by each carrier of costs 
associated with the transport and termination on each carrier's network of calls that originate on the 
network of the other carrier.45 Section 252(d)(2)(A)(i) does not address what happens when carriers 
exchange traffic that originates or terminates on a third carrier's network. This does not mean, as Verizon 
suggests, that section 25 l(b)(S) must be read as limited to traffic involving only two carriers. Rather, it 
means that there is a gap in the pricing rules in section 252(d)(2), and the Commission has authority under 
section 20 l (b) to adopt rules to fill that gap. 

13. We also reject Verizon's argument that a telecommunications carrier that delivers traffic 
to an ISP is not eligible for reciprocal compensation because the carrier does not "terminate" 

40 
Local Competition First Report and Order, II FCC Red at 15997, para. 1008. 

41 If Congress had intended to limit the class of potential beneficiaries of LECs' duty to establish reciprocal 
obligation arrangements, it would have said so explicitly. See 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(3) (describing the "duty to 
provide dialing parity to competing providers of telephone exchange service and telephone toll service"). 
42 

See. e.g., Verizon/BeJISouth White Paper at 41-43; New York State Department of Public Service Intercarrier 
Compensation FNPRMComments at 8- 9; TDS lntercarrier Compensation FNPRMComments at 19 n.27; VeriSign 
lntercarrier Compensation FNPRM Comments, Attach B. at 9, 12, 26-28; Qwest lntercarrier Compensation 
FNPRM Comments at 39; NASUCA lntercarrier Compensation FNPRMReply at 17;Leap Wireless International, 
lnc.lntercarrier Compensation FNPRMReply, Ex. 5 at 8. 
43 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)(2)(A)(i). 
44 

See, e.g., Maine Public Utilities Commission and Vermont Public Service Board lntercarrier Compensation 
FNPRMComments at 7-8; New York State Department of Public Service !ntercarrier Compensation FNPRM 
Comments at 7-10; Verizon/BellSouth Supp. ISP White Paper at 16-20; NARUC lntercarrier Compensation 
FNPRMinitial Comments at 7 n.l3. 
45 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)(2)(A)(i). 
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telecommunications traffic at the ISP.46 In the Local Competition Order, the Commission defined 
''termination" as "the switching of traffic that is subject to section 25l(b)(5) at the terminating carrier's 
end office switch ... and delivery of that traffic to the called party's premises.'.-47 As the D.C. Circuit 
suggested in the Bell Atlantic decision, "Calls to ISPs appear to fit this definition: the traffic is switched 
by the LEC whose customer is the ISP and then delivered to the ISP, which is clearly the 'called party. "'48 

We agree.49 

14. Verizon also argues that the reference to reciprocal compensation in the competitive 
checklist in section 271,50 which was designed to ensure that local markets are open to competition, 
somehow shows that Congress intended to limit the scope of section 25l(b)(5) to local traffic. 51 We do 
not see how this argument sheds any light on the scope of section 251 (b)(5). Congress no doubt included 
the reference to reciprocal compensation in section 271 because section 25l(b)(5) applies to local traffic, 
a point that no one disputes. That does not suggest, however, that section 25 I (b)(5) applies only to local 
traffic. 

15. We need not respond to every other variation of the argument that the history and 
structure of the Act somehow demonstrate that section 25l(b)(5) is limited to local traffic. At best, these 
arguments show that one plausible interpretation of the statute is that section 251 (b )(5) applies only to 
local traffic, a view that the Commission embraced in the Local Competition First Report and Order. 
These arguments do not persuade us, however, that this is the only plausible reading of the statute. 
Moreover, many of the same arguments based on the history and context of the adoption of section 251 to 
limit its scope to local traffic were rejected by the D.C. Circuit in the context of section 25l(c).52 We find 

46 See, e.g, Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless at 33-34; Verizon/BeiiSouth White Paper at 
31-32. 
47 Local Competition Order, II FCC Red at 16015, para. 1040. See also 47 C.F.R. § 51.70I(d). 

48 206 F.3d at 6. 

49 We reject Verizon's argument against the application of section 2Sl(b)(S) to ISP-bound traffic because this traffic 
is one-way traffic and as such is not reciprocal, see Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless at 26 
(Oct. 2, 2008); Verizon White Paper at 41-43 (May 17, 2004). As Level3 points out, these arguments have been 
rejected by the Commission and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. See Leve13 Aug. 18,2008 Ex 
Parte Letter at 18; Pacific Bell v. Coole Telecom, Inc., 197 F.3d 1236, 124244 (9th Cir. 1999) (reciprocal 
compensation applies to paging traffic); TSR Wireless, LLC v. US West Communications. Inc., 15 FCC Red 11166, 
11178 para. 21 (2000) (the Commission's reciprocal compensation rules "draw 0 no distinction between one-way 
and two-way carriers"). Because our conclusion in this order concerning the scope of section 251 (b)( 5) is no longer 
tied to whether this traffic is local or long distance, we need not address arguments made by the parties as to whether 
ISP-bound traffic constitutes "telephone exchange service" under the Act. See e.g., Letter from John T. Nakahata, 
Counsel for Level 3 Communications, LLC, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications 
Commission, CC Docket Nos. 99-68, 96-9&, Attach. at l (filed Sept. 24, 2004}. 

so See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii). 

51 See Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless at 26; Verizon!BeliSouth White Paper at 9. 

52 United States Telecom Association v. FCC, 359 F.3d 554, 592 (D.C. Cir. 2004) (USTA If), cert. denied sub nom., 
Nat'/ Ass'n of Regulatory Utility Comm'rs v. United States Telecom Ass'n, 543 U.S. 925, 125 S. Ct. 313, 160 L.Ed.2d 
223 (2004) ("Even under the deferential Chevron standard of review, an agency cannot, absent strong structural or 
contextual evidence, exclude from coverage certain items that clearly fall within the plain meaning of a statutory 
term. The argument that long distance services are not 'telecommunications services' has no support."). In USTA 
/!, the D.C. Circuit was addressing whether the term "telecommunications services" was limited to local 
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that the better reading ofthe Act as a whole, in particular the broad language of section 25l(b)(5) and the 
grandfather clause in section 251 (g), supports our view that the transport and termination of all 
telecommunications exchanged with LECs is subject to the reciprocal compensation regime in sections 
251(b)(5) and 252(d)(2). 

16. Notwithstanding section 251(b)(5)'s broad scope, we agree with the finding in the ISP 
Remand Order that traffic encompassed by section 251 (g) is excluded from section 251 (b )(5) except to 
the extent that the Commission acts to bring that traffic within its scope. Section 251 (g) preserved the 
pre-1996 Act regulatory regime that applies to access traffic, including rules governing "receipt of 
compensation."53 Here, however, the D.C. Circuit has held that ISP-bound traffic did not fall within the 
section 251(g) carve out from section 251(b)(5) as "there had been no pre-Act obligation relating to 
intercarrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic."54 As a result, we find that ISP-bound traffic falls within 
the scope of section 25l(b)(5). 

2. Authority Under Section 201 

17. The section 25l(b)(5) finding above, however, does not end our legal analysis here. That 
is because the ISP-bound traffic at issue here is clearly interstate in nature and thus also subject to our 
section 201 authority. The Commission unquestionably has authority to regulate intercarrier 
compensation with respect to interstate access services, rates charged by CMRS providers, and other 
traffic subject to Commission authority such as ISP-bound traffic. Section 2(a) of the Act establishes the 
Commission's jurisdiction over interstate services, for which the Commission ensures just, reasonable, 
and not unjustly and unreasonably discriminatory rates under section 201 and 202.55 Likewise, the 
Commission has authority over the rates ofCMRS providers pursuant to section 332 of the Act. 56 

18. In sections 251 and 252 of the Act, Congress altered the traditional regulatory framework 
based on jurisdiction by expanding the applicability of national rules to historically intrastate issues and 
state rules to historically interstate issues. 57 In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the 
Commission found that the 1996 Act created parallel jurisdiction for the Commission and the states over 
interstate and intrastate matters under sections 251 and 252.58 The Commission and the states "are to 
address the same matters through their parallel jurisdiction over both interstate and intrastate matters 
under sections 251 and 252. "59 Moreover, section 251 (i) provides that "[ n )othing in this section shall be 
construed to limit or otherwise affect the Commission's authority under section 201.'.6° In the Local 
Competition First Report and Order, the Commission concluded that section 251 (i) "affirms that the 
Commission's preexisting authority under section 201 continues to apply for purely interstate 

(continued from previous page) ------------
telecommunications services under section 251(c), while here we consider the analogous question of whether 
"telecommunications" is limited to local telecommunications under section 25l(b). 
53 47 U.S.C. 25l(g). 

54 WorldCom, 288 F.3d at 433. 
55 47 U.S.C. §§ 152(a), 201, 202. 
56 47 u.s.c. § 332. 
57 Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 15544, para. 83. 
58 !d. at 15544-45, para. 85. 

59 /d. 

60 47 u.s.c. § 25 l(i). 
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activities."61 

I 9. In implementing sections 25 I and 252 in the Local Competition First Report and Order, 
the Commission's treatment ofLEC-CMRS traffic provides an instructive example. Prior to the 1996 
Act, the Commission expressly preempted "state and local regulations of the kind of interconnection to 
which CMRS providers are entitled" based on its authority under section 201 and 332 of the Act.62 

Nevertheless, in the Local Competition First Report and Order, the Commission brought LEC-CMRS 
interconnection within the section 251 framework as it relates to intraMTA (including interstate 
intraMTA) traffic. 63 The Commission recognized, however, that it continued to retain separate authority 
over CMRS traffic.64 

20. Courts confirmed that, in permitting LEC-CMRS interconnection to be addressed through 
the section 251 framework, the Commission did not in any way lose its independent jurisdiction or 
authority to regulate that traffic under other provisions of the Act. Thus, although the Eighth Circuit 
invalidated the Commission's TELRIC pricing rules in general,65 it recognized that "because section 
332(c)(I)(B) gives the FCC the authority to order LECs to interconnect with CMRS carriers, we believe 
that the Commission has the authority to issue the rules of special concern to the CMRS providers, 
[including the reciprocal compensation rules] but only as these provisions apply to CMRS providers. 
Thus, [the pricing] rules ... remain in full force and effect with respect to the CMRS providers, and our 
order of vacation does not apply to them in the CMRS context.',t;6 Subsequently, the D.C. Circuit held 
that CMRS providers were entitled to pursue formal complaints under section 208 of the Act for 
violations of the Commission's reciprocal compensation rules.67 

21. We build upon our actions in the Local Competition First Report and Order and find here 
that addressing ISP-bound traffic through the section 251 framework does not diminish the Commission's 
independent jurisdiction or authority to regulate traffic under other provisions of the Act. Specifically, we 
retain our authority under section 201 to regulate ISP~bound traffic, despite acknowledging that such 
traffic is section 25l(b)(5) traffic. With respect to interstate services, the Act has long provided us with 
the authority to establish just and reasonable "charges, practices, classifications, and regulations.',o8 The 
Commission thus retains full authority to regulate charges for traffic and services subject to federal 
jurisdiction, even when it is within the sections 25l(b)(5) and 252(d)(2) framework. Because were
affirm our findings concerning the interstate nature of ISP-bound traffic, which have not been vacated by 

61 Local Competition First Report and Order at 15546--47, para. 91. 
62 Implementation of Sections 3(n) and 332, ON Docket No. 93-252, Second Report and Order, 9 FCC Red 1411, 
1498, para. 230 (1994). 
63 See Local Competition First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 16005, para. 1023. 
64 ld. ("By opting to proceed under sections 251 and 252, we are not finding that section 332 jurisdiction over 
interconnection has been repealed by implication, or rejecting it as an alternative basis for jurisdiction."). 
65 We note that the Supreme Court later reversed this decision and affirmed the TELRIC methodology. See Verizon 
Commc'ns, Inc. v. FCC, 535 U.S. 467 (2002) (Verizon v. FCC). 

66 Iowa Utils. Bd v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753,800 n.21 (8th Cir. 1997) (Iowa Utils.l) (vacated and remanded in part on 
other grounds, AT&T Corp. v. Iowa Utils. Bd., 525 U.S. 366 (1999) (AT&Tv. Iowa Utils. Bd.)). 

67 See Qwest Corp. v. FCC, 252 F.3d 462,465-66 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (describing the Eighth Circuit's analysis of 
section 332(c)(l)(B) in Iowa Utils. Bd v. FCC and concluding that an attempt to relitigate the issue was barred by 
the doctrine of issue preclusion). 
68 47 u.s.c. § 201(b). 
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any court, it follows that such traffic falls under the Commission's section 201 authority preserved by the 
Act and that we therefore have the authority to issue pricing rules pursuant to that section.69 This 
conclusion is reinforced by section 251 (i) of the Act. As the Commission explained in the ISP Remand 
Order, section 251 (i) "expressly affirms the Commission's role in an evolving telecommunications 
marketplace, in which Congress anticipates that the Commission will continue to develop appropriate 
pricing and compensation mechanisms for traffic that falls within the purview of section 20 1."70 It 
concluded that section 251 (i), together with section 20 I, equips the Commission with the tools necessary 
to keep pace with regulatory developments and new technologies.71 When read together, these statutory 
sections preserve the Commission's authority to address new issues that fall within its section 201 
authority over interstate traffic, including compensation for the exchange of ISP-bound traffic. 
Consequently, in the ISP Remand Order, the Commission properly exercised its authority under section 
20 I (b) to issue pricing rules governing the payment of compensation between carriers for ISP-bound 
traffic.72 

22. Our result today is consistent with the D.C. Circuit's opinion in Bell Atlantic, which 
concluded that the jurisdictional nature of traffic is not dispositive of whether reciprocal compensation is 
owed under section 251(b)(5).73 It is also consistent with the D.C. Circuit's WorldCom decision, in which 
the court rejected the Commission's view that section 251(g) excluded ISP-bound traffic from the scope 

69 We have consistently found that ISP-bound traffic is jurisdictionally interstate. ISP-bound traffic melds a 
traditional circuit-switched local telephone call over the PSTN to packet switched IP-based Internet communication 
to Web sites. See e.g., Declaratory Ruling, I4 FCC Red at 3702, para. 18; ISP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9175, 
para. 52. This conclusion has not been questioned by the D.C. Circuit. See WorldCom, 288 F .3d at 43 I; Bell 
Atlantic v. FCC, 206 F.3d at 5 ("There is no dispute that the Commission has historically been justified in relying on 
this method when determining whether a particular communication is jurisdictionally interstate."). In other contexts, 
the Commission has likewise found that services that offer access to the Internet are jurisdictionaJJy interstate 
services. In 1998, for example, the Commission found that ADSL service is jurisdictionally interstate. See GTE 
Tel. Operating Cos., CC Docket No. 98-79, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Red 22466,22481, para. 28 
( 1998) ("finding that GTE's ADSL service is subject to federal jurisdiction" and is "an interstate service"). More 
recently, the Commission has confirmed this ruling for a variety of broadband Internet access services. See Inquiry 
Concerning High-Speed Access to the Internet Over Cable and Other Facilities, GN Docket No. 00-185, CS Docket 
No. 02-52, Declaratory Ruling and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 17 FCC Red 4798,4832, para. 59 (2002) 
(finding that, "on an end-to-end analysis," "cable modem service is an interstate information service"); Wireline 
Broadband Internet Access Order, 20 FCC Red 14853 at 14914, para. 110 (2005), aff'd by Brand X, 545 U.S. 967; 
Appropriate Regulatory Treatment for Broadband Access to the Internet Over Wireless Networks, WT 07-53, 
Declaratory Ruling, 22 FCC Red 5901,5911, para. 28 (2007); United Power Line Council's Petition for 
Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Classification of Broadband over Power Line Internet Access Service as an 
information Service, WC 06-10, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 21 FCC Red 13281, 13288, para. 11 (2006). In 
the Vonage Order, the Commission likewise found that VoiP services are jurisdictionally interstate, employing the 
same end-to-end analysis reflected in those other orders. Vonage Order, 19 FCC Red at 22413-14, paras. 17- 18. 
70 ISP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 9174, para. 50. 
71 See /SP Remand Order, at 9175, para. 51. 
72 We thus respond to the D.C. Circuit's remand order in WorldCom, 288 F.3d at 434, and the court's writ of 
mandamus in Core Communications, 531 F .3d at 861-62, which directed the Commission to explain its legal 
authority to issue the pricing rules for ISP-bound traffic adopted in the /SP Remand Order. Specifically, we find, 
for the reasons set forth here that the Commission had the authority to adopt the pricing regime pursuant to our 
broad authority under section 201(b) to issue rules governing interstate traffic. 
73 See Bell Atlantic, 206 F.3d at 5. 

11 

0004GO 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 08-262 

of section 25l(b)(5), but made no other findings.74 Finally, this result does not run afoul ofthe Eighth 
Circuit's decision on remand from the Supreme Court in the Iowa Utilities Board litigation, which held 
that "the FCC does not have the authority to set the actual prices for the state commissions to use" under 
section 251 (b)(5). 75 At the time of that decision, under the Local Competition First Report and Order, 
section 251 (b)(S) applied only to local traffic. Thus, the Eighth Circuit merely held that the Commission 
could not set reciprocal compensation rates for local traffic. The court did not address the Commission's 
authority to set reciprocal compensation rates for interstate traffic.76 In sum, the Commission plainly has 
authority to establish pricing rules for interstate traffic, including ISP-bound traffic, under section 20 I (b), 
and that authority was preserved by section 251 (i). 

3. Other Issues 

23. Most commenters urge the Commission to maintain the compensation rules governing 
ISP-bound traffic until the Commission is able to complete comprehensive intercarrier compensation 
reform.77 These parties contend that a higher compensation rate would create new opportunities for 
arbitrage78 and impose substantial financial burdens on wireless companies, incumbent LECs and state 

74 See WorldCom, 288 F.3d at 434. 
75 Iowa Utils. Bd v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744, 757 (8th Cir. 2000) (Iowa Utils. II}, rev 'din part sub nom. Verizon v. FCC, 
535 u.s. 467. 
16 Indeed, above, the court expressly confirmed the Commission's independent authority to set rates for CMRS 
traffic pursuant to section 332 and declined to vacate the Commission's pricing rules as they applied in the context 
ofCMRS service. See Iowa Utils. I, 120 FJd at 800 n.21. 
77 

See. e.g., Letter from Gregory J. Vogt, Counsel for CenturyTel, Inc. to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC 
Docket No. 05-337; CC Docket Nos. 96·45, 01-92, Attach. at 10 (filed July 8, 2008) (asking the Commission to 
maintain the existing compromises reached with respect to ISP-bound traffic); LetteT from Gary L. Phillips, 
Associate General Counsel, AT&T, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 01-92, 96-98, 99-68 at 
8 (filed May 9, 2008) (asserting that the public interest would be best served by maintaining the existing transitional 
rates pending broader intercarrier compensation reform); Letter from L. Charles Keller, Counsel for Sage Telecom, 
to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket Nos. 99-68,01-92, Attach. at 6 (Sage Telecom May 9, 2008 Ex 
Parte Letter) (stating that retaining the ISP rate serves broad policy goals); Letter from John T. Nakahata, Counsel 
for Level3 Communications to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 01-92,99-68 at 1 (filed May 7, 
2008) (supporting continuation of the compensation rules); Letter from Joshua Seidmann, Vice President of 
Regulatory Affairs, Independent Telephone & Telecommunications Alliance, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, 
CC Docket Nos. 99-68, 96-98, Attach. at 2 (filed Apr. 28, 2008) (ITf A Apr. 28, 2008 Ex Parte Letter) (asking the 
Commission to retain the current $0.0007 rate for ISP-bound traffic); Letter from Donna Epps, Vice President of 
Federal Regulatory Affairs, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 99-68, 96-98 (filed 
Apr. 7, 2008) (urging the Commission to support its earlier finding that $0.0007 is appropriate compensation for 
dial-up ISP traffic); Letter from L. Charles Keller, Counsel to Verizon Wireless, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, 
FCC, CC Docket Nos. 01-92, 99-68, Attach. (filed May I, 2008) (Verizon Wireless May 1, 2008 Ex Parte Letter) 
(describing how elimination of the existing lSP rate would create substantial burdens on a number of carriers and 
state commissions); Letter from Glenn Reynolds, Vice President, Policy, USTelecom, to Marlene H. Dortch, 
Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 01-92,99-68,96-262, WC Docket No. 07-135 at 2 (filed Apr. 29, 2008) 
(USTelecom Apr. 29, 2008 Ex Parte Letter) (noting that the Commission's existing rules have "largely mitigated the 
debate around compensation for ISP-bound traffic, but there is every reason to believe the same problems would 
arise if the Commission were to reverse direction on this issue"). 
78 See, e.g., USTelecom Apr. 29, 2008 Ex Parte Letter at 2; Letter from Melissa E. Newman, Vice President, Federal 
Regulatory, Qwest Communications International , Inc., to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 99-
68, 96-98, WC Docket No. 07-1 35, Attach. at 3-5 (filed Apr. 25, 2008) (Qwest April 25, 2008 Ex Parte Letter); 
Verizon and BeiiSouth, Further Supplemental White Paper on ISP Reciprocal Compensation at 20 
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public utility commissions.79 They further claim that the existing regime has simplified interconnection 
negotiations.80 

24. In the /SP Remand Order, the Commission found that the one-way nature of ISP-bound 
traffic creates significant arbitrage opportunities. Due to the unbalanced nature of ISP-bound traffic, the 
Commission observed that reciprocal compensation arrangements created enormous incentives for 
competitive LECs to sign up ISPs as customers.81 The Commission cited evidence that competitive 
LECs, on average, terminated eighteen times more traffic than they originated, resulting in annual CLEC 
reciprocal compensation billings of approximately two billion dollars, 90 percent of which was for ISP
bound traffic.82 The Commission concluded that "the record strongly suggests that CLECs target ISPs in 
large part because ofthe availability of reciprocal compensation payments."83 This undermined the 
operation of competitive markets because competitive LECS were able to recover a disproportionate 
share oftheir costs from other carriers.84 To limit arbitrage opportunities that arose from "excessively 
high reciprocal compensation rates,',ss the Commission adopted a gradually declining cap on intercarrier 
compensation for ISP-bound traffic, beginning at $.0015 per minute of use and declining to $.0007 per 
minute of use, the current cap.86 The Commission derived the rate caps from contemporaneous 
interconnection agreements, in which carriers voluntarily agreed to rates comparable to the rate caps 
adopted by the Commission.87 The interconnection agreements included lower rates for unbalanced 
tr"ffic than for bal"nce.d traffic, and the rates declined over time, like the rate caps.88 Although the 
Commission made no specific findings with regard to the actual costs associated with delivering traffic to 
ISPs, it noted evidence in the record that technological advances were reducing the costs incurred by 
carriers when handling all forms oftraffic.89 The Commission also noted that "negotiated reciprocal 
compensation rates continue to decline as ILECS and CLECs negotiate new agreements."90 

(continued from previous page) -------------
(Verizon/BeiJSouth Further Supp. ISP White Paper), attached to Letter from Donna Epps, Vice President, Federal 
Regulatory Advocacy, Verizon, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 96-98, 99-68 (filed Sept. 
27, 2004). 
79 

See, e.g., Verizon Wireless May 1, 2008 Ex Parte Letter, Attach. 
80 See, e.g., id. (stating that ''the [m]irroring {r]ule simplified wireless-ILEC interconnection negotiations 
tremendously"); Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless on lntercarrier Payments for ISP-Bound 
Traffic and the WorldCom Remand, CC Docket Nos. 01-92, 96-98, 99-68 at 38-40 (filed Oct. 2, 2008) 
(Supplemental Comments ofVerizon and Verizon Wireless) (indicating that Verizon entered into multiple 
agreements using the $.0007 rate cap established in the /SP Remand Order). 
81 /d. at 9182-83, para. 68-71. 
82 /d. at 9183, para. 70. 

83 /d. 

84 I d. at para. 71. 
85 /d. at9185,para. 75. 
86 

/d. at9187,para. 78. 
87 

/d. at 9190-91, para. 85. 

88 /d. 

89 
!d. at 9190, para. 84. 

90 Id 
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25. On July 14, 2003, Core Communications, Inc. ("Core") filed a petition pursuant to 
Section I 0 of the Communications Act91 requesting that the Commission forbear from enforcing the rate 
caps and certain other provisions set forth in the ISP Remand Order with respect to the exchange of ISP
bound traffic between telecommunications carriers. In 2004, the Commission denied the petition with 
respect to rate caps and the mirroring rule, determining that Core had satisfied none of the three prongs of 
the statutory test for forbearance. 92 First, the Commission found that forbearance from enforcement ofthe 
rate caps was not consistent with the public interest. To the contrary, the Commission concluded that rate 
caps remained necessary to prevent regulatory arbitrage and to promote efficient investment in 
telecommunications services and facilities.93 Second, the Commission found limited potential for 
discrimination under the rate caps. The caps applied to ISP-bound traffic on\y to the extent that an 
incumbent carrier offered to exchange all traffic at the same rate under Section 25J(b)(5).94 Accordingly, 
the Commission concluded that Core had not proven that the rate caps resulted in impermissible 
discrimination against or between competitive carriers or services.95 Finally, the Commission found that 
Core had not demonstrated that enforcement of the rate caps was not necessary for the protection of 
consumers. Core advanced speculative general claims that the caps caused artificially high rates, had 
forced competitive carriers from the market, and had deterred investment in telecommunications services, 
all to consumers' detriment. The Commission rejected these unsupported claims, explaining that the rate 
caps were designed to prevent the subsidization of dial-up Internet access customers at the expense of 
consumers of basic telephone service and to avoid regulatory arbitrage and discrimination between 
services.96 For these reasons, the Commission denied Core's petition for forbearance insofar as rate caps 
were concemed.97 

26. In 2006, the D.C. Circuit affirmed our decision not to forbear from the rate cap (and the 
mirroring rule).98 The Court found reasonable the Commission's "view that the rate caps are necessary to 
prevent the subsidization of dial-up Internet access consumers by consumers of basic telephone service" 

91 See 47 U.S.C. § 160(a) ("{T]he Commission shall forbear from applying any regulation or any provision of {the 
Communications] Act to a telecommunications carrier ... ifthe Commission determines that (l) enforcement of 
such regulation or provision is not necessary to ensure that the charges, practices, classifications or regulations by, 
for, or in connection with that telecommunications carrier or telecommunications service are just and reasonable, 
and are not unjustly or unreasonably discriminatory; (2) enforcement of such regulation or provision is not necessary 
for the protection of consumers; and (3) forbearance from applying such provision or regulation is consistent with 
the public interest."). 
92 See Petition of Core Communications, Inc. for Forbearance Under 47 USC.§ 160(C) From Application of the 
/SP Remand Order, 19 FCC Red 20179 (2004) ("Forbearance Order"). 

93 The Commission rejected as an initial matter Core's argument that the D.C. Circuit's decision in WorldCom, 
Inc. v. FCC, 288 F.3d 429 (2002), cert. denied, 538 U.S. 1012 (2003), compelled the agency to grant the 
petition, observing that the court remanded but did not vacate the rules adopted in the JSP Remand Order and 
specifically found a "non·triviallikelihood" that the Commission would be able to justifY the regime it 
adopted. See Forbearance Order, 19 FCC Red at 20185 para. 17 (quoting Wor/dcom, 288 F.3d at 434}. 

94 See 47 U.S.C. § 25l(b)(5) (imposing upon local exchange carriers the "duty to establish reciprocal 
compensation arrangements for the transport and termination of telecommunications"). 

\>S See Forbearance Order, 19 FCC Red at 20187 para. 23. 

96 Jd. at 20 1 88 para. 25. 
97 I d. at 20189 para. 29. 
98 In re Core Communications, Inc., 455 F.3d 267 (D.C. Cir. 2006). 
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that would occur if reciprocal compensation rates applied to one-way ISP-bound traffic.99 The Court 
likewise rejected Core's contention that the rate cap was "unreasonably discriminatory," both because 
one-way ISP-bound calls were fundamentally different from other forms of traffic and because the 
mirroring rule ensures that '"the caps apply to ISP-bound traffic only if an incumbent LEC offers to 
exchange all Section 25l(b)(5) traffic at the same rate."' 10° Finally, the Court concluded that the 
Commission's concern than the rate cap was necessary to prevent "'regulatory arbitrage' and 'distorted 
economic incentives"' was reasonable. 101 

27. The policy justifications provided by the Commission in 2001 for the rules at issue here 
have not been questioned by any court. In addition, the policy justifications provided by the Commission 
for refusing to forbear from enforcement of these rules were upheld by the D.C. Circuit in 2006. We 
therefore disagree with parties who suggest that the Commission, in responding to the D.C. Circuit's 
remand in WorldCom, must offer detailed new justifications for the ISP intercarrier payment regimew2

; 

We have already offered our justifications for that regime. Moreover, both the Worldcom remand and 
Core writ of mandamus focused on the issue oflegal authority. We also reject arguments that the 
Commission unlawfully delegated its authority in the ISP Remand Order and arguments that the 
Commission addressed previously in the Core Forbearance Order.w3 

28. The Commission long has stated its intention to move to a more unified intercarrier 
compensation regime. Progress is difficult due to competing priorities, such as competition, innovation, 
universal service, and other goals. The Commission recognized in 200 I that ISP-bound traffic 
represented a unique arbitrage problem that required immediate attention, based on the policy concerns 
discussed above. The Commission remains committed to moving towards a more unified intercarrier 
compensation regime, as evidenced by the Further Notice issued in conjunction with this order. 

29. In sum, we maintain the $.0007 cap and the mirroring rule pursuant to our section 20 I 
authority. These rules shall remain in place until we adopt more comprehensive intercarrier 
compensation reform. 

II. REPORT AND ORDER- REFORM OF HIGH-COST UNIVERSAL SERVICE 
SUPPORT 

30. In this report and order, we address the "Recommended Decision" of the Federal-State 
Joint Board on Universal Service (Joint Board), which was released on November 20, 2007. 104 As 

99 !d. at 278. 
100 Jd (citing Forbearance Order, 19 FCC Red at 20187, para. 23). 
101 Jd. at 279. 
102 See Letter from Michael B. Hazzard, Counsel to Core Communications, to Marlene H. Dortch, FCC, CC Docket 
Nos. 99-68, 01-92, Attach. at 20-26 (May 14, 2008). 
103 

See Core May 14, 2008 Response at 18 & n.8, 19-20. The Commission did not delegate its authority in the JSP 
Remand Order, but rather provided options that were not mandatory. See, e.g., JSP Remand Order, 16 FCC Red at 
9193, para. 89. Additionally, Core argues that the Commission provided no reasoned explanation for the growth cap 
and new markets rules adopted in the ISP Remand Order and never provided notice or an opportunity for comment 
on those specific rules. These rules, as applicable to all carriers, were forborne from in the Core Forbearance 
Order. See Core Forbearance Order, 19 FCC Red at 20186-87, paras. 20-21. As such, this argument is moot. 
104 

High-Cost Universal Service Support; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, WC Docket No. 05-337, 
CC Docket No. 96-45, Recommended Decision, 22 FCC Red 20477 (JB 2007) (Comprehensive Reform 
Recommended Decision). 
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associated with the convergence of competition, technologies, services. and companies. Mr. Gates 

has developed policy positions and advocated those positions before regulatory commissions and 

legislatures across the nation. During his tenure with MCl, Mr. Gates managed its many extemal 

consultants and the associated budget. He has testified in more than 200 proceedings in 45 states 

and Puerto Rico and before the FCC and the Depa11ment of Justice. Mr. Oates is widely 

recogni zed in the telecomm unications industry as one of the most talented witnesses and wirness 

trainers. 

Before joining MCI, Mr. Gates was employed by the Texas Public Utility Commission as a 

Telephone Rate Analyst in the Telecommunications Division's Engineering Department. Prior to 

joining the Texas staff, Mr. Gates was employed by the Oregon Public Utility Commission as an 

Econom ic Analyst in the Telecommunications Division. Mr. Gates also has experience in the 

energy industry, having worked with the Bonneville Power Administration (United States 

Depa1tment of Energy), where he was employed as a Financial Analyst. Mr. Gates also spent I 0 

years in the forest industry in the Northwest, where he held numerous positions of increasing 

responsibility for international Paper, Weyerhaeuser and the Oregon Depa1trnen1 of Forestry. 

Educational Backgt·ound 

Master of Management, Emphasis in Finance and Quantitative Methods 

Willamette Unil'ersity's Atkin.wn Graduafe School o.(Management. Salem, Oregon 

Bachelor of Science, Forest Management 
Oregon State University, Corvallis. Ore1;on 



Timothy J Ga tes 

Professional Exp erience 

QS"f Consulting, Inc. 
2000- Current 
Senior Vice President 
Denver, Colorado 

MCf Telecomrnouications 
1994- 1996 
Executive Staff Member 1.1 
World Helldquaners. Washington D.C. 

MCI Telecommunications 
198R -1 992 
Senior Manager - Legal and Reg11latory 
Affairs--M idwest D ivision 
Chicago, illinois 

MCI Telecommunications 
1985 - 19R6 
Financial Analyst fll and Sen ior Staff 
Specialist - Southwest Division 
Austin. Texas 

Public Utility Com mission of Oregon 
1983 - 1984 
Economic Analyst 
Sn lem, Oregon 

MCJ WorldCom 
1996 - 2000 
Senior Executive Staff Member 
National Public Policy Group 
Denver, Colorado 

MCI T elecomm unications 
1992 - I 994 
Senior Manager 
N<Hionn l Public Pol icy Group 
Chicago, Il linois 

.MCI Tele-eommuuicalions 
!986- 1988 

Docket No. 09050 I -TP 
(urri('ulum Vi we l'f ' l'imoth)' Gates 
bhibol .... n JCJ- 1) l'agc ; ul 38 

Manager ofTari tfs and Economic Analysis
West Division 
Denver, Colorado 

Public Utility Commission of Texas 
1984- 1985 
Engineering_ Division 
Telephone Rate Analyst 
Austin, Texas 

Bonneville Power· Aum inis!'ration 
1982- 1983 
Financial Analyst 
Portland , Oregon 
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Timothy J Gates 

Expert Testimony- Profile 

Docke1 No 090.'i0 1-n• 
Curriculum Vii ;~ of Tin1othv Gales 
Exhibit _ (TJG - 1) l'ogc 4 ~f 3/l 

The ir1(ormmion below is Mr. Gates · best ef(ott to ident(f.iJ proceedings wherein he has either 
p1·ovided pre filed wriffen testimony or provided live testimony or .formal comments. Thi.\· 
information does not reflect all proceedings. cases. projects or other work done by Mr. Gates. 

Bef'ore tlte Alabama Public Senice Commission 
Docket No. 27867 
Adelphia BliSiness .• S'olutions Arbitration with Bel/South Telecommuniccilions 
Direct 
Rebu11al 

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket No. T-03654-05-0350, T-01051 B-05-0350 

October 18, 2000 
January 31 , 2001 

/n the Matter uf Level 3 Communicarions. LLC Pt!lition f or Arbitration with Qwcsr Cmp. 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket No. T-Ol051B-0454 
ln the Malter ofQwest Corporation's Amended Renewed Price Regulation Plan 
On Behalf of Time Warner Telecom, lnc. 

July 15, 2005 
August 15, 2005 

Direct November 18, 2004 

Before the Arizona Corp01-ation Commission 
Docket .No. T-OOOOOA-03-0369 
In the Matter of/LEC Unbundling Ohligation.~ as a Result of the FeJe1·al 7Hennial Review Orde1· 
On BehalfofWorldCom, Inc. (MCl) 
Direct 

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket No. T-OOOOOA-00-0194 

January 9. 2004 

Phase II - A; investigation into Qwest's Compliance 1-vilh Vs'holesale Pricing Requirements f or 
Unbundled NeMork Elements and Re.wle Discounts 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. 
Rebuttal September 2, 200 I 

Before the Superior Court of Arizona 
Case CV 99-20649 
Superior Court ujA.rizona: Count of Maricopa; ESI Ergonomic Solutions. LLC. Plaintiff. vs. 
United Artists Theatre Circuit 
On Behalf of United Artists Theatre Circuit 
Affidavit February 20, 200 l 
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Timothy J Gates 

Be.fore the Arizona C.orporation Commission 
Docket Nos. T-03654A-OQ..0882, T-01051B-00-0882 

f.)o<:J\ tl Nn. 09050J-TP 
Curriculum Vitllc of" Timothy G;ues 
Exhibit_ (TJG-l ) Page 5 of 38 

Petition ~lLevel 3 Communications, LLC,for Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket No. T-OOOOOB-97-238 
USWC OSS Workshop 
On Behalf of MCI WorldCom, Inc. 
Comments 

Before the Arizona Cm·poration Commission 
Docket No. T-03175A-97-0251 

January 8, 2001 

September 20, 1999 

Application ofMClmetro Access Transmission Services. Inc. to Expand It's CCN to Provide 
lntraLATA Services and to Determine that/Is lntraLATA Services are Competitive 
On BehalfofMCI WorldCom, lnc. 
Direct 

Before the Arizona Corpora1ion Commission 
Arizona Corpora/ion Cornmissi()n Workshop on Special Access ,)'ervices 
On Behalf ofMCI 

November 9, 1998 

Comments September 23, 1987 

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket No.R-0000-97-137 
Comments to the Universal Service Fund Working Group 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Comments October 24, 1997 
Comments May 8, 1998 

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 
Judgment; Nos. CV 95-14284, CV-96-03355, CV-96-03356, (consolidated). 
/Ufidavit in Opposition to USWC Motion fur Partial Summary 
On Behalf of MCI 
Aff-idavit August 21, 1996 

Bcfoa·e the Arkansas Public Servi~ Commission 
Docket No. 04-0999-U 
In the Mauer o.f'Level 3 Petition for Arbitration IVith Southwestern Bell Telephone, LP. DIB/A 
SBC' Arkansas 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct September 7, 2004 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. C.07-03-008 
Compluinf ufNeutral Tandem, Inc. v. Le11el 3 Communicutions, LLC 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Declaration 
Direct 

Befoa·e the California Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. A.04-06-004 
Petition of Level 3 Communications for Arbitration with SBC 
On Behalf of Level 3 Communications LLC 
Direct 

Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Application 00-04-037 

Docket No. 09050 J. TP 
Curriculum Votnc ofTilltClthy Gates 
Exhibit _. (!'J(i. J i Pugc: 6 of 38 

May 7. 2007 
May 25 , 2007 

June 1, 2004 

Petirirm of Level 3 CommunicaJions for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Pacific . 
Bell Telephone Compuny 
On Beha lf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct June 5, 2000 

Before tbe California Public Utilities Commission 
Application No. 96-09-012 
MC! Pet ition .for Arhilration with GTE Cal{fomiCI, Inc. 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the California Public Utilities Commission 
Application No. 96-08-068 
MC! Pel ilion for Arbitration with Pacific Bell 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Befo•·e the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 06F-039T 

September I 0. 1996 

August 30, 1996 

Adams County E-91 1 Emergency Telephone Service Awhority Complain/ Against Qwesl 
On Behalf of Adams, Arapahoe, Douglas, El Paso. Teller, Jefferson, Larimer Counties & the City 
of Aurora 
Direct 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 05~210T 

October 24, 2007 

Petition ofLeve/ 3 Communications. LLCjor A1·bitrcrtion with Qwest Corpora/ion 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Di rect 
Rebuttal 

.I uly I I, 2005 
December 19, 2005 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 04A-411 T 

Docke1 No 09050 I· rJ' 
Curncufulll Vi lac of"! 1rnolhv Gmcs 
E~l11bit._ .. . (TJG·I) Page 7 ;,I'Jb 

Regarding Application ofQwestfor Re.dassij1cation and Deregulation of Certain Products and 
Services 
On Behalf of Time Warner Telecom 
Direct 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 031-478T 

Fehrum-y 18, 2005 

Regarding the Unbundling Obligations qliLECs Pursuant to the Triennial Review Order 
On BehalfofWorldCom, lnc. (MCI) 
Direct January 26, 2004 

Before the Colorado Public Utillties Commission 
Docket No. 991-577T 
US WEST Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditio11s 
On Behalf of Covad Communications Company, Rhythms Links, Inc., and New Edge Networks. 
lnc. 
Direct 

Before the District Cou11, City and County of Denver, State of Colorado 
Case No. 99CV8252 

June 27, 2001 

Qwest Cm·poration, Inc., Plaint({(, v. IP Telephony, Tnc., Defendant. District Court, City and 
County ofDenver, State ofColorado 
On Behalf oflP Telephony 
Direct January 29, 200 I 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. OOB~60 1 T 
Petition of Level 3 CommuJJications, LLC for Arbitration with Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Public lJtilities Commissjon 
Docket No. 99R-128T 
Proposed Amendments to the Rules on Local Calling Are(l ,)Ttandard~ 
On BehalfofMCI WorldCom 
Oral Comments before the Commissioners 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 98R-426T 
Proposed Amendments ro the Rules Prescribing lntraLATA Equal Access 

January 4, 200 l 
January 16, 2001 

May 13. 1999 

On Behalf of MCI World Com and AT&T Communications ofthe Mountain States, Inc. 
Comments November 4. I 998 

Page 6 -----·-··-----------------------· 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 97 A-494T 

Docke1 No. 09050 J -rl' 
Curroculum V ilnc of Timothy Gat<·s 
1-'..xhibit _ _ (TJG-J J l';1ge ~of 38 

Application ofWorldCom, lnc.for Approvalto Transfer Control ofMCI to WorldCom, Inc. 

Affidavit in Response to GTE May 8, 1998 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 97 A-494T 
Application of WorldCom, inc. for Approval to Transfer Control of MCI to Wol'idCom, Inc. 
On Bellalf of MCI. 
Supplemental Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 

March I 0, 1998 
March 26, 1998 

Docket Nos. 97K-237T, 97F-175T (consolidated) and 97F-212T (consolidated) 
Complaint qf MCJ to Reduce USWC Access Charges to Economic Cost 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 90A-665T (consolidated) 

July 18. 1997 
August 15, 1997 

Application of US WEST Communications. Inc. To Modif5' Its Rate and Service Regula/ion Plan 

On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 96A~366T (consolidated) 
MCim elro Petitionfbr Arbitral ion wit US WEST Communications. Inc. 

On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 1766 

September 26, 1996 
October 7, 1996 

September 6, 1996 
September 17, 1996 

Investigation and Suspens ion; Mountain Srates Telephone and Telegraph Comrwny's Local 

Calling Access Plan 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before tbe Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 1720 

October 26, !988 

Jnvesligation and Suspension; Rate Cast: ofMountain States Telephone and Telegraph Comp,my 

On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct December I , 1986 

Pa e 7 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control 
Docket No. 07-02-29 

DilckeJ Nu 090501 -TI' 
C~rriculum Vna~ of Timothy Gates 
Exhibil_ (T.JG-1) l'ag~ <> of 38 

Petition of Neutral Tandem, inc., for Interconnection with LeveL 3 Communications and Request 
for fnterim Order 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct May I, 2007 

Before the Connecticut J)epartment of Public Utility Control 
Petition (?f Level 3 Communications, LLC.for Arbitration Pw·.wanl to Secrion 252(h) with 
Southern New England Telephone Company dlb!ai SBC Connecticut; Level 3/SNET Arbitration 
On Behalf of Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Direct November 2, 2004 

Before the Delaware Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 92-47 
Diamond State Telephone Company's Application for a Rate Increase 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Florida Public Service Commission 
Case No. 000475-TP 

February 12, 1993 

In Re: Compla{nl by Be/lSouth Telec:omnruniL·ations. lnc. AgainsT T/n-ifty Call. Inc. Regarding 
Practic:es in the R.eporling of Percent Interstate Uw.J.ge j(Jr Compensatirmfor Jurisdictional 
Access Service. 
On Beha If of Tiuifty Call 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the FJorida Public Service Commission 
DocJ,et Nos. 050119-TP/050125-TP 

Februrary7, 2008 
March 3, 2008 

Petition and Complaint flw .'5uspension and Cancellation of Transit Traffic Service TaritTNo. 
FL20U4-284.filed by Be/!South Telecomm unic:ations, inc., by AT&T CommunicaLions qfthe 
Southern States, LLC 
On Be hal I of CompSouth 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 031047-TP 

December 19, 2005 
January 30, 2006 

Pf?tition of KMC Telecom for Arbitration with Sprint Communicalions: On Behalf of KMC 
Telecom IH, L.L.C, KMC Telecom V, Inc., and KMC Data, L.L.C. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

June 1 J, 2004 
July 9, 2004 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 000084-TP 
Petition(~( Bell South for Arbitration with US LEC q( Florida Inc. 
On BehaffofUS LEC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the F'lorida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 000907-TP 
Petition (~(Level 3 for Arbitration ·with BellSourh 
On Behalf of Level 3. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Florida Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 930330-TP 
Investigation into Intra LATA Presu/m:;ription 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 27830-U 

Dn,,kcl No 090501 .rp 
~·urri~ulum Vitne 01 Timothy GHte! 
F.~h1bu _ (l.IU-1) Pnge I 0 uf 38 

October 13, 2000 
October 27, 2000 

October 5, 2000 
November I, 2000 

July 1. 1994 

Petition ufCharter Fiber/ink- Cieorgia, LLC.for Arbitration of Tnterconnection Rules, Tams and 
Conditions Pursuant to 47 U.S. C. §252(b) 
On Behalf of Chatter Fiberlink 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 24844 

November 20, 2009 
December 18, 2009 

Pelilion of Neutral Tandem for the E.~tahlishment qf interconnection with Level 3 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 12645-U 
Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with Bel!Sourh 
On Behalf of Level J 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the ldaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. QWE-T~OS-11 

April 13, 2007 
April 24 , 2007 

December 6, 2000 
December 20, 2000 

In the Mo1112r of' Level 3 Comnnmications. LLC Petition for Arb;trution wirh Qwesl C01poration 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Ant,rust 12, 2005 
September 16, 2005 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Jdaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. GNR-T -02-16 

Docl.:l'l No 0905() 1- rP 
Curri~u lum Vi rae of Timothy G<lles 
Exh•tm_ .- IT.IG- 1 l Pug.; II <lf 3S 

Petition of Potlatch, Century Tel, the i daho Telep hone Assoc:iation.fm· D eclaratmy Order 
Prohibiting the Use of" Virtual NXX CaLling ·· 
O n BehalfofLevel3. AT&T, WorldCom. and Time Warner Telecom 
Comments/Presentation November 25 . 2002 

Before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. U-1500-177 
Investigation qf'the Universal Local A ccess Service Tar{ff 
On Behalf of MCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Case No. U-1150-J 
Petition ofMCI for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessiry 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 07-0277 
Comp laint oj'Neutra/ Tandem, inc. v. Level 3 Communications, J.LC 
O n Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 

Before tbe IIJioois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 04-0428 

March 17, 1988 
April 26. 1988 

November 20, 1987 

May 15, 2007 

Level 3 Petition f or Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company 
O n Behalf of Leve l (3 ) Comm un icat ions. LLC 
Direct June 22, 2004 
Direct September 3. 2004 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 00-0332 
Level 3 Petition jar Arbitration to Establish and lnler,;onnection A greement with Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Supplemental Ver ified Statement 

Before the lllinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 93-0044 

May 30.2000 
Ju ly II , 2000 

Complaint ofMCJ and LDDS re Jllinois Bell Additional Aggregated Discount und Gt·owrh 
Incentive Discount Services 
O n Beha.lf ofMCI and LDDS. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

November I 8. 1993 
January 1 0, 1994 

_____________ _________ _ __ l'_n"""'ge IQ. .. ____________ . 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Case No. 90-0425 
Presentation to the Industry Regarding MCI's Position on Imputation. 

Befor·e the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 83-0142 

Dock~t No 090~1!1-TP 
CumcuJurn Vi1~e ~r-1 inwlh~ Gale> 
l:xh!l>il ·- (TlG-Iil'agc 12 ol 38 

July 29. 1991 

industry presenlation to the Commission re Docket No. 83-0142 and issues for nexr generic 
access dockei re the imputation Trial and Unitary Pricing/Building Blocks 
On Behalf of MCI 
Comments 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 88-0091 
IntraMSA Dic.ding Arrangements 
On Behalf of MCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 89-0033 
Jllinois Bell Telephone Comrwr~;v:1· Rate Reslrucfuring 
On Behalf of MCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 83-0142 

November 19, 1990 

November 22, 1989 
February 9, 1990 

May 3. 1989 
July 14, 1989 

Appropriate Methodologyforlntrastate Access Charges Regarding.ICTC~5 Access Charge 
Proposal 
On Behalf of MCT 
SUITebuttal 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission 
Docket No. 83-0142 
Appropriate Methodology for Intrastate Access Charges Regarding Toll Access 
On Behalf of MCI 
Rebuttal 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 43462 

Februmy 16, 1989 

January 16, 1989 

Petition ofComcast Phone of Cent ral Indiana, LLC for Arbitration with United Telephone 
Companies oflndiana (DBA Embarq): 
On BehalfofComcast 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

May 2J, 2008 
June 12,2008 
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Timothy J Gates 
.----------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------~ 

Betore the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 43299 
Complaint a.( Neutral Tandem, Inc. and Neutral Tandem -Indiana, LLC Against Levd 3 
Communications, LLC. Concerning Interconnection with Level 3 Communications, LLC 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Reply July 23 . 2007 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 42663-JNT-01 
in the Matter of Level 3 Communicarions, LLC Petilion.fhr Arbitration with SBC indiana 
On Behalf of Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Indiana UtiJity R~ulatory Commission 
Cause No. 39032 
MCI Request for fntraLATA Authority 
On Behalf of MCT 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38560 
Reseller Complaint Regarding I+ !mraLATA Call inK 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Indiana Utility H.egulatory Commission 
Cause No. 37905 
lntrasrate Access Tariffs --Parity with Federal Rale5 
On Behalf of MC1 
Direct 

Befor·e tbe Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38561 
Deregulalion of Customer Specific Qfferings qf indiana Telephone Companies 
On Behalf of MCI Regarding Staff Reports. 
Direct 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38561 
Deregulation q(Customer Spec(fic Ojfe1·ings oflndiana Teiepho11e Companies 
On Behalf of MCl Regarding GTE 

September 2. 2004 
October 5, 2004 

October 25, 1990 
April4, 1991 

June 29, 1989 

June 21 , 1989 

April 14, 1989 

Direct December 16, 1988 

-----------------------------------------------------··------------Page I ~--------J 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
Cause No. 38561 

D<Xket Nn. 09050 I. TP 
~·urncululll Vit;u. of Timothy Gates 
hl11!>11 __ IT JG. i J 1':1ge I <I of31! 

Deregulalion of Customer Specific Offerings oflndiana Telephone Companies 
On BehalfofMCJ 
Direct 

'Before the Iowa UtiHties Board 
Dod;et No.INU-08-2 

October 28, 1988 

In the Malter of 360networks {USA). Inc., LH Telecom. Inc. and McLeod Tetecmnmunicativns 
Services, fru.•. Against Qwest Corporation re Wire Center impairment 
On Behalf of the CLECs 
Direct 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. FCU-06-42 

February 23, 2009 

fn the Mutter ofCoon Creek Telecvmmu.nications Corp. Complaint Against Iowa 
Telecommunications Services 
On Beha lf ofC'CTC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. ARB-05-4 

July 14,2006 
August 2 1, 2006 

In the Maller of Level 3 Communications, LLC Petition for Arbitration with Qwest 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 
Surrebuttal 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket Nos. lNU-03-4, WRU-03-61 
ln Re: Qwest Corporation 
Sworn Cou nter Statement of Position on Behalf ofMCJ 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket Nos.INU-03-4, WRU-03-61 
In Re: Qwest Corporation 
Sworn Statement of Position on Behalf of MCT 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket NOI-99-1 

July 20, 2005 
August 12, 2005 
August 24, 2005 

December 15, 2003 

November 14, 2003 

Universal Service Workshop; Responded 10 questions posed by the Srvffof!lte Board J uring one 
day workshop 
On Behalf ofMCIW and AT&T 
Comments October 27, 1999 
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Timothy J Gates 

Docket No. 09050 l -TP 
Curriculum Vnoc ofTtmothy Gates 
Exhibtl ____ (fJ<.:i - I ) Page l :>ofJ8 

r--------------------------------------------, 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket NOI-99-1 
Universal Service Worhhop: Parlicipated on numerous paneL~· during two day workshop 
On BehalfofMCJ WorldCom 
Comments 

Before tbe Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. NOI-90-1 

June 8, 1999 

Presentation on fmputation ofAccess Charges and the Other Costs ofPmviJing Toll Servh·es 
On BehalfofMCf 
Presentation 

Before tbe Iowa "Utilities Board 
Docket No. RPU-91-4 
111W?Siigation c~(fhe Earnings of US WEST Communicathms, Inc. 

On Behalf of Mer 
Direct 
Rt'buttal 
Supplemental 
Rebuttal 
Surrebuttal 

Before the lowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. RPU-88-1 
Regarding 1he Access Charges of Northwestern Bell Telephone Company 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Iowa Utilities Board 
Docket No. RPU 88-6 
JntraLATA Competition in i owa 
On Behalf of MCJ 
Direct 

Before the Kansas Corporation Commission 
Docket No. 04-LJCT-1046-ARB 

October 3, 199 I 

September 25, 199 1 
November 5, 1991 

December 23, 1991 
January 10, 1992 
January 20, '1992 

September 20. 1988 

September I, 1988 

In the Matter vf Arbitration Between Level 3 Communi<:ations U~C and SEC Communicmions 

On Behalf of Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Direct 

Before the Kansas Corporation Commission 
Docket No. 181 ,097-lJ 
Genera/ Investigation into lmraLATA Competition within the .'State of Kansas 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

August 31 , 2004 

June I 0. 1992 
September 16. 1992 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before tbe Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Case No. 2000-477 
Petition ojAdelphia Business Solutions for Arbitration wilh Bel/South 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 

Before the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Case No. 2000-404 
Petition of Level 3 Communications. UCfor Arbitration with BellSouth 
On Be.half of Level 3 
Direct 

Before tbe Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Administrative Case No. 323 

Dnl'kcl No 090501-TP 
Curri~ulum Vi1~e oflimolhy Gnlcs 
Exh1bi1 ··- (TJG- 11 Pagt 16 or 38 

January 12, 200 l 

December 2 1. 2000 

Phase!; An Inquiry inro lntraLATA Toll Compeiition, an App i·npriate Compensation Scheme for 
Completion oflntraLA TA Calls hy lmerexchang(! Carriers. and WA1~1) Jurisdi<:tionality 
On Behalf of MC1 
Direct 

Before Che Louisiana Public Serv.icc Commission 
Docket No. U-2530 l 
Petirion qfAdelphia Business Solutions for Arbitration with Bel!Sourh 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 8879 

May 20, 1993 

December 28, 2000 
Janua.y 5, 200 I 

Rates for Unbundled Netlvork Elements Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1 99fJ 
Testimony on behalfofthe Staff of the Public Service Commission ofMaryland 
Rebuttal September 5, 200 I 
Surrebuttal October 15, 200 1 

Before tbe Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 8585 
Competitive Safeguards Required re C&P's Centrex Extend Service 
On Behalf of MCJ 
Rebuttal 

Before the Mat-yland Public Sen-ice Commission 
Case No. 8585 
Re Bell Atlantic Man-'land, ln.:. :~ Transmifful No. 878 
On Behalf of MCJ 
Direct 

June 2, 1994 

May 19, 1994 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission 
Case No. 8585 
Competitive Safeguards Required re C&P's Centrex Extend Service 
On Behalf of MCf 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Dock~1 No. (}90501-TP 
Curn~ulum Vitae ofTm1o1hv Gates 
Exhibh . ... ( r.JO.J} Page 17 of 38 

November 12, 1993 
January 14, 1994 

Before the Massacl1 usetts Department of Telet.'Ommunications and Enet·gy 
D.P.U. 93-45 
New England Telephone Implementation oflnterchangeable NPAs 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-15230 

April22, 1993 
May 10, 1993 

Complaint and Application j(Jr Emergency Relie.fby Newral Tandem inc. for Interconneclion 
with Level 3 Communications 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U~J4152 
Petition of Level 3 Communicalions LLC for Arbitration >vifh SBC MichiKan 
On Behalf of Level 3 Communications, LLC 
Direct 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-12528 

June 26, 2007 

June l, 2004 

1n the M(Ttter of the Implementation of the Local Calling Area Provisions of'the MTA 
011 Behalf of Focal Communications, Inc. 
Rebuttal September 27, 2000 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-12460 
Petition q{Level 3 Communicationsfhr Arbifration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement 
with Ameritech Michigan 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 

Before the Micbigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-12321 

June 8, 2000 

AT&T Communications ofMichigun, Inc. Complainant v. GTE North inc. a11d Conte/ <lthe 
South, Inc. , d/b!a GTE Systems oj'l'Yfichigan 
On Behalf of AT&T. 
Direct (Adopted Testimony of Michael Starkey) 
RebuLtal 

February 16, 2000 
May 11,2000 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before tbe Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-10138 (Reopener) 
MCJv Michigan Bell and GTE re lntraLATA Equal Access 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-10138 
MCJ v Michigan Bell and GTE re IntraL4.TA Equal Access 
On Behalf of MCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case No. U-8987 
Michigan Bell Telephone Company fm:enave Regulation Plan 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case Nos. U-9004, U-9006, U~9007 (Consolidated) 
lndllsiTY Framework for InfraLATA Toll Competition 
On Behalf ofMCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Docket Nu. 091)5() I·Tl' 
Cmnculum Vi«~c ut'Tunothv (i~tes 
£xhih11 ~ {'fJG-1 l l'a~~ J ~ nflX 

July22, 1993 

July 3 l , 1992 
November 17, 1992 

June 30, 1989 

September 29, 1988 
November 30, 1988 

United States District Court; District of Minnesota; Fourtb Division- Minneapolis 
Tekstar Communications, Inc., Plainr[ffv. Sprint Communications Company L.P., Defendam. 
Court File No. 08-cv-1130 (JNE/RLE); Complaint ofTekstar against Sprint for Nonpayment of 
Tariffed Charges. 
On Behalf of Tekstar 
Expert Repor1 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. P~5535, 4211M~08~952 

April 20, 2009 

In the Matter of a Petition of Charter Fiberlink LLC for Arbitration with Qwest 
On Behalf of Chm1er Fiber] ink LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-3123, 430/M-08-570 

October 24, 2008 
December 12, 2008 

In the Matter of a I' eli lion ofComcast Phone of Minnewla, Inc., fiJr Arbitration of an 
Interconnection Agreement with Embarq 
On Behalf ofComcast 
Direct 
Reply 

August 5, 2008 
August 26, 2008 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-5733/C-07-296 

Docket N,) 090501 - l'l' 
Cuni~ululll vI Lac or Timothy Gates 
1-. ~hihit _ lTJG-I l r•ug~ 19 vi".18 

In the Mulfer (!{a Complaint and Requestfor Expedited Hearing of Neutral Tandem, !nc. Against 
Level 3 Communications. L!.C & ln the Malter vfthe Applicarim1 ofLevel 3 Communications , 
LLC tu TerminaTe Services to Neutral Tandem, Inc. (Consolidated) 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
R~ply 

Before tbe Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No.: P-999/CI-03-961 

J w1e 14, 2007 
July 24, 2007 

In the Mauer l?(the Commission lnyestigation into JLEC Unbundling Obligations as a Result rif 
the Federal Triennial Revie1-v Order 
On Behalf ofWorldCom, Inc. (MCI) 
Direct January 23, 2004 

Before the Minnesot~ Public Utilities Commission 
Docket Nos. P-442. 421, 3012/M-01-1916; P-421 /Cl-01-1375; OAH Docket No. 12-2500-
14490 
Commission lnvesligation ofQwesl 's Pricing ofCertain Unbundled Network Elements 
On Behalf of McLeod USA Telecommunications Services, Inc., Esche I on Telecom of Minnesota, 
lnc. , US Link, Inc ., Northstar Access, LLC, Otter Tail Telecom m LLC, VAL-Ed Joint Ven ture, 
LLP, dba 702 Communications 
Rebuttal April 18, 2002 

Before the Minuesota .Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-999/R-97-609 
Universal Service Graup 
On Behalf of MCI WorldCom, Inc. and AT&T Commun icat ions 
Comments 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
USWC OSS Workshop; re OSS Issues 
On Behalf ofMCI WorldCom, Inc. 
Comments 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 

September 28, 1999 

September 14-16, 1999 

Docket No. P-442, 421/M-96-855; P-53.21, 42.1/M-96-909; and P-3167, 421/M-96-729 
(consolidated) 
Petition .for Arbitration wirh US WEST Communications. Inc 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

September 20, 1996 
September 30, 1996 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket Nos. P-999/CI-85-582, P-999/CI-87-697 and P-999/CJ-87-695 

DL'Ckel N'' · 09050 1-TI' 
Curriculum Viroe o i"Timolhy Gates 
bhibu_ IT.IG-1 ) Page 20 vf38 

in the Mauer of an investigation into IntraLATA Equal Access and Presuhscription: Comments of 
AfCJ on the Report of the Equul Access and P1·esuhscrip tion SIUdy Commi!lee 

On Behalf of MCT 
Comments 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-421/CJ-86-88 

September 7, 1993 

Summw:v Investigation into Allernative Methods for Rec:ove1y of Non-traffic Sensitive Costs 

On BehalfofMCI 
Comments to the Commission 

Before the Mississippi Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2000-AD-846 

January 30, 1987 

Petition of Adelphia Business Solutions for Arbilration with Bel/South Telecommunications 

On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Missouri Public Service Commission 
Case No. T0-2009-0037 

February 2. 200 I 
February 16, 200 1 

Petition of Charter Fiberlfnk Missouri, LLCfor Arbitmtion of an fnterconnec·tion Agreement with 

C enturyTel of Mis.wuri, LLC. 
On Behalf of Charter Fiberlink LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Montana Public Service Commission 
Docket No. "097.10.191 

September 30,2008 
October 21, 2008 

Application t?f WorldCom. lnc. for IJpprovallo Transfer Control ofMC'l Communicmions 
Corporation to WurldCorn, Inc. 
On Behalf ofMCT 
Rebuttal 
Amended Rebuttal 

Before the .Montana Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 88.1.2 
Rute Case of Mountain Stales Telephone and Telegraph Company 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct. 

Before the Montana Public Service Commission 
Docl,eC No. 86.12.67 
Rule Case(?( AT&T Communication.~ oft he Mountain States, Inc. 

On Behalf of MCJ 
Direct 

May 12, 1998 
June 1, 1998 

September 12, 1988 

May I. 1987 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Nebraska Public Sen·ice Commission 
Application No. C-749 

Docket No. 09050 ).TI' 
C\lrricuh1m Vitne of Timothy Oates 
Exhibi! _ (TJG-1 J l'llge 21 t1f 38 

Application r?f United Telephone Long Distance Company r~fthe Midwest for a Ce1·tificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Nebraska l>ub1ic Service Commission 
Application No. C-627 
Nebraska Telephone Association Access Charge Proc·eeding 
On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before the New Hampshir·e Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. DT 00-223 
fnvesdgation Into Whether Certain Calls are Local 
On Behalf ofBayRing Communications 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 
Docket DE 93-003 

March 31. 1988 

November 6, 1986 

January 12,2001 
April 5, 2002 

lnvestigarion into New England Telephone's Proposal ro Jmplemenr Seven Digit DiaJingfor 
Intrastate Toll Calls 
On Behalf of MCl 
Direct April 30, 1993 

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket Nos. TX90050349, T£92111047, and TE93060211 
Petitions (~fMCJ. Sprint andAT&T.fbr Authorization oj1nLraLATA Competition and Elimination 
of Compensation 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Berore the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
Docket No. TX93060259 

April 7, 1994 
April 25 , 1994 

Notice ofPre-Propo.w l re fnl1'a.LATA Competition; Response to the Board qf Regulatory 
Commissioners 
On BehalfofMCI 
Comments 
Reply Comments 

Before t:be New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case Nos. 09-00094-UT 

September 15, 1993 
October 1, 1993 

Development of an Alternative Form ofRegu/.alion Plan fi;r Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of the New Mexico t\ttomey General 
Direct 
Response 

May 22,2009 
June 24, 2009 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the New Mexico J>ublic Regulation Commission 
Case Nos. 08-00326-UT/08-00197-UT 
Objec.:rions io Qwe.vt Residence and Business Competitive Response Program 
On Behalfofthe New Mexico Attorney General 

Docket No. 09050 J. TP 
Curriculum Vfl»e ofTimothr Gtnes 
Exhibit ·- (TJG· I) Puge 22 of 38 

Direct December 5, 2008 

Before the New Mexic.o Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 06-00325-UT 
Settlement Agreement 
On Behalfof lhc New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct 

Before the New Mexico Public RegulaHon Commission 
Case No. 05-00094-UT (Phase 10 

December 15, 2006 

In the Matter <~(the Implementation and Enforcement ofQwesl Corporation 's Amended 
Alternative Form of Regula/ion 
On Behalf ofthe New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct 
Direct (on proposed settlement agreement) 

Before the New Mexico Public Regula•ion Commission 
Case No. 05-00466-UT 

July 24, 2006 
September 25, 2006 

In the Matter oft he Development of an A/temaUve Form of Regulation for Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of the New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct 
Rebunat 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 05-00484-UT 

February 24. 2006 
March 31, 2006 

In the Matter of.Level 3 Communications, LLC 's Pelitionfor Arbitralion with Qwesr C01poration 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 05-00094-llT 

December 15, 2005 

In the M(.}tter ofthe lmplementmion and Er?f'ol'cement q(Qwest Corpw·atiun 's Amended 
Alternative F01·m of Regulation 
On Beha lf of the New Mexico Attorney General 
Direct December 5, 2005 

BeJore the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 05-002ll-UT 
In the Matter {~(a No/ice of Inquiry to De'tielop a Rule to Implement House Bill 776, Relating to 
Access Charge Reform 
On Beha lf of MCl 
Oral Comments September 14. 2005 

L ____ ___ _ _ Page 2 1 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 00108-UT 

Do~kct No. 09050 1-TP 
Curnculum Vita~ nf Tnnoth\ (j~tcs 

r'xhthit ..... \TJU-1! I'USt' 2:i of 38 

Regarding Un.fi.led A1;.-rreemcmts between Qwesl Corporation and Competitive Local E..;chun;.;e 
Carriers 
On Behalf of Time Wamer Telecom 
Direct 

Before the New Mexico Public R.t.-gulation Commission 
Case Nos. 03-00403-UT and 03-00404-Uf 
Triennial Revie-.v Proceedings (Batch Hot Cut and Local Circuit Switching} 
On Behalf ofWorldCom, Inc. (MCl). · 
Direct 

Before the New Mexico Public RcguJation Commission 
Uti1ity Case No. 3495, Phase B 

May ll, 2004 

February 9, 2004 

Consideration of Costing and Pricing Rult:s for OSS, Col/ocution, Shal'cd Transport. 
Nonrecurring Charges, Spot Frames, Combination ofNetwork Elemems and Switching 
On Behalfofthe Staff of the New Mexico Public RegulHtion Commission 
Direct Se ptem her I 6, 2 002 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Docket No. 95·572-TC 
Petition of AT&Tfor lntraLAT4 E"qual Access 
On Behalf of MCI 
Rebuttal 

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Docket No. 87-61-TC 
Application ofMCT for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Nece.~sity 
On BehalfofMCJ 
Direct 

Before the New York Public Service Commission 
Case No. 07-C-0233 

Augusl 30, 1996 

September 28, 1987 

Pet ilion q( Neutral Tandem for Interconnection with Level 3 Communications. LLC and Request 
for Interim Order 
On Beha If of Level 3 
Direct 

Before the New Y01·k Public Service Commission 
Case No. 28425 

March 23, 2007 

Comments ofMCJ Telecomnwnica!ions Corporation on fnlraLATA Presubsaiption 
On BehalfofMCl 
Initial Comments 
Reply Comments 

April 30, 1992 
June 8, 1992 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the North Carolina Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. P-886, SUB 1 

Docket No. 09050 1-"11' 
Curnculum Vitae of Timothy Gates 
hxhihit _ (rJG-1) f'nge 24 of JH 

Petition (?f A&!.lphio Busine:,·s Solutions or North Carolina. LPfor Al'hitration with Bel/S'uuth 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the North Carolina Public UtiJities Commission 
Docket No. P779 SUB4 
Petition of Level ( 3) Commu':'ications, LLCfor Arbitration with Bell South 
On BehalfofLevel (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rehut1al 

Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-08-97 
A1idcontinent Communications v. Consolidated Telecom-- Arbirration 
On Behalf ofMidcontinent 
Direct 

Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case Nos. PU-08-61, PU-08-176, Consolidated 

October 18, 2000 
December 8, 2000 

August 4, 2000 
September 18, 2000 

July 21, 2008 

Midcontinent Communications v. Missouri Valley Communications, Jnc. --Arbitration 
On Behalf of Midcontinent 
Direct 

Before the North Dakota. Public Sen'ice Commission 
Case No. PU-05-451 
Midcontinent Communications v. North Dakota Telephone Componv 
On Behalf of Midcontinent 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Nortb Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-2342-0l-296 
(llrest Corporation Price Investigation 

July 2, 2008 

De<.:ember 21, 2005 
.lanuflry 16, 2006 

On Behalf of the CLEC Coalition (US Link, lnc., VAL-ED Joint Venture LLP d/b/a 702 
Communications, McLeodUSA Telecommunications, fnc. and IdeaOne Telecom Group, LLC) 
Direct May 2, 2003 

Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-2065-02-465 
Petition q(Level 3for Arbitration with SRT Communications Cooperative 
On BehalfofLevel (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct December 4, 2002 

-------------------------------------------------------------p~~~--23 _________ ~ 



Timothy J Gates 

Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Case No. PU-2320-90-183 
Implementation q(SB 2320 --Subsidy Investigation 
On BehalfofMCJ 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Bef01-e the Public UtiUties Commission of Ohio 
Case No. 04-35-TP-COI 

D<l.:kcl No. (J<J050 l-TP 
Curnculmn Virnc ofTitnolhy Gates 
Exhil>il __ (TJG-l) J>sge 25 of 38 

June 24, 1991 
October 24, 1991 

In the Malter ofthe Tmplelnenlafion of the FCC's Triennial Review Regardin~ Local Circuit 
SwltcMng in the Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company 's Mass Market 
On Behalf of AT&T 
Direct 

Before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Cause No. 28713 

February 26, 2004 

Application ofMCJfor Addilional CCN Authority to Provide lnrraLATA Sert,ices 
On Behalf ofMCJ 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. ARB 665 

Apri I 2, 1992 
June 22, 1992 

In the Matter ufLevel 3 Communications, LLC Petirionjrw ArhitraUon with QwesJ Corpora/ion 
On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. UM 1058 
Investigation into the Use of Virtual NPAINXX Calling Patterns 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC · 
Comments/Presentation 

Before the Ot·egon Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. ARB 9 
Interconnection Contract Negotialions Between MClmetro and GTE 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket ARB3/ ARB6 
Pt!lition ofMClfor Arbitration with US WEST Communications. lnc 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

August 12, 2005 
September 6, 2005 

November 6, 2002 

October l I , 1996 
November 5, 1996 

September 6, 1996 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. AR 154 
Administl·arive Rules Relating 10 the Universal Service Protection Plan 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Rebuttal 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Oocltet No. UT 17 
Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company Business Measured Service 
On Behalf of the Public Utility Commissioner of Oregon 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. UT 9 
Pacific Nuvthwest Bell Telephone Company Business Mea,vured Service 
On Behalf of the Pub lie Utility Commissioner of Oregon 
Direct 

Before the PennsyJvnnia Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. A-310190 

Docker No. 0905()1-TP 
Curricltlum Vitnc of Timothy Gates 
~hibit _ (TJG-l) Pogc 26 or 311 

October 31, 1986 

April 23 , 1984 
May 7, 1984 

October27, 1983 

Petition ofComcasl Business Communications. LLC d/b/a Comcas1 Long Distance .for 
Arbilration of an i11terconnection A,r,.'rf·eement with The United Telephone Company~! 
Pennsy lvania LLC d!bla Embarq Pennsy lvaf11·u Pursuant to Se('Jion 252 ofrlw Federal 
Communications AcJ q(J934 as Amende,d, and Applicable Stute Law 
On Behalf of Com cast 
Di t·ect 
Rebuttal 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Docket Nos. A-310922F7003/A-310922F7038 

June 6, 2008 
July 9, 200R 

Perition q(Core Communications. Inc . .fol' Arbitration of lnlerconnection Rates, Terms and 
Conditions with the RTCC, rhe PTA and the Frontier Companies 
On Behalf of Core 
Direct 
Rebuttal 
Surrebuttal 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. A-310922F7004 

December 7, 2007 
February 5, 2008 

March 4, 2008 

Petition of Core Communications, Inc. f or Arbitration of Interconnection Rates. Terms and 
Conditions Pursuant to 47 USC §252(b) with Windsn·eam Pennsylvania. !nc. flk/a A!lte/l 
On Behalf of Core 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

August 17. 2007 
September 6, 2007 

'------------------------------------·-------...;:.l...:'a;.s:g~e.:::.:.2~-·- ---



Timothy J Gates 

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Ducket No. A-310922F7002 

Dockel No IJ9G50 1 -TP 
Cumculum V1tae ,,fTnnothy Gates 
E~hihn_.~ C1 JG· l) Pngc 27 or3k 

4QSI 
r.j. 1 .-0I!~,~ t ~lii'•q. It'/, 

Petition ofCore Communications, Inc. for Arbitration with the United Telephone Company qf 
Pennsylvania d/b/a Embarq 
On Behalf of Core 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tfte Pennsylvania Public LJtility Commission 
Docket No. C-20028114 
Level 3 Communications, LLC v. Marianna & Scene!)' Hill Telephone Company 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 

April27, 2007 
June 4, 2007 

Direct September 5. 2002 

Before tbe PcnnsyJ"ania Public Utility Commission 
Docket No. I-00940034 
investigation Into JntraLATA interconnection An·angements (Presubsc,·iption) 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Puer-to nko Telecommunjcatjons Bmu·d 
Case No. JRT -2003-SC-2002 
ln the Matter of Regulation of Transit Traffic Service in Puerto Rico 
On Behalf of Centennial Pnerto Rico License Corp. 

December 9, 1994 

Affidavit December 15,2008 

Puerto Rico Telecommuni~tions Board 
Case Nos. JRT-2008-AR-0001 
Petition of Centennial Puerto Rico License Corp. for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Estnblish an interconnection Agreement with Puerto Rico 
Telephone Company. 
On Beha If of Centennial Puerto Rico License Corp. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Puerto Rico Telecommunications Board 

June 9, 2008 
July 7, 2008 

Case Nos. JRT-2005-Q-0121, JRT-2005-Q-0128, JRT-2003-Q-0297, JRT-2004-Q-0068 
Telefonica Lurga Distancia de Puerto Rico, Inc .. Worldnet Te/ecommunicarions. inc., Sprint 
Communications Company, LP. and AT&T of Puer-to Rico. Inc .. v. Puerto Rico Telephone 
Company, Inc . 
On Behalf of Centennial Puetto Rico License Corporation 
Direct January 19, 2006 

Before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 2089 
Dialing Pattern Pmposal Afade by the New Engfand Telephone Company 
On Behalf of MC! 
Direct April 30. 1993 
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Timothy J Gates 

Befo1·e the South Carolina Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2000~51 ()..C 

Oucket No. 09050 1-TI' 
Curriculum Vthce <JfTimmh}· GC!(Cs 

fixllibrt_ (TJG -1 ) Psge 28 or38 

Adelphia Business Solutions ofSouth Carolina, Inc. Arhitration with BellSouth 
Telecommunicafions 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2000~0446-C 

November 22. 2000 
December 14, 2000 

US LEC ofSouth Carolina Inc. Arbitration with BellSoufh Telecommunications 
On Behalf of US LEC • 
Direct 

Before the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. TCOl-098 

October 20, 2000 

Determining Prices for Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs) in Qwesl 's Statement of Generally 
Available Terms (SGAT) 
On Behalfofthe Staffofthe Public Utilities Commission 
Direct 

Before the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. TC03-057 

June 16, 2003 

Application q(Qwestto Recla.~.\·ifyLoca/ E-rchange Services as Ful~v Competitive 
On Behalf of WorldCom, lnc. , Black Hills FiberCom and Midcontinent Communications 
Direct May 27, 2003 

Before the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. F-3652~12 
Application of Northwestern Bell Telephone Company tu Introduce hs Contract Toll Plan 
On Behalf of MC I 
Direct 

Before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority 
Docket No. 00~00927 

November l l, 1987 

Petition ofAdelphia Business Solutions for ArbitraOon with BellSouth Telecommunil'ations 
On Behalf of Adelphia 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Texas Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Case No. 35869 

January 3 I, 200 I 
February 7, 200 I 

Petition ofC/uwter Fiherlink TX-CCO. l. LC.fhr Arbilralion oflnterconneclion ARreeme/11 wilh 
Centw:vTel f!( Lake Dallas. Inc:. 
On Beha If of Charter Fiber I ink LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

October J, 2008 
October 17, 2008 
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Timothy J Gates 

Before the Texas Public Utilities Commission 
PlJC Docket No. 35402 

DDcket No, 09050 1-TP 
Cutrkulum Vitae afTimol11y Gates 
F.xhibit __ (T.TG- I) Puge 29 of J8 

Petition o.fComcast Phone cdTexas. LLC for Arbitration with Uniled Teh;phone Company of 
Te.xas. Jnc. dlb/(J Embarq Pwsuant to Section 252 of'the Federal Communications Act of 1934, as 
Amended, and Applicable Slate Laws. 
On Behalf of Comcast 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Texas Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. 28821 

April 14, 2008 
April 28, 2008 

Arbitralion ofNon-costing issues jbr Successor Interconnection Agreement to the Texas 2 71 
Agreement 
On BehalfofKMC Telecom IH, LLC, KMC Telecom V, Jnc. (d/b/a KMC Network Services, 
lnc.), and KMC Data, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before tbe Texas Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. 2643 t 

July 19, 2004 
August 23, 2004 

Petition of Level 3 for AdJilrution with Century Tel of Lake Dallas, inc. and Century Tel ofSan 
lvf arcos, Inc. 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Reply 

Before the Texas Public Utilities Commission 
PUC Docket No. 22441 
Petition of Level 3 for Arbitration with Southwestern Bell Telephor1e Company 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Vtab Public Senke Commission 
Docket No. 03-999-04 

October I 0, 2002 
October 16, 2002 

June 5, 2000 
June !2, 2000 

In 1he Matter ofa Proceeding to Address Acrions Necessary to Respond to !he FCC 's 71-iennia/ 
Review Order 
On BehalfofWorldCom, Tnc , (MCT) 
Direct January lJ, 2004 

Before tbe Utah Public Set·vice Commission 
Docket No. 00~999-05 

in tht! Muller ofthe Investigation (Jlfntet•-Cttrrier Compensation for E.xclumged ESP Traffic 
On Behalf of Level 3 Commun icati ons, LLP 
Direct February 2, 200 1 

------- - - ------------·· ·····- ···· ·--_E~~- ~~-·····-------·· 



Timothy J Gates 

Before tbe Utah Public Servic.e Commission 
Docket No. 97-049-08 
USWC Rate Case 
On Behalf of MCI 
Surrebut1al 
Revised Direcl 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 96-095-0 ( 

Doeke~ No. 090~01 -TP 
Curriculum Vita~: of Timothy Oates 
Exhibi t_ . (TJG- 1) Pagc 30 of J 8 

September 3, 1997 
September 29, 1997 

MCimetro Petition for Arbitration ·with USWC Pursuant to 47 U.S. C. Section 252 

On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Utah Public Sen•ice Commission 
Case No. 83-999-11 

November 8, 1996 
November 22, 1996 

lnvestigotion of Access Charges for· intrastate lnterLATA and JntraLATA Telephone Sen1ices 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Utah Public Service Commission 
Case No. 87-049-05 

Ju ly 7, 1988 

Petition oft he M(JUntain State Telephone and Telew·aph Company for £\·emp tion from 

Regula! ion of Various Transport Services 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. tJT-083041 

November 16, 1987 

In the Matter oj'Pelit ion q(Charter Fiber/ink WA. CCV!!. LLCfor Arbitration of an 

Interconnection Agreemem wilh Qwest Corporation 
On Behalf of Charter 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docl<et No. UT ..083025 

October 8, 2008 
November 17, 2008 

In the Matler ofCmncast Phone of Washington v. Embarq; Arbitration jbr lnterconneC'tion 

On Behalf of Comcnst 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

.Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. Uf-03301 I 

July 2, 2008 
August I, 2008 

In the Matter of Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, Petitioners. v. Advanced 

Telecom Group, Inc .. eta/, Respondents 
On Beha If of Time Wamer Telecom of Washington, LLC 
Direct September 13. 2004 
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Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. VT-030614 
In the Matter oflhe Petition ofQwest Corporation for· Compelitive Class{fication of Basic 
Exchange Telecommunications Services 
On Behalf ofMCI, Inc. 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT·02l569 

August 13, 2003 
August 29, 2003 

Developing an Interpretive or Policy Statement relating to the Use of Virtual NPAI!v'XX Calling 
Patterns 
On BehalfofMCl, KMC Telecom, and Level (3) Communications, LLC 
Workshop Participation May 1, 2003 

Before the Washington Utilities and Tnmsportation Commission 
Docket No. UT·021569 
Developing an Jnterprelive or Policy Statemenr relating to the Use of Virtual NPA!NXX Calling 
Patterns 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Tnc. and KMC Telecom 
Comments 

Before the Washington Utilities and Ta-ansportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-023043 
Petition of Level 3 .fot Arbitration with Centu1yTel of Washington, Inc. 
On BchalfofLevel {3) Communications, LLC 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the W'ashington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. UT-003013, Part D 

January 31, 2003 

October 18, 2002 
November l, 2002 

Continued Costing and P1·icing of Unbtmdled Network Elements, Transport. ond Terrninarinn 
On Behalf of WorldCom, Tnc. 
Direct 

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. llT -970325 

December 21, 200 I 

Ru!emuking Workshop re Access Chmxe Reform and the Cost (.!t' Universal 5-.'ervice 
On BehalfofMCI 
Commet1ts and Presentation 

Before the Washington Utilities and T1·ansportation Commission 
Docket No. UT -960338 

January ! 3, 1998 

Petition o{MCimetro for Arhitrution with GTE Northwest, Inc .. Pursuant lo 4 7 U.S C.252 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

October 11. 1996 
November 20, 1996 
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Before tbe Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Docket No. U-88-2052-P 

LA1ckc1 No 09050 1-TP 
Cumculurn Vli:IC ofTim,,Uw !"~lc~ 

1::::\h ibot_ (TJG.I) Pal!~ 3i r.l"3l! 

Petition qf Pac{f/c NorJhwesJ Bell Telephone Cnmpfmyfor Classification <?fSen>ices as 

Competirive 
On Beha lf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the West Virginia Public Service Commission 
Case No. 97-1338-T-PC 

September 27, 1988 

Pelilion ofWorldCom, Inc. for Approval to Tram}i!l' Control of MCJ Communications 

Corporation to WorldCom, i nc. 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Rebuttal June 18, 1998 

Before the West Virginia Public Service Commission 
Case No. 94-0725-T-PC 
Bell Atlantic- West Virginia i ncentive Regulation Plan 

O n Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before tbe Wisconsin Public Senice Commission 
Docket Nos. 05-MA-148 and 05-MA-149 

October 1 1 , 1994 

Petition of Charter F iber/ink LLCjor Arbitration with Century Tel Rural and Non~Rurul 

Telephone Companies ofWi.~consin 
O n Beha If of Charter Fiberlink LLC 
D irect 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-MA~l35 

November 7, 2008 
November 24, 2008 

Pel ilion of Level 3 for Arbitration with Wiscon.~irt B!!ll, inc. dlh/al SBC Wisconsin 

On Behalf of Level (3) Communicat ions, L LC 
Direct September I, 2004 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No, 05-MA~130 
Pel it ion ofLevel 3for Arbitration wirh Century Tel 
On Behalf of Level (3) Communi cations, LLC 
Direct 
Reply 

Before tbe Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. OS~NC-102 
Petition (!f MCJ.fo ,· lntraLA.TA JWOCX I + Artthority 
On Behalf ofMCT 
Direct 

September 30, 2002 
October 9, 2002 

Apri l 3, '1 992 
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Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-TR-1 03 
Jnwstigation of Intrastate Access Costs and intrastate Access Charges 

On Behalf of MCl 
Djrect 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 2180-TR-102 
GTE Rate Case and Request for Alternative Regulatory Plan 
On Behalf ofMCT 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 6720-TR-104 
Wisconsin Bell Rate Case 
On Behalf ofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. OS-TR-1 02 

Docht No. 09050 \-Tl' 
Curriculum Vitae of Timothy G~les 
Exhibit __ (TJG-1) Pugc 33 oOl\ 

November IS, 1990 

October I, 1990 
October 15, 1990 

April 16, 1990 

lnvesligarion of Intrastate Access Costs, SettlemenL~, and lntmLA TA Access Charges 

On BehalfofMCJ 
Direct 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 6720-Tl-102 
Review C!lthe WBJ Rate Morarorium 
On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-TI-111 

December I, 1989 

October 9, 1989 
November 17, 1989 

Disconnection ofLocal and Toll Services for Nonpaymenl -- Part A: F..xamination oflndustry 

Wide Billing and Collection Practices-- Par/ B 
On BehalfofMCl 
Direct 
Reburtal 

Before tbe Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 6720-TR-103 
Investigation Into the Financial Data and Regula/ion of Wisconsin Bell, inc. 
On BehalfofMCJ 
Rebuttal 

July 5 , 1989 
July 12, 1989 

May II, 1989 
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Amendment of MCJ \· CCN j()J' Au/ hority to Provide 1 nt rcr LATA Dedicated A cce.\·s Services 

On BehalfofMCI 
Direct 

Before the Wtsconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 6720-TI-102 
Review of Financial Data Filed by Wisconsin Bell, Inc. 

On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05-TI-116 
In rhe Malter of Provision of Operator Services 

On Behalf ofMCl 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 05~ TR-1 02 

May I. 1989 

March 6, 1989 

December 12, 1988 

Investigation oflntrastateAccess Costs, Sei/Jemel1ts, and JntraLATA Access Charges 

On Behalf of MCl 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 

October31, 1988 
November 14, 1988 

lnthe Maller ofLevel 3 Communications, LLC Pelitionfor Arbitration with Qwest Corpomfion 

On Behalf of Level 3 
Direct 
Rebuttal 

Before the Wyoming Public Service Commission 
Docket No. 9746 Sub 1 
Application <~f MCJ for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

On Behalf of MCI 
Direct 

Before the Wyoming Puhlic'Service Commission 
Docket No. 72000-TC-97-99 
in 1he Marter of Compliance w;rh Federal Regulations of Payphones 

On Behalf of MCl 
Ora I Testimo11y 

September 8, 2005 
November 18, 2005 

June 17, 1987 

May 19, 1997 

Comments Submitted to tbe Federal Communications Commission and/or the Department 

of Justice 

Comments to I he Department of Justice (Task Force on Te lecommunications) on the Stalus of 

OSS Testing in Arizona and the USWC Collaborative on BehalfofMCJ WorldCom. Inc. 
November 9 , 1999 
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Comments to FCC Staff of Common Carrier Bureau on the Status ofOSS Testing in Arizona on 

BehalfofMCI WorldCom, Inc. 
November 9, I 999 

Presentation to FCC Staff on the Status oflntrastate Competition on Behalf of MCJ. 
February J 6, 1995 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 650 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf of MC! re Ameritech 64 Clear Channel Capability 

Service. 
September 4. 1992 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 578 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf ofMCl re Ameritech Directory Search Service. 

November 27, 1991 

CC Docket No. 91·215 
Opposition to Direct Cases of Ameritech and United (Ameritech Transmittal No. 5 18; United 

Transmittal No. 273) on Behalf of MCI re the introduction of 64 Kbps Speci<~l Access Service. 
October 15, 1991 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 562 
Petition to Suspend and Jnvestigate on Behalf of MCl reProposed Rates and Possible MFJ 

Violations Associated with Ameritech's OPTINET Reconfiguration Service (AORS). 
September 30, 199 J 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 555 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf of MCl re Ameritech Directory Search Service. 

August 30, 199 1 

Ameritcch Transmittal No. 526 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf of MCI re Proposed Flexible ANI Service. 

April I 7, 199 1 

Ameritech Transmittal No. 518 
Petition to Suspend and Investigate on Behalf of MCJ reProposed Rates for OPTINET 64 Kbps 

Service. 
March 6, 1991 

SelecCcd Reports, Presentations and Publications 

COMPTEL PLUS Spring 2009 Regulatory Workshop; Sponsored by Davis Wri ght Tremaine 

LLP; ''Critical Telecom Issues Now and On the Horizon' '; March 5, 2009. 

CLE lnlemational I Ot11 Annual Conference, "Telecommunications Law," ''Technology Update

The State ofWireless Technologies in Canada- A Comparison of Wireless Technologies in 
Canada and the United States of America." 
December J3.J4, 2007 

"The State of Wireless Technologies in Canada - A Comparison of Wire less Technologies in 
Canada and the Unit.ed States of America": Presented to Bell Canada Enterprises. 
May 25, 2007. 
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Timothy J Gates 

CLE lntemational 8111 Annual Conference, 'Telecommunications Law," "VolP and Brand X
Legal and Regulatory Developments." 
December 8-9. 2005 

QSJ Technical Report No. 012605A "IP-Enabled Voice Services: Impact of Applying Switched 
Access Charges to lP-PSTN Voice Services" 
E-;; Partejiling in FCC dockets WC Dockets No. 04-36 (In the Matter (?(IP-Enabled Service.,), 
03-266 (ln the Matter ofLeve/3 Communications LLC Petitionjvr Fm·bearunce Under 47 US.C. 
§ 160(c)ji-cmt En.foreemento/47 US. C.§ 25l(g), Rule 51. 70J(h)(l}, and Rule 69.5fh): IP 
Enabled Services) 
Washington DC, January 27, 200.5 

QSI Report to the Wyoming Legislature "'n1e Wyoming Universal Service Fund. An Evaluation 
of'the Basis and Qualtficationsfor Funding'' December 3, 2004. 

Presentation to the lowa Senate Committee Regarding House Study Bill 622/Senate Study Bill 
3035; Comments on Behalf of MCI 
February 19, 2004 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners Summer Committee Meetings; 
Participated in .Panel regarding ''Wireless Substitution ofWireline- Policy Implications." 
July 25, 2003 

Seminar for the New York State Department of Public Service entitled "Emerging Technologies 
and Convergence in the Telecommunications Network''. Presented with Ken Wilson of Boulder 
Telecommunications Consultants, LLC 
February 19~20, 2003 

"Litigating Telecommunications Cost Cases and Other Sources of Enlightenment"; Educational 
Seminar for State Commission and Attorney General Employees on Litigating TELR1C Cases; 
Denver, Colorado. 
February 5-6, 2002 

Illinois; Presentation to the Environment & Energy Senate Committee reEmerging Technologies 
and Their Impact on Public Pol icy, on Behalf of MCl World Com, Inc. 
March 8, 2000 

" Interpreting the FCC Rules of 1997"; The Annenberg School for Communication at d1e 
University of Southern California; Panel Presentation on Universal Service and Access Reform. 
October 23, 1997 

''NECA/Century Access Conference"; Panel Presentation on Local Exchange Compet-ition. 
December 13-14, 1995 

"TDS Annual Regulatory Meeting"; Panel Presentation on Local Compelition Jssues. 
August 29. I 995 
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"Phone+ Supershow '95"; Play ing Fair: An Update on lntraLATA Equal Access; Panel 
Presentation. 
August 28-30, 1995 

"The LEC-TXC Conference"; Sponsored by Telecommunications Reports and Telco Competition 
Report; Panel on Redefining the lntraLAT A Service Mal'ket -- Toll Competition, Extended A ref-! 
Calling and Local Resale. 
March 14-l 5, 1995 

The 12th Annual National Telecommunications Forecasting Conference; Represented 1XCs in 
Special Town Meeting Segment Regarding the Convergence of CATV and Telecommunications 
and other Local Competition Issues. 
May 23-26, 1994 

TeleStrategies Conference-- "IntraLATA Toll Competition-- Gaining the Competitive Edge"; 
Presentation on Ca1Tiers and lntraLAT A Toll Competition on Behalf of MCl. 
May 13-14, 1993 

NARUC Introductory Regulatory Training Program; Panel Presentation on Competition in 
Telecommunications on Behalf of MCl. 
March 14-17, 1993 

TeleStrategies Conference-- ''TntraLA T A Toll Competition-- A Multi-Billion Dollar Market 
Opportunity." Presentations on the interexchange carriers' position on intraLA T A dialing parity 
and prcsubscription and on technical considerations on behalf of MCl. 
December 2-3, 1992 

North Dakota Association of Telephone Cooperatives Summer Conference, July 8-10, 1992. 
Panel presentations on "Equal Access in North Dakota: Implementation of PSC Mandate" and 
"Open Network Access in N01th Dakota" on Behalf of MCI. 
July 9, 1992 

TeleStrategies Conference-- "Local Exchange Competition: The $70 Billion Opportunity." 
Presentation as pa1i of a panel on "lntraLATA 1 + Presubscription" on Behalf of MCI. 
November 19, 1991 

Wisconsin Public Utility Institute-- Telecommunications Utilities and Regula1ion Course; May 
13-16, 1991; Participated In lntraLATA Toll Competition Debate on Behalf of MCI. 
May 16, 1991 

Michigan; Presentation to the Michigan Senate Technology and Energy Commission and the 
House Public Utilities Committee re MCI's Building Blocks Proposal and SB 124/HB 4343. 
May 15, 1991 

Wisconsin; Comments Before the Wisconsin Assembly Utilities Comm ittee Regarding the 
Wisconsin Bell Plan for Flexible Regulation, on Behalf ofMCI. 
May 16, 1990 
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Michigan; Presentation to the Michigan Senate Teclmology and Energy Committee re SB 124 on 
behalfofMCl. 
March 20, 1991 

Illinois Telecommunications Sunset Review Fotum; Two Panel Presentations: Discussion of the 
Illinois Commerce Commission's Decision in Docket No. 88~0091 for the Technology Working 
Group; and, Discussion of the Treatment of Competitive Services for the Rate of Return 
Regulation Working Group; Comments on Behalf of MCL 
October 29, 1990 

Wisconsin Public Utility Institute-- Telecommunications Utilities and Regulation; May 14- J 8, 
1990; Presentation on Altemative Forms of Regulation. 
May 16, 1990 

Michigan; Presentation Before the Michigan House and Senate Staff Working Group on 
Telecommunications; ''A First Look at Nebraska, Incentive Rates and Price Caps," Comments on 
Behalf of MCI. 
October 30, 1989 

National Association of Regulato1y Utility Commissioners-- Summer Committee Meeting, San 
Francisco, California. Panel Presentation-- Specific lntraLAT A Market Concerns of 
lnterexchange Carriers; Comments on BehalfofMCI. 
July 24, 1989 

Wisconsin Public Utility Institute-~ Telecommunications Utilities and Regulation; May 15-18, 
1989: Panel Presentation -- !nterexchange Service Pricing Practices Under Price Cap Regulation; 
Comments on Behalf of MCI. 
May 17, 1989 

Minnesota; Senate File 677; Proposed Deregulation Legislation; Comments before the House 
Committee on Telecommunications. 
April 8, 1987 
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BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION; Docket No. 090501 -TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

1. Should tariffed rates and associated terms apply to services ordered under or provided in accordance with the ICA? 

[Parties have agreed to procedure to minimize disputes on this issue} 

General Terms§ 1.1 (tariffs not part of ICA) 

General Terms§ 1.2 (tariffs don't apply to services ordered under ICA} 

General Terms§ 2.4 (tariffs not part of lCA) 

General Terms§ 4.6.1 (role of tariffs if applicable law changes} 

General Terms§ 41 .1 (remove reference to tariffs) 

Glossary§ 2.116 (clarify definition of "Tariff' to eliminate notion that a tariff might be "applicable" to performance under the ICA) 

Interconnection § 5.4 (eliminate reference to "tariff' regarding SS7 signaling for interconnection) 

Interconnection § 6.1.1 (ensure that tariffed rates do not apply to traffic exchanged under ICA unless specified) 

Interconnection§ 8.2 (elimination of references to tariffs and extension of tariffs to reciprocal compensation traffic} 

Resale § 1 (remove reference to "applicable tariffs") 

UNEs § 1.1 (ensure tariffs don't govern UNE rates ; no "applicable tariffs" under ICA) 

UNEs § 1.5 (ensure tariffs don't apply to "customer not ready" situations;-Verizon may include applicable charge in pricing appendix) 

Pricing§ 1.2 (eliminate ambiguity regarding application of tariffs versus ICA rates) 

Pricing§ 1.3 (eliminate importation of tariff rates to ICA) 

Pricing§ 1.5 (confirm that prices are not affected by tariff changes; eliminate automatic updates due to regulatory action) 

Pricing§ 1.6 (delete now-unnecessary material) 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKETNO. 090501-TP EXHIBIT 16 

COMPANY BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS 

WITNESS TIMOTHY J. GATES (TJG-2) 

DATE 05/25/10 
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BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 090501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

Should all charges under the ICA be expressly stated? If not, what payment obligations arise when a party renders a service to 
the other party for which the ICA does not specify a particular rate? 

[Patties have agreed to procedure to minimize disputes on this issue] 

General Terms§ 51 (clarify that the only monetary charges are those specifically stated; clarify that if no charge stated, service provided 
at no monetary charge; clarify that placing an "order" does not imply the "ordered" function is chargeable; clarify that Verizon's 
standard "Pricing Attachment" functions as a reference list of prices and does not independently create any payment obligations) 

Pricing§ 1.4 (ensure that no charges apply unless specifically stated in ICA) 

Should traffic not specifically addressed in the ICA be treated as required under the Parties' respective tariffs or on a bill-and-
keep basis? 

Interconnection§ 8.4 (establish rule that traffic types with no specified rate are exchanged at bill and keep; eliminates disputes) 

How should the IC A define and use the terms "Customer" and "End User"? 

Glossary§ 2.30 (clarify that "Customer" includes downstream "customers," including VoiP end users of Bright House's cable affiliate) 

Glossary§ 2.46 (add definition of "End User" to refer to both direct customers and indirect/downstream customers, including VoiP end 
users of Bright House's cable affiliate, but not entities acting as carriers) 

Glossary§ 2.87 (clarify that "911/E911 Calls" covers 911 calls from end users of Bright House's cable affiliate are covered) 

Interconnection§ 9.1 (clarify reference to cable affiliates' end users) 

Interconnection§ 15.2.1 (clarify LNP-related rights of cable affiliate's End Users) 

Interconnection§ 15.3 (clarify that cable affiliate's end users are not disadvantaged in whole-NXX porting scenario) 

Resafe § 4.2 (conform use of the now-defined term "End User" in context ofVerizon resale customers) 

911 Attachment §§ 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.3, 2.4, 2. 3.5, 3.1 (conform use of now-defined term "End User" to ensure that cable 
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ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

affiliate's end users receive proper 911 service} 

Settled 

Is Verizon entitled to access Bright House's poles, ducts, conduits and rights-of-way? 

Additional Services§ 9.2 (delete provision re: Bright House providing pole/conduit access to Verizon, not called for by applicable law) 

If during the term of this agreement Verizon becomes required to offer a service under the ICA, may the parties be required to 
enter into good faith neg otiations concerning the Implementation of that se rvice? 

General Terms§ 18 (eliminate language implying that Verizon not strictly bound by commitments in ICA) 

Additional Services§ 13 (eliminate language implying that Verizon not strictly bound by commitments in ICA) 

Interconnection§ 16 (eliminate language implying that Verizon not strictly bound by commitments in ICA} 

Resale § 7 (eliminate language implying that Verizon not strictly bound by commitments in ICA) 

UNEs § 19 {eliminate language implying that Verizon not strictly bound by commitments in ICA} 

911 Attachment, § 5 (eliminate language implying that Verizon not strictly bound by commitments in ICA} 

Should Verizon be allowed to cease performing duties provided for in this agreement that are not required by applicable law? 

General Terms§ 50 (eliminate language purporting to allow Verizon to withdraw services at will if not literally required by Applicable Law) 

Should the IC A include terms that prohibit Verizon from selling its territory unless the buyer assumes the ICA? 

General Terms§ 43.2 (Verizon can't walk away from contract obligations by selling territory; must assign duties to any purchaser) 

Settled 
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ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

Settled 

Should the ICA state that "ordering" a service does not mean a charge will apply? 

General Terms§ 51 

When the rate for a service is modified by the Florida Public Service Commission or the FCC, should the new rate be 
implemented and if so, how? 

Pricing§§ 1.5-1.7 (modify language re: changes in rates ordered by regulators) 

What time limits should apply to the Parties' right to bill for services and dispute charges for billed services? 

General Terms§ 9.5 (establish one-year contractual "statute of limitations" regarding both disputes and back~billing ) 

Settled 

Settled 

Should Bright House be required to provide assurance of payment? If so, under what circumstances, and what remedies are 
available to Verizon if assurance of payment is not forthcoming? 

General Terms§ 6 (eliminate Verizon's unilateral ability to demand "assurance of payment") 

Settled 

Settled 

Settled 

(a) What obligations, if any, does Verizon have to reconcile its network architecture with Bright House's 1 

(b) What obligations, if any, does Bright House have to reconcile its network architecture with Verizon's? 

General Terms § 42 (make obligation to deal with each other's technology upgrades mutual) 
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ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

What contractual limits should apply to the parties' use of information gained through their dealings with the other party? 

General Terms,§ 10.1.6 (specifically include information in Bright House-submitted LSRs to Verizon as confidential information) 

General Terms, § 10.2.1 (prohibit Verizon's retail/sales operations from using Bright House confidential information) 

Additional Services§ 4.5 (specifically include directory-related information as confidential information, until it becomes public) 

Additional Services§ 8.7 (expand scope of reference to 47 U.S. C. § 222 to include carrier confidential information) . 
Additional Services, § 8.9 (confirm status of Bright House's ordering information as confidential} 

(a) Under what circumstances, if any, may Bright House use Verizon's Operations Support Systems for purposes other than 
the provision of telecommunications services to its customers? 

(b) What constraints, if any, should the IC A place on Verizon's ability to modify its OSS? 

Additional Services§ 8.2.1 (oblige Verizon to provide electronic OSS ordering for any service provided under the ICA) 

Additional Services§ 8.2.3 (require Verizon to provide commercial reasonable advance notice of OSS changes} 

Add itional Services§ 8.4.2 (delete restriction on use ofVerizon OSS that is not consistent with applicable law) 

Additional Services§ 8.8.2 (clarify that any limitations Verizon imposes on volume of use of OSS are commercially reasonable) 

(a) What description, if any, of Verizon's general obligation to provide directory listings, should be included In the ICA? 

(b) What rate, if any, should apply to Verizon's inclusion and modification of Bright House directory listi ngs? 

(c) To what extent, if any, should the ICA require Verizon to facilitate Bright House's negotiating a separate agreement with 
Verizon's directory publishing company? 

[Issue #23(b) and Issue #23(c) have been resolved by the parties.} 

Additional Services § 4 (clarify that Verizon must provide directory listing functions on just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory terms as 
provided by law) 



ISSUE 

24. 

25. 

26 

27 

28 

29. 

30. 

31. 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection Arbitration 

Exhibit T JG-2 
Page 6 of 11 

BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 090501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

ls Verizon obliged to provide facilities from Bright House's network to the point of inter connection at TEL RIC rates? 

Interconnection§ 2.1.1.3 (clarify that Verizon is obliged to provide interconnection facilities to Bright House at TELRIC rates) 

Settled. 

May Bright House require Verizon to interconnect using a fiber meet arrangement? 

Interconnection§ 3.1.1 (clarify BHN right to establish fiber meets and clear dispute resolution if need be) 

Interconnection§ 4.2 (conforming change reflecting availability of fiber meets) 

How far, if at all, should Verizon be required to build out its network to accommodate a fiber meet? 

Interconnection § 3.1.2 (loosen unreasonable and arbitrary restrictions on where fiber meets may be established) 

Fiber Meet§ 2.1 (remove unnecessary/unreasonable restriction on location of fiber meets) 

What types of traffic may be exchanged over a fiber meet, and what terms should govern the exchange of thattraffic? 

Interconnection§ 3.1.3 (any traffic may flow over a fiber meet arrangement) 

Interconnection§ 3.1.4 (delete unneeded restrictions on use of fiber meets; clarify cost responsibility for fiber meet arrangements) 

To what extent, if any, should parties be required to establish separate trunk groups for different types of traffic? 

Interconnection § 2.2.2 (require parties to negotiate establishment of separate trunk groups for billing, upon request of either party) 

Interconnection § 2.2.1.1 (conforming change per § 2.2.1.4 to remove inbound transit traffic from general Interconnection Trunks, to 
facilitate billing of transit traffic 

May Bright House unilaterally determine whether the Parties will use one-way or two-way interconnection trunks? 

Interconnection§ 2.2.3 (per applicable law, Bright House may elect either one-way or two-way trunks) 

Which party has administrative control over which interconnection trunks, and what responsibilities, if any, flow from that 
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BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 090501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

control? 

Interconnection § 2.2.4 (clarify that trunks between Bright House and a Verizon tandem are required either if Bright House sends traffic to 
end offices subtending the tandem, or ifVerizon end offices subtending the tandem send traffic to Bright House) 

Interconnection§ 5.2.1 (conforming change to reflect potential higher-data-rate interconnections, per§ 2.4.6) 

May Bright House require Verizon to accept trunking at DS-3 level or above? 

Interconnection§ 2.4.6 (interconnection can occur at higher than DS1 or DS3 levels) 

May charges be assessed for the establishment or provision of local interconnection trunks or trunk groups? 

Interconnection § 2.2.9 (clarify that use of industry-standard ASR to "order" trunks does not imply any payment obligation, since trunks 
have two symmetrical ends and transport obligations are reciprocal) 

Interconnection § 2.3.2 (administration of trunk groups; elimination of Verizon right to charge) 

Interconnection§ 2.4.12 (eliminate right to charge for unused trunks; simple disconnection sufficient} 

Should performance measures apply to two-way trunks that are outside of Verizon's administrative control? 

Interconnection§ 2.4.13 (delete provision exempting Verizon from being subject to performance standards regarding trunks) 

Settled 



Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection Arbitration 

Exhibit T JG-2 
Page 8 of 11 

BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 090501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

36. What terms should apply to meet-point billing, including Bright House's provision of tandem functionality for exchange access 
services? 

{a) Should Bright House remain financially responsible for the traffic of its affiliates or other third parties when it delivers 
that traffic for termination by Verizon? 

(b) To what extent, if any, should the ICA require Bright House to pay Verizon for Verizon-provided facilities used to carry 
traffic between interexchange carriers and Bright House's network? 

Glossary§ 2.50 (clarify the term "Exchange Access" to distinguish between meet-point-billing traffic (access billed to IXCs) and toll traffic 
provided by a party (access billed to party)) 

Glossary§ 2.82 (add definition of "Meet Point Billing Traffic," to clarify that tor such traffic access charges apply to IXC, not to parties) 

Glossary§ 2.123 (clarify definition of "Toll Traffic" to tie to appropriate statutory terminology and to distinguish toll services provided to 
end users by a party (which may result in the parties charging each other access charges} and such services provided by third party 
fXCs (which will result in access charges to the IXCs but no inter-party charging) 

Interconnection§ 2.2.1.2 (clarify that access toll connecting trunks may carry meet point billing traffic where either party provides tandem 
functionality) 

Interconnection§ 8.3 (provision redundant/inaccurate given treatment of meet point billing and transit traffic) 

Interconnection§ 9.2.1 (clarify language regarding Bright House switch subtending Verizon tandem for purposes of meet point billing to 
IXCs who do not directly connect to Bright House) 

Interconnection§ 9.2.2 (modify language to accommodate mutuality of meet point billing arrangements) 

Interconnection§ 9.2.3 (modify language to accommodate mutuality of meet point billing arrangements) 

Interconnection§ 9.2.5 (new) (clarify that there is no inter-party charging in meet point billing situation) 

Interconnection§ 10 (passim, all subsections) (modify language to reflect the fact that either party may perform tandem transport 
functionality in meet point billing arrangements) 

Interconnection§ 10.6 (clarify that charges in meet point billing situation are to IXC, not each other} 
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BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 0 90501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

How should the types of traffic (e.g. local, ISP, access) that are exchanged be defined and what rates should apply? 

Glossary§ 2.60 (clarify definition of " lnformation Access" to conform with applicable law) 

Glossary§ 2.63 (clarify definition of "Internet Traffic for application of mirroring rule and transport charges) 

Glossary§ 2. 79 (clarify definition of "Measured Internet Traffic" to comply with applicable law for of mirroring rule and transport charges) 

Glossary§ 2.106 (modify definition of "Reciprocal Compensation Traffic" to reflect FCC's ruling from November 2008) 

Interconnection§ 6.2 (clarity in pricing of traffic. including ISP-bound traffic) 

Interconnection§ 7.1 (clarity in application of rates for transport and termination) 

Interconnection§ 7.2 (clarify application of reciprocal compensation to all appropriate traffic . mirroring rule, and transport charges) 

Interconnection§ 7.2.1 (clarify limitation on reciprocal compensation) 

Interconnection§ 7.2.2 (delete; clarifies application of mirroring rule and transport charges) 

Interconnection§§ 7.2.3- 7.2.8 (conforming changes to reflect new introductory language to§ 7.2) 

Interconnection§ 7.2.8 (clarity in application of reciprocal compensation) 

Interconnection§ 7.3 (delete; moot in light of agreement on $0.0007 rate) 

Interconnection§ 8.2 (delete; language confuses of reciprocal compensation and access rates under ICA, in part by reference to tariffs) 

Interconnection§ 8.5 (delete; language subject to interpretation and ambiguity) 

Should there be a limit on the amount and type of traffic that Bright House can exchange with third parties when It uses 
Verizon's network to transit that traffic? 

Interconnection § 2.1.1 (clarify that obligation to provide facilities to the POl applies for traffic originating on a parties' network, or 
transiting that party's network from a third party) 

Interconnection§ 12.6 (description of volume limits and other issues) 
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BRIGHT HOUSE- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 090501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

Does Bright House remain financially responsible for traffic that it terminates to third parties when it uses Verizon's network to 
transit the traffic? 

Interconnection§ 8.3 (provision redundant/inaccurate given treatment of meet point billing and transit traffic) 

Interconnection§ 12.4 (delete unworkable provision regarding transit traffic) 

Interconnection§ 12.5 (delete language purporting to allow Verizon to charge Bright House whatever charges a third party carrier might 
impose of Verizon for transit traffic originating with Bright House) 

To what extent, if any, should the IC A require Verizon to facilitate negotiatio ns for direct interconnect ion between Bright House 
and Verizon's affiliates? 

Interconnection§ 2.2.1.4 (require separate trunks for inbound transit traffic, to facilitate billing of such traffic) 

Interconnection§ 16 (Bright House Version) (oblige Verizon to provide reasonable assistance to Bright House in establishing direct 
connections with Verizon affiliates)· 

Should the IC A contain specific procedures to gov ern the process of transferring a customer between the parties and the 
process of LNP provisioning? If so, what should those procedures be? 

Interconnection§ 15.2 (clarify obligations regarding porting intervals, no charge for porting, classification of ports as simple or complex) 

Interconnection§ 15.2.4 (clarify procedures regarding retaining 10-digit trigger to accommodate possible missed ports) 

Interconnection§ 15.2.5 (require coordinated ports, at no charge, for customers with 12 or more lines) 

Transfer Attachment (passim) (provide clear procedures for customer transfers) 

UNEs § 9.8.2 (confirm that Bright House or its cable affiliate may access NlDs without charge and without prior notice) 

Is Bright House entitled to open a Verizon NID and remove wiring from the customer side? 

UNEs § 9.8.1 (confirm that Bright House or its cable affiliate may access NIDs without charge and without prior notice) 

UNEs § 9.8.1 (confirm that Bright House or its cable affiliate may access N!Ds without charge and without prior notice) 
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BRIGHT HOUSE·- VERIZON ARBITRATION: Docket No. 090501-TP :: ISSUES LIST AND CONTRACT PROVISIONS 

ISSUE/AGREEMENT PROVISIONS 

Should the IC A require negotiation of procedures to remove Presubscrlbed I nterexchange Carrier freezes? 

Additional Services§ 12 (add provision obliging parties to negotiate reasonable means to clear PIC freezes) 

What terms should apply to locking and unlocking E911 records? 

911 Attachment§ 2.3.5 (require that parties comply with NANC guidelines regarding unlocking E911 records after transfer of customer) 

Should Verizon's collocation terms be included in the ICA or should the IC A refer to Verizon's collocation tariffs? 

Collocation Attachment (passim) (entire section needs to be fleshed out rather than simply cross-referencing tariffs) 

Should Verizon be required to make available to Bright House access to house and riser cable that Verizon does not own or 
control but tow hich it has a I ega I right of ace ess? If so, under what terms? 

UNEs § 7.1.1 (clarify Verizon's obligation to provide access to house/riser cable whenever it controls such cable) 

Settled 

Settled 

Are special access circuits that Verizon sells to end users at retail subject to resale at a discounted rate? 

Are special access seNices eligible for resale at the wholesale discount? 

Pricing§ 2.1.5.2 (clarify that "special access" circuits sold at retail are subject to a resale discount) 
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PREFACE 
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This Agreement ("Agreement") shall be deemed effective as of .... Date DT**"" (the "Effective 
Date"), between BRIGHT HOUSE NElWORKS INFORMATION SERVICES {FLORIDA) LLC 
("Bright House") a limited liability corporation organized under the laws of the Delaware, with 
offices at 12985 Telecom Parkway, Temple Terrace, Florida, 33637, and VERIZON FLORIDA, 
LLC {"Verizon"), a corporation organized under the laws of the *wolncorporation State
Commonwealth TI<T ... of .... Incorporation State TXT"** with offices at **""Verizon Address 
TXT*** (Verizon and Bright House may be referred to hereinafter, each, individually as a "Party", 
and, collectively, as the "Parties"}. 

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

In consideration of the mutual promises contained in this Agreement, and intending to be legally 
bound, pursuant to Section 252 of the Act, Verizon and Bright House hereby agree as follows: 

1. The Agreement 

1.1 

1.2 

This Agreement includes: (a) the Principal Document; ~{b) ,an()rc!erby a. 
Party that has been accepted by the other Party. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided in the Principal Document {including, but 
not limited to, the Pricing Attachment), conflicts among provisions in the Principal 
Docu me n~-~t1.cl.~n.9rc!~r_I?'LCI. Pa.r:!Y_!ba._t_ll_a.~J?.e..e..n _aC!.c:e..P!e..cl ~Y t_hl:l. o!h~rPCI~Y. 
shall be resolved in accordance with the following order of precedence, where 
the document identified in subsection "(a)" shall have the highest precedence: 
(a) the Principal Document; ~(b),an Order by a Party that has been accepted 
by the other Party . .Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to orohibit a 
Party from purchasing a service under the terros of the other p arty's Tariff A 
Party's Order gr reauest for a Service that is offered by the other Party both 
under this Agreement and under the other Party's Tariff shall be deemed to be an 
Order or request governed entirety by the terms of thjs Aareement and not by 
any Tariff unless such Order or request specifically states that it is an Order for a 
service under the other Party's Tariff No terms of any Party's Tarjff(s\ shall 
apply to any Service provided or to be orovided under !his Agreement except to 
the extent that this Agreement exoressly states that the terms of such J ariff 
apply No Tar jffed charoe for any Service provided or to be provided under this 
Agreement shall apply except to the extent that this Aareement expressly states 
that such Tariffed chargefsl shaff apply 

1.3 This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties on the 
subject matter hereof, and supersedes any prior or contemporaneous 
agreement, understanding, or representation, on the subject matter hereof. This 
Agreement is not intended to be, nor shall it be construed to create, a novation or 
accord and satisfaction with respect to any prior interconnection or resale 
agreements. All monetary obligations of the Parties to one another under any 
prior interconnection or resale agreements shall remain in full force and effect 
subject to the terms of such prior agreement. In connection with the foregoing, 
each Party expressly reserves all of its rights under the Bankruptcy Code and 
Applicable Law to seek or oppos.e any relief in respect of the assumption, 
assumption and assignment, or rejection of any interconnection or resale 
agreements between Verizon and Bright House. 
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1.4 Except as otherwise provided in the Principal Document, the Principal Document 
may not be waived or modified except by a written document that is signed by 
the Parties. Subject to the requirements of Applicable Law, a Party shall have 
the right to add, modify, or withdraw, its Tariff(s) at any time, without the consent 
of, or notice to, the other Party. 

2. Term and Termination 

2.1 This Agreement shall be effective as of the Effective Date and, unless cancelled 
or terminated earlier in accordance with the terms hereof, shall continue in effect 
until April30, 2013 (the "Initial Term"). Thereafter, this Agreement shall continue 
in force and effect unless and until cancelled or terminated as provided in this 
Agreement. 

2.2 Either Bright House or Verizon may terminate this Agreement effective upon the 
expiration of the Initial Term or effective upon any date after expiration of the 
Initial Term by providing written notice of termination at least ninety (90) days in 
advance of the date of termination. 

2.3 If either Bright House or Verizon provides notice of termination pursuant to 
Section 2.2 and on or before the proposed date of termination either Bright 
House or Verizon"has requested negotiation of a new interconnection agreement, 
unless this Agreement is cancelled or terminated earlier in accordance with the 
terms hereof (including, but not limited to, pursuant to Section 12), this 
Agreement shall remain in effect until the earlier of: (a) the effective date of a 

2.4 

new interconnection agreement between Bright House and Verizon; or, (b) the 
date one (1) year after the proposed date of termination, except that (c) if on the 
date one (1) year after the proposed date of termination, either Party has filed an 
arbitration proceeding at the Commission to establish a new agreement and such 
proceeding remains pending at the Commission, either Party may petition the Commission 
to extend this Agreement until the Commission, in such proceeding, establishes a new 
agreement. 

If e ither Bright House or Verizon provides notice of termination pursuant to 
Section 2.2 and by 11:59 PM Eastern Time on the proposed date of termination 
neither Bright House nor Verizon has requested negotiation of a new 
interconnection agreement, (a) this Agreement will terminate at 11 :59 PM 
Eastern Time on the proposed date of termination, and (b) the Services being 
provided under this Agreement at the time of termination will be terminated, 
except to the extent that the Purchasing Party has requested that,!uoctionally __ 
ea uiya lent services.c,:~r:t!i!l.l!l'l .. t'!_b.~ pr~yiQf'lQ.PIJr!JU!llltJQ "!.Tariff or Statement of 
Generally Available Terms (SGAT). 

2.5 Other than termination for default as provided for in Section 12 hereof, or 
termination based on the other Party's abandonment of the Agreement, neither 
Party may terminate this Agreement with an effective date of termination earlier 
than the expiration of the Initial Term. For purposes of this section, 
"abandonment" means that for a period of sixty (60) continuous days, a Party has 
sent no traffic to and received no traffic from the other Party and has neither 
provided nor received any other Service under this Agreement. If a Party 
believes that the other Party has abandoned this Agreement, the Party may 
terminate this Agreement upon thirty (30) days written notice to the other Party. 

3. Glossary and Attachments 

The Glossary and the following Attachments are a part of this Agreement: 
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Procedures For Transferrjng Customers/End Users Between Yerizon And Brjqht 
House 

Network Elements Attachment 

Collocation Attachment 

911 Attachment 

Pricing Attachment 

4. Applicable Law 

4.1 The construction. interpretation and performance of this Agreement shall be 
governed by (a) the laws of the United States of America and (b) the laws of the 
Slate of Florida, without regard to its conflicts of laws rules. All disputes relating 
to this Agreement shall be resolved through the application of such laws. 

4.2 Each Party shall remain in compliance with Applicable Law in the course of 
performing this Agreement. 

4.3 Neither Party shall be liable for any delay or failure in performance by it that 
results from requirements of Applicable Law, or acts or failures to act of any 
governmental entity or official. 

4.4 Each Party shall promptly notify the other Party in writing of any governmental 
action that limits, suspends, cancels, withdraws, or otherwise materially affects, 
the notifying Party's ability to perform its obligations under this Agreement. 

4.5 If any provision of this Agreement shall be invalid or unenforceable under 
Applicable Law, such invalidity or unenforceability sha1l not invalidate or render 
unenforceable any other provision of this Agreement, and this Agreement shaJI 
be construed as if it did not contain such invalid or unenforceable provision; 
provided. that if the invalid or unenforceable provision is a material provision of 
this Agreement, or the invalidity or unenforceability materially affects the rights or 
obligations of a Party hereunder or the ability of a Party to perform any material 
provision of this Agreement, the Parties shall promptly renegotiate in good faith 
and amend in writing this Agreement in order to make such mutually acceptable 
revisions to this Agreement as may be required in order to conform the 
Agreement to Applicable Law. 

4.6 In the event of any Change in Applicable Law, the Parties shalt promptly 
renegotiate in good faith and amend in writing this Agreement In order to make 
such mutually acceptable revisions to this Agreement as may be required in 
order to conform the Agreement to Applicable Law. If within thirty (30) days of 
the effective date of such Change in Applicable Law, the Parties are unable to 
agree in writing upon mutually acceptable revisions to this Agreement, either 
Party may pursue any remedies available to it under this Agreement. at law, in 
equity, or otherwise, including, but not limited to, instituting an appropriate 
proceeding before the Commission, the FCC, or a court of competent jurisdiction. 
without first pursuing dispute resolution in accordance with Section 14 of this 
Agreement. 
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4.6.1 Notwithstanding Section 4.6 above, to the extent Verizon is required 
by a Change in Applicable Law to provide to Bright House a Service 
that is not offered under this Agreement to Bright House, but where 
UlA,terms, conditions and prices for such Service (including, but not 
limited to, the terms and conditions defining the Service and stating 
when and where the Service will be available and how it will be used, 
and terms, conditions and prices for pre-ordering, ordering, 
provisioning, repair, maintenance and billing) ,are provided in.a...Verizon - ·--
Tariff, Jben the terms and condjtjons of such Tariff shall apply on an ..... .. 

Deleted: shall be as 

5. 

6. 

interjm basjs while the Parties negotjate permanent te rms and :~-·--. 
cgndjtjgns appljcabte tq sych Servjce wjth any payments for such 
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absence gf a such a Tariff the Parties shall mutually agree on 
ap00cable tenns and gopditions in a written amendment to the 
Agreement that. upon the request of either Party, the Parties shall 
negotiate in accordance with the requirements of Section 252 of the 
Act. In no event shall Verizon be required to provide any such Service 
in the absence of such a Verizon Tariff or amendment except to the 
extent specifically cequjred by Appljcable Law. 

4.7 Notwithstanding anything in th is Agreement to the contrary, if, as a result of any 
Change in Applicable Law, Verizon is not required by Applicable Law to provide 
any Service, payment or benefit, otherwise required to be provided to Bright 
House hereunder, then Verizon may discontinue the provision of any such 
Service, payment or benefit. Any retroactive liability from Bright House to 
Verizon with respect to any Service, payment or benefit provided by Verizon prior 
to such Change in Applicable Law shall be determined based on Applicable Jaw, 
including the order, decision or ruling that changed Applicable Law. Verizon will 
provide thirty (30) days prior written notice to Bright House of any such 
discontinuance of a Service, unless a different notice period or different 
conditions are specified in this Agreement (including, but not limited to, in the 
Networks Element Attachment), or by Applicable Law for termination of such 
Service in which event such period and/or conditions shall apply. For the 
avoidance of any doubt, this Section 4 .7 is self-effectuating and no amendment 
to this Agreement shall be required to implement it. 

Assignment 

Neither Party may assign this Agreement or any right or interest under this Agreement, 
nor delegate any obligation under this Agreement, without the prior written consent of the 
other Party, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. 
Any attempted assignment or delegation in violation of this Section 5 shall be void and 
ineffective and constitute default of this Agreement. In the event that a Party seeks to 
assign this Agreement to an Affiliate of that Party as part of a corporate or similar 
reorganization or refinancing in which there is no substantial change in ultimate 
ownership or control, such Party's request for consent hereunder shall be deemed 
granted unless the other Party objects within thirty (30) days after receipt by the other 
Party of the assigning Party's written request. 

[Jotentionally left blankl . 
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·' 

:• 
·' .' 
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6.1 

6 .2 

f!ptentiona!ly left blankl . .... ·-- · ------. . -·· '·: 
i 

~otjooally~~kl 
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6.6 !lptegtjgnally left blagkl_ --- ----·-·---·-·----·-- ··-

6. 7 umentjonally_!,gf! bi~QIU._ ___________ ., __________ , ___ ,, _____ ,_,,,._ -,\ 

7. 

6.8 Unteoti.WJ.~Ju!l blankl__ _____ ·······--···-·----·-·------·-----·-· -·--··-----· . 

6.9 

Audits 

7.1 

7.2 

Uotentio.naJJ¥.J.eft..blaolsJ.. _ _ _ ______ . 

Except as may be otherwise specifically provided In this Agreement, either Party 
("Auditing Party") may audit the other Party's ("Audited Party") books, records, 
documents, facilities and systems for the purpose of evaluating the accuracy of 
the Audited Party's bills. Such audits may be performed once in each Calendar 
Year; provided, however, that audits may be conducted more frequently (but no 
more frequently than once in each Calendar Quarter) if the immediately 
preceding audit found previously uncorrected net inaccuracies in billing in favor 
of the Audited Party having an aggregate value of at least $1,000,000. 

The audit shall be performed by independent certified public accountants, 
assisted by such other persons with specialized knowledge or expertise as such 
accountants reasonably deem necessary, selected and paid by the Auditing 
Party. The accountants shall be reasonably acceptable to the Audited Party. 
Prior to commencing the audit, the accountants shall execute an agreement with 
the Audited Party in a form reasonably acceptable to the Audited Party that 
protects the confidentiality of the information disclosed by the Aud ited Party to 
the accountants. The audit shall take place at a time and place agreed upon by 
the Parties; provided, that, except in exigent circumstances, the Auditing Party 
shall require that the audit commence no earlier than sixty (60) days and no later 
than ninety (90) days after the Auditing Party has given notice of the audit to the 
Audited Party. 

7.3 Each Party shall cooperate fully in any such audit, providing reasonable access 
to any and all employees, books, records, documents, facilities and systems, 
reasonably necessary to assess the accuracy of the Audited Party's bills. 

7.4 Audits shall be performed at the Auditing Party's expense, provided that there 
shall be no charge for reasonable access to the Audited Party's employees, 
books, records, documents, facilities and systems necessary to assess the 
accuracy of the Audited Party's bills. 

8. Authorization 

8.1 Verizon represents and warrants that it is a corporation duly organized, validly 
existing and in good standing under the laws of the -*Incorporation State
Commonwealth TXT-** of ***Incorporation State TXT-** and has fu ll power and 
authority to execute and deliver this Agreement and to perform its obligations 
under this Agreement. 

8.2 Bright House represents and warrants that it is a corporation duly organized, 
validly existing and In good standing under the laws of the State of Delaware, 
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and has full power and authority to execute and deliver this Agreement and to 
perform its obligations under this Agreement. 

8.3 Bright House Certification. 

Bright House represents and warrants that as of the Effective Date, it has 
obtained such FCC and Commission authorization as may be required by 
Applicable Law for conducting business in the State of Florida. It shall be a 
materia 1 breach of this agreement if Bright House orders service or exchanges traffic with 
Verizon if it lacks such authorization. Any dispute regarding Bright House's authorization 
to operate and to place orders under this Agreement shall be subject to the dispute 
resolution provisions of Section 14. 

8.4 [Intentionally Left Blank]. 

9. Billing and Payment; Disputed Amounts 

9.1 Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, each Party shall submit to the 
other Party on a monthly basis in an itemized form, statement(s) of charges 
incurred by the other Party under this Agreement. 

9.2 Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement. payment of amounts billed for 
Services provided under thiS Agreement. whether billed on a monthly basis or as 
otherwise provided in this Agreement, shall be due, in immediately available U.S. 
funds, on the later of the following dates (the "Due Date"): (a) the due date 
specified on the billing Party's statement; or (b) twenty (20) days after the date 
the statement is received by the billed Party. Payments shall be transmitted by 
electronic funds transfer. The due date specifie<l in a billing Party's statement in 
accordance with subsection (a) preceding generally shall be one month after the 
date that such bill is actually issued .. 

9.3 If any portion of an amount billed by a Party under this Agreement is subject to a 
good faith dispute between the Parties, the billed Party shall give notice to the 
billing Party of the amounts it disputes ("Disputed Amounts") and include in such 
notice the services, dollar amounts and time periods at issue, and an explanation 
of the Party's dispute, setting forth in a commercially reasonable level of detail 
the reasons for disputing each item. For the avoidance of any doubt, Bright 
House shall be deemed to have complied with the notice requirements of the 
preceding sentence to the extent that it uses Veri;c:on's standard electronic claims 
submission process. A Party may also dispute prospectively with a single notice 
a class of charges that it disputes. Notice of a dispute may be given by a Party at 
any time, either before or after an amount is paid, and a Party's payment of an 
amount shall not constitute a waiver of such Party's right to subsequently dispute 
its obligation to pay such amount or to seek a refund of any amount paid. The 
billed Party shall pay by the Due Date all undisputed amounts. Billing disputes 
shall be subject to the terms of Section 14, Dispute Resolution. 

9.4 Charges due to the billing Party that are not paid by the Due Date, shall be 
subject to a late payment charge. The late payment charge shall be in an 
amount specified by the billing Party which shall not exceed a rate of one-and
one-half percent (1.5%) of the overdue amount (including any unpaid previously 
billed late payment charges} per month. 

9.5 Although it is the intent of both Parties to submit timely statements of charges, 
failure by either Party to present statements to the other Party in a timely manner 
shall not constitute a breach or default, or a waiver of the right to payment of the 
incurred charges, by the billing Party under this Agreement. and, except for 
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assertion of a provision of Applicable Law that limits the period in which a suit or 
other proceeding can be brought before a court or other governmental entity of 
appropriate jurisdiction to collect amounts due, the billed Party shall not be 
entitled to dispute the billing Party's statement(s) based on the billing Party's 
failure to submit them in a timely fashion. Notwjthstandjpg the foregoina jt js 
expressly agreed that lal nejther Party may sybmjt a bW to the other Partv for 
any Service hereunder more than one 11) year after tbe Service was proyided it 
being express tv agreed !bat any right to bill or collect any payment tor Servjces 
not billed within one year of their being rendered js irrevocably waived and lbl 
nejther Party may djspyte any charces go any bi!J more than one (1 l year after 
sych bjU js recejyed jrrespectjye of the merits of the djspyte it be jog expressly 
agreed that any rjght to djspute any bill more than one (1 l year after sych b jll is 
recejved js jrreygcab!y wajved 

1 D. Confidentiality 

10.1 As used in this Section 10. ·confidential Information· means the following 
information that is disclosed by one Party ("Disclosing Party") to the other Party 
("Receiving Party") in connection with, or anticipation of, this Agreement: 

1 0.1.1 

10.1.2 

10.1.3 

1 0.1.4 

10.1.5 

10.1 .6 

10.1.7 

Books, records, documents and other information disclosed in an audit 
pursua-nt to Section 7; 

Any forecasting information provided pursuant to this Agreement; 

Customer Information (except to the extent that (a) the Customer 
information is published in a directory, (b) the Customer information is 
disclosed through or in the course of furnishing a Telecommunications 
Service, such as directory assistance, operator service, Caller 10 or 
similar service, or LIDB service, or (c) the Customer to whom the 
Customer Information is related has authorized the Receiving Party to 
use and/or disclose the Customer Information); 

information related to specific facilities or equipment (including, but not 
limited to, cable and pair information); 

any information that is in written, graphic, electromagnetic, or other 
tangible form, and marked at the time of disclosure as "Confidential" or 

"Proprietary";, ... ·-- -·-----·--------·-·-·- -· ___ .. __ .... .. -·-· _______ ... .. _ 

any jpfQrmatjgn regarding or contajned jn any Orders placed by a Partv 
joclydiog jntganatipn relating tp §Mr.ifitj Cp§tgmers whq are chooajng to obtajn 

any goOdS ervjces arrangements qr faGi!jtjes frgm a Party the datfts pn 
which Custgrnerra> will cease taking seryice trpm one Party andlgr beojn 
takjng §@Nice from aogther Party uotjl and unless jt becgmes publidy kogwn 

that such SQftGific C!JStomeCS haye al(@ady begun to recejye SIJpb gpqds 

services arrangements and/or fa'iiljtjes· and 

any information that is communicated orally or visually and declared to 
the Receiving Party at the time of disclosure, and by written notice with 
a statement of the information given to the Receiving Party within ten 
(10) days after disclosure, to be "Confidential" or "Proprietary". 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, a Party shall have the 
right to refuse to accept receipt of information which the other Party has identified 
as Confidential Information pursuant to Sections 1 0.1.5 or~ .. 
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10.2 Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, the~ shal::.:.l: _ __ _ 

10.2.1 

10.2.2 

use the Confidential Information received from the Disclosing Party 
only in performance of this Agreement jnc!ydjng without !imjtatign 
preyentjng the BeceyjngParty's cetailor sales operations frgm 
learning any jnfgrmat jon provided by the Disclosing Party tg the 

Becejyjnq Partv's wholesale ooerations;!!!~L __ .. ·---------- . 

using the same degree of care that it uses with similar confidential 
information of its own (but in no case a degree of care that is less than 
commercially reasonable), hold Confidential Information received from 
the Disclosing Party in confidence and restrict disclosure of the 
Confidential Information solely to those of the Receiving Party's 
Affiliates and the directors, officers, employees, Agents and 
contractors of the Receiving Party and the Receiving Party's Affiliates, 
that have a need to receive such Confidential Information in order to 
perform the Receiving Party's obligations under this Agreement. The 
Receiving Party's Affiliates and the directors, officers, employees, 
Agents and contractors of the Receiving Party· and the Receiving 
Party's Affiliates, shall be required by the Receiving Party to comply 
with th!:l provisions of this Section 10 in the same manner as the 
Receiving Party. The Receiving Party shall be liable tor any failu re of 
the Receiving Party's Affiliates or the directors, officers, employees, 
Agents or contractors of the Receiving Party or the Receiving Party's 
Affiliates, to comply with the provisions of this Section 1 0. 

10.3 The Receiving Party shall return or destroy all Confidential Information received 
from the Disclosing Party, including any copies made by the Receiving Party, 
within thirty (30) days after a written request by the D isclosing Party is delivered 
to the Receiving Party, except for (a) Confidential Information that the Receiving 
Party reasonably requires to perform its obligations under this Agreement, and 
(b) one copy for archival purposes only. 

10.4 Unless otherwise agreed, the obligations of Sections 10.2 and 10.3 do not apply 
to information that: 

1 0.4.1 

10.4.2 

10.4.3 

1 0.4.4 

1 0.4.5 

1 0.4.6 

was, at the time of receipt, already in the possession of or known to 
the Receiving Party free of any obligation of confidentiality and 
restriction on use; 

is or becomes publicly available or known through no wrongful act of 
the Receiving Party, the Receiving Party's Affiliates, or the directors , 
officers, employees, Agents or contractors of the Receiving Party or 
the Receiving Party's Affiliates; 

is rightfully received from a third person having no direct or indirect 
obligation of confidentiality or restriction on use to the Disclosing Party 
with respect to such information; 

is independently developed by the Receiving Party; 

is approved for disclosure or use by written authorization of the 
Disclosing Party (including, but not limited to, in this Agreement) ; or 

is required to be disclosed by the Receiving Party pursuant to 
Applicable Law, provided that the Receiving Party shall have made 
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commercially reasonable efforts to give adequate notice of the 
requirement to the Disclosing Party in order to enable the Disclosing 
Party to seek protective arrangements. 

10.5 Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 10.1 through 1 0.4, the Receiving 
Party may use and disclose Confidential information received from the Disclosing 
Party to the extent necessary to enforce the Receiving Party's rights under this 
Agreement or Applicable Law. In making any such disclosure, the Receiving 
Party shall make reasonable efforts to preserve the confidentiality and restrict the 
use of the Confidential information while it is in the possession of any person to 
whom it is disclosed, Including, but not limited to, by requesting any 
governmental entity to whom the Confidential information is disclosed to treat it 
as confidential and restrict its use to purposes related to the proceeding pending 
before it. 

10.6 The Disclosing Party shall retain all of the Disclosing Party's right, title and 
interest in any Confidential Information disclosed by the Disclosing Party to the 
Receiving Party. Except as otherwise expressly provideg in this Agreement, no 
license is granted by this Agreement with respect to any Confidential Information 
{including, but not limited to, under any patent, trademark or copyright), nor is 
any such license to be implied solely by virtue of the disclosure of Confidential 
Information. 

10.7 The provisions of this Section 10 shall be in addition to and not in derogation of 
any provisions of Applicable Law, including, but not limited to, 47 U.S.C. § 222, 
and are not intended to constitute a waiver by a Party of any right with regard to 
the use, or protection of the confidentiality of carrier proprietary information or 
CPNI provided by Applicable Law. 

1 0.8 Each Party's obligations under this Section 10 shall survive expiration, 
cancellation or termination of this Agreement. 

11. Counterparts 

This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed an original and all of which together shall constitute one and the same 
instrument. 

12. Default 

(a) Default is defined as (i) a Party's failure to make any payment required under this 
Agreement (including in accordance with Section 9); (ii) a Party's material breach of any 
other material term or condition of this Agreement; or (iii) any other event specifically 
identified as a Default in this Agreement. 

(b) In the event of Default, the non-defaulting Party may suspend its performance under 
this Agreement (including its provision of any or all Services hereunder) or may terminate 
this Agreement, in whole or in part, if such Default remains uncured not less than thirty 
(30) days after delivery of notice to the defaulting party setting forth the nature of the 
default. In the event that the alleged defaulting party disputes such allegation of Default, 
such dispute will be subject to the dispute resolution provisions of Section 14 of this 
Agreement. 

13. Discontinuance of Service 
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13.1 If a Party proposes to discontinue, or actually discontinues, its provision of 
service to all or substantially all of its Customers, whether voluntarily, as a result 
of bankruptcy, or for any other reason, that Party shall comply with all Applicable 
Law regarding such discontinuance, and shall provide notice to the other Party of 
such discontinuance. 

13.2 In the event of a service discontinuance by Bright House as set forth in Section 
13.1, the following provisions shall also apply only if and to the extent that the 
discontinued Customers include Customers that are served by resale 
arrangements obtained under the Resale Attachment of this Agreement: 

13.2.1 

13.2.2 

Bright House shall provide notice of such discontinuance to Verizon, 
the Commission, and each of Bright House's resale Customers, not 
less than thirty (30) days prior to its discontinuance of service, or such 
greater period as may be required by Applicable Law. 

Such notice must advise each such Bright House resale Customer that 
unless action is taken by such Customer to switch to a different carrier 
prior to Bright House's proposed discontinuanCe of service, the Bright 
House Customer will be without the service provided by Bright House 
to suet) Customer. 

14. Dispute Resolution 

14.1 Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any dispute between the Parties 
regarding the interpretation or enforcement of this Agreement or any of its terms 
shall be addressed by good fa~h negotiation between the Parties. To initiate 
such negotiation, a Party must provide to the other Party written notice of the 
dispute that includes (a) a description in commercially reasonable detail, 
considering the circumstances (including, as appropriate, such detail as may be 
required under Section 9.3), of the dispute or alleged nonperformance and (b) 
the name of an individual who will serve as the initiating Party's representative in 
the negotiation. The other Party shall have ten Business Days to designate its 
own representative in the negotiation. The Parties' representatives shall meet at 
least once within 45 days after the date of the initiating Party's written notice in 
an attempt to reach a good faith resolution of the dispute. Upon mutual 
agreement, the Parties' representatives may utilize other alternative dispute 
resolution procedures such as private mediation to assist in the negotiations. 

14.2 If the Parties have been unable to resolve the dispute within 45 days of the date 
of the initiating Party's written notice, either Party may pursue any remedies 
available to it under this Agreement, at law, in equity, or otherwise, including , but 
not limited to, instituting an appropriate proceeding before the Commission, the 
FCC. or a court of competent jurisdiction. 

15. Force Majeure 

15.1 Neither Party shall be responsible for any delay or failure in performance which 
results from causes beyond its reasonable control ("Force Majeure Events"), 
whether or not foreseeable by such Party. Such Force Majeure Events include, 
but are ·not limited to , adverse weather conditions. flood, fire, explosion, 
earthquake, volcanic action, power failure, embargo, boycott, war. revolution, civil 
commotion, act of public enemies, labor unrest (including, but not limited to, 
strikes, work stoppages, slowdowns, picketing or boycotts). inability to obtain 
equipment. parts, software or repairs thereof, acts or omissions of the other 
Party, and acts of God. 
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15.2 If a Force Majeure Event occurs, the non-performing Party shall give prompt 
notification of its inability to perform to the other Party. During the period that the 
non-performing Party is unable to perform, the other Party shall also be excused 
from performance of its obligations to the extent such obligations are reciprocal 
to, or depend upon, the performance of the non-performing Party that has been 
prevented by the Force Majeure Event. The non-performing Party shall use 
commercially reasonable efforts to avoid or remove the cause(s) of its non
performance and both Parties shall proceed to perform once the cause(s) are 
removed or cease. 

15.3 Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections 15.1 and 15.2, in no case shall a 
Force Majeure Event excuse either Party from an obligation to pay money as 
required by this Agreement. 

15.4 Nothing in this Agreement shall require the non-performing Party to settle any 
labor dispute except as the non-performing Party, in its sole discretion, 
determines appropriate. 

16. Forecasts 

In addition to any other forecasts required by this Agreement, upon reasonable request 
by Verizon, Bright House -shall provide to Verizon reasonable, nonbinding forecasts 
regarding the Services that Bright House expects to obtain from Verizon, including, but 
not limited to, reasonable, nonbinding forecasts regarding the types and volumes of 
Services that Bright House expects to obtain and the locations where such Services will 
be obtained. 

17. [Intentionally Left Blank] 

18. ..(3.~<?~ fa~t.ll F.'~rf«:>r~~~~ . .. 
The Parties shall act in good faith in their performance of this Agreement. Except as 
otherwise expressly stated in this Agreement (including, but not limited to, where 
consent, approval, agreement or a similar action is stated to be within a Party's sole 
discretion), where consent, approval, mutual agreement or a similar action is required by 
any provision ofthis Agreement, such action shall not be unreasonably withheld, 
conditioned or delayed . .____~~~---------------------

19. Headings 

The headings used in this Agreement are inserted for convenience of reference only and 
are not intended to be a part of or to affect the meaning of this Agreement. 

20. Indemnification 

20.1 Each Party ("Indemnifying Party") shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the 
other Party ("Indemnified Party''), the Indemnified Party's Affiliates, and the 
directors, officers and employees of the Indemnified Party and the Indemnified 
Party's Affiliates, from and against any and all Claims that arise out of bodily 
injury to or death of any person, or damage to, or destruction or loss of, tangible 
real and/or personal property of any person, to the extent such injury, death, 
damage, destruction or loss, was proximately caused by the grossly negligent or 
intentionally wrongful acts or omissions of the Indemnifying Party, the 
Indemnifying Party's Affiliates, or the directors, officers, employees, Agents or 
contractors (excluding the Indemnified Party) of the Indemnifying Party or the 
Indemnifying Party's Affiliates, in connection with this Agreement. 
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20.2 Indemnification Process. 

20.2.1 

20.2.2 

20.2.3 

20.2.4 

20.2.5 

20.2.6 

20.2.7 

As used in this Section 20, "Indemnified Person" means a person 
whom an Indemnifying Party is obligated to indemnify, defend and/or 
hold harmless under Section 20.1. 

An Indemnifying Party's obligations under Section 20. 1 shall be 
conditioned upon the following: 

The Indemnified Person: (a) shall give the Indemnifying Party notice 
of the Claim promptly after becoming aware thereof (including a 
statement of facts known to the Indemnified Person related to the 
Claim and an estimate of the amount thereof); (b) prior to taking any 
material action with respect to a Third Party Claim, shall consult with 
the Indemnifying Party as to the procedure to be followed in defending, 
settling, or compromising the Claim; (c) shall not consent to any 
settlement or compromise of a Third Party Claim without the written 
consent of the Indemnifying Party; (d) shall permit the Indemnifying 
Party to assume the defense of a Third Party Claim (including, except 
as provided below, the compromise or settlement thereof) at the 
lndemoifying Party's own cost and expense, provided, however, that 
the Indemnified Person shall have the right to approve the 
Indemnifying Party's choice of legal counsel. 

If the Indemnified Person fails to comply with Section 20.2.3 with 
respect to a Claim, to the extent such failure shall have a material 
adverse effect upon the Indemnifying Party, the Indemnifying Party 
shall be relieved of its obligation to indemnify, defend and hold 
harmless the Indemnified Person with respect to such Claim under this 
Agreement. 

Subject to 20.2.6 and 20.2.7, below, the Indemnifying Party shall have 
the authority to defend and settle any Third Party Claim. 

With respect to any Third Party Claim, the Indemnified Person shall be 
entitled to participate with the Indemnifying Party in the defense of the 
Claim if the Claim requests equitable relief or other relief that could 
affect the rights of the Indemnified Person. In so participating, the 
Indemnified Person shaH be entitled to employ separate counsel for 
the defense at the Indemnified Person's expense. The Indemnified 
Person shall also. be entitled to participate, at its own expense, in the 
defense of any Claim, as to any portion of the Claim as to which it is 
not entitled to be indemnified, defended and held harmless by the 
Indemnifying Party. 

In no event shall the Indemnifying Party settle a Third Party Claim or 
consent to any judgment with regard to a Third Party Claim without the 
prior written consent of the Indemnified Party, which shalf not be 
unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. In the event the 
settlement or judgment requires a contribution from or affects the 
rights of an Indemnified Person, the Indemnified Person shall have the 
right to refuse such settlement or judgment with respect to itself and, 
at its own cost and expense, take over the defense against the Third 
Party Claim, provided that in such event the Indemnifying Party shall 
not be responsible for, nor shall it be obligated to indemnify or hold 
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harmless the Indemnified Person against. the Third Party Claim for 
any amount in excess of such refused settlement or judgment. 

The Indemnified Person shall, in all cases, assert any and all 
provisions in applicable Tariffs and Customer contracts that limit 
liability to third persons as a bar to, or limitation on, any recovery by a 
third-person claimant. 

The Indemnifying Party and the Indemnified Person shall offer each 
other all reasonable cooperation and assistance in the defense of any 
Third Party Claim. 

20.3 In light of the indemnification provided for in this Section 20, each Party agrees 
that it will not implead or bring any action against the other Party, the other 
Party's Affiliates, or any of the directors, officers or employees of the other Party 
or the other Party's Affiliates, based on any claim by any person for personal 
injury or death that occurs in the course or scope of employment of such person 
by the other Party or the other Party's Affiliate and that arises out of performance 
of this Agreement. · 

20.4 Each Party's obligations under this Section 20 shall survive expiration, 
cancellation or termination of this Agreement. 

21. Insurance 

21.1 Each Party shall maintain during the term of this Agreement and for a period of 
two years thereafter all insurance required to satisfy its obligations under this 
Agreement (including, but not limited to, its obligations set forth in Section 20 
hereof) and all insurance required by Applicable Law. The insurance shall be 
obtained from an insurer having an A.M. Best insurance rating of at least A-, 
financial si:ze category VII or greater. At a minimum and without limiting the 
foregoing undertaking. the Party obtaining insurance shall maintain the following 
insurance: 

21.1.1 

21.1.2 

21.1.3 

21.1.4 

21.1.5 

Commercial General Liability Insurance, on an occurrence basis, 
including but not limited to, premises-operations, broad form property 
damage, products/completed operations, contractual liability, 
independent contractors, and personal injury, with limits of at least 
$2,000,000 combined single limit for each occurrence. 

Commercial Motor Vehicle Liability Insurance covering all owned, 
hired and non-owned vehicles, with limits of at least $2,000,000 
combined single limit for each occurrence. 

Excess Liability Insurance, in the umbrella form, with limits of at least 
$10,000,000 combined single limit for each occurrence. 

Worker's Compensation Insurance as required by Applicable Law and 
Employer's Liability Insurance with limits of not less than $2,000,000 
per occurrence. 

For Bright House, all risk property insurance on a full replacement cost 
basis for all of Bright House's real and personal property located at 
any Collocation site or otherwise located on or in any Veri:zon 
premises (whether owned, leased or otherwise occupied by Veri:zon), 
facility, equipment or right-of-way. 
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21.2 Any deductibles, self-insured retentions or loss limits ("Retentions") for the 
foregoing insurance must be disclosed on the certificates of insurance to be 
provided pursuant to Sections 21.4 and 21 .5, and the Party receiving such 
certificates reserves the right to reject any such Retentions in its reasonable 
discretion. All Retentions shall be the responsibility of the Party obtaining such 
insurance. 

21 .3 Each Party shall name the other Party as an additional insured on the foregoing 
liability insurance. 

21.4 Each Party shall, within two (2) weeks of the Effective Date hereof at the time of 
each renewal of, or material change in, such Party's insurance policies, and at 
such other times as the other Party may reasonably specify, furnish certificates 
or other proof of the foregoing insurance reasonably acceptable to the other 
Party. In the case of Bright House as jnsuring Party, the certificates or other 
proof of the foregoing insurance shall be sent to: Director-Negotiations, Verizon 
Partner Solutions, 600 Hidden Ridge, HQEWMNOTlCES, Irving, TX 75038. In 
the case of Verizon as insuring Party, the certifiCates or other proof of the 
foregoing insurance shall be sent to: [specify address} · 

21 .5 Each Party shall require its contractors. if any, that may enter upon the 
premises or access the facilities or equipment of the other Party or the other 
Party's affiliates to maintain insurance in accordance with Sections 21 .1 th rough 
21.3 and, if requested, to furnish the other Party certificates or other adequate 
proof of such insurance reasonably acceptable to the other Party in accordance 
with Section 21 .4. 

21 .6 Failure of a Party or its contractors to maintain Insurance and provide certificates 
of insurance as required in Sections 21.1 through 21.5, above, shall be deemed 
a material breach of this Agreement. 

21 .7 Certificates furnished by Bright House or Bright House's contractors shall contain 
a clause stating: "***Verizon Company Full Name 1 TXT*** shall be notified in 
writing at least thirty (30) days prior to cancellation of, or any material change in, 
the insurance." Certificates furnished by Verizon or Verizon's contractors shall 
contain a clause stating: "Bright House Networks Information Services (Florida) 
LLC shall be notifted in writing at least thirty (30) days prior to cancellation of, or 
any material change in, the insurance." 

21 .8 The Parties agree that Verizon may satisfy the requirements of this Section 21 
through self-insurance. 

22. Intellectual Property 

22.1 Except as expressly stated in this Agreement, this Agreement shall not be 
construed as granting a license with respect to any patent, copyright, trade 
name, trademark, service mark, trade secret or any other intellectual property, 
now or hereafter owned, controlled or licensable by either Party. Ex cept as 
expressly stated in this Agreement, neither Party may use any patent, 
copyrightable materials, trademark. trade name, trade secret or other intellectual 
property right, of the other Party except in accordance with the te rms of a 
separate license agreement between the Parties granting such rights. 

22.2 Except as stated in Section 22.4, neither Party shall have any obligation to 
defend, indemnify or hold harmless, or acquire any license or right for the benefit 
of, or owe any other obligation or have any liability to, the other Party or its 
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Affiliates or Customers based on or arising from any Third Party Claim alleging or 
asserting that the provision or use of any service, facility, arrangement, or 
software by either Party under this Agreement, or the performance of any service 
or method, either alone or in combination with the other Party, constitutes direct, 
vicarious or contributory infringement or inducement to infringe, or misuse or 
misappropriation of any patent, copyright, trademark, trade secret, or any other 
proprietary or intellectual property right of any Party or third person. Each Party, 
however, shall offer to the other reasonable cooperation and assistance in the 
defense of any such claim. 

22.3 NOlWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS AGREEMENT, THE 
PARTIES AGREE THAT NEITHER PARTY HAS MADE, AND THAT THERE 
DOES NOT EXIST, ANY WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, THAT THE 
USE BY EACH PARTY OF THE OTHER'S SERVICES PROVIDED UNDER 
THIS AGREEMENT SHALL NOT GIVE RISE TO A CLAIM OF INFRINGEMENT, 
MISUSE, OR MISAPPROPRIATION OF ANY INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 
RIGHT. 

22.4 Each Party agrees that the Services provided by the other Party hereunder shall 
be subject to the terms, conditions and restrictions contained in any applicable 
agreements (including, but not limited to software or other intellectual property 
license agreements) between the other Party and the other Party's vendors. 
Each Party agrees to advise the other Party, directly or through a third party. of 
any such terms, conditions or restrictions that may limit any use by the other 
Party of a Service provided by a Party that is otherwise permitted by this 
Agreement. AI a Party's written request. to the extent required by Applicable 
Law, the other Party will use its best efforts. as commercially practicable, to 
obtain intellectual property rights from its vendor to allow the Party to use the 
Service in the same manner as the other Party that are coextensive with the 
other Party's intellectual property rights, on terms and conditions that are equal in 
quality to the terms and conditions under which the Party has obtained its 
intellectual property rights. The other Party shall reimburse the Party for the cost 
of obtaining such rights . 

23. Joint Work Product 

This Agreement is the joint work product of the Parties, has been negotiated by the 
Parties, and shall be fairly interpreted in accordance with its terms. In the event of any 
ambiguities, no inferences shall be drawn against either Party. 

24. Law Enforcement 

24.1 Each Party may cooperate with law enforcement authorities and national security 
authorities to the full extent required or permitted by Applicable Law in matters 
related to Services provided by it under this Agreement, including, but not limited 
to, the production of records, the establishment of new lines or the installation of 
new services on an existing line in order to support law enforcement and/or 
national security operations, and, the installation of wiretaps, trap-and-trace 
facilities and equipment, and dialed number recording facilities and equipment. 

24.2 A Party shall not have the obligation to inform the other Party or the Customers 
of the other Party of actions taken in cooperating with law enforcement or 
national security authorities. except to the extent required by Applicable Law. 

24.3 Where a law enforcement or national security request relates to the 
establishment of lines (including, but not limited to, lines established to support 
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interception of communications on other lines), or the installation of other 
services, facilities or arrangements, a Party may act to prevent the other Party 
from obtaining access to Information concerning such lines, services, facilities 
and arrangements, through operations support system interfaces. 

25. Liability 

25.1 As used in this Section 25, "Service Failure· means a failure to comply with a 
direction to install, restore or terminate Services under this Agreement, a failure 
to provide Services under this Agreement, and failures. mistakes. omissions, 
interruptions, delays, errors, defects or the like, occurring in the course of the 
provision of any Services under this Agreement. 

25.2 Except as otherwise stated in Section 25.5, the liability, if any, of a Party, a 
Party's Affiliates, and the directors. officers and employees of a Party and a 
Party's Affiliates, to the other Party, the other Party's Customers. and to any 
other person, for Claims arising out of a Service Failure shall not exceed an 
amount equal to the pro rata applicable monthly charge for the Services that are 
subject to the Se('Vice Failure for the period in which such Service Failu re occurs. 

25.3 Except as otherwise stated in Section 25.5, a Party, a Party's Affiliates, and the 
directors, officers·and employees of a Party and a Party's Affiliates, shall not be 
liable to the other Party, the other Party's Customers, or to any other person, in 
connection with this Agreement (including, but not limited to, in connection with a 
Service Failure or any breach. delay or failure in performance, of this Agreement) 
for special, indirect, incidental, consequential, reliance, exemplary, punitive, or 
like damages, including, but not limited to, damages for lost revenues, profrts or 
savings, or other commercial or economic loss, even if the person whose liability 
is excluded by this Section has been advised of the possibility of such damages. 

25.4 The limitations and exclusions of liability stated in Sections 25.1 through 25.3 
shall apply regardless of the form of a claim or action, whether statutory, in 
contract, warranty, strict liability, tort (including, but not limited to, negligence of a 
Party), or otherwise. 

25.5 Nothing contained in Sections 25.1 through 25.4 shall exclude or limit liability: 

25.5.1 

25.5.2 

25.5.3 

25.5.4 

25.5.5 

25.5.6 

under Sections 20, Indemnification, or 41 , Taxes. 

for any obligation to indemnify, defend and/or hold harmless that a 
Party may have under this Agreement. 

for damages arising out of or resulting from bodily injury to or death of 
any person, or damage to, or destruction or loss of, tangible real 
and/or personal property of any person, or Toxic or Hazardous 
Substances, to the extent such damages are otherwise recoverable 
under Applicable Law; 

for a claim for infringement of any patent, copyright, trade name, trade 
mark, service mark, or other intellectual property interest; 

under Section 258 of the Act or any order of FCC or the Commission 
implementing Section 258; 

for damages arising out of the intentional misconduct of a Party: or 
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under the financial incentive or remedy provisions of any service 
quality plan required by the FCC or the Commission. 

25.6 In the event that the liability of a Party, a Party's Affiliate. or a director, officer or 
employee of a Party or a Party's Affiliate, is limited and/or excluded under ~th 
this Section 25 and a provision of an applicable Tariff, the liability of the Party or 
other person shall be limited to the smaller of the amounts for which such Party 
or other person would be liable under this Section or the Tariff provision. 

25.7 Each Party shall, in its Tariffs and other contracts with its Customers, provide that 
in no case shall the other Party, the other Party's Affiliates, or the directors, 
officers or employees of the other Party or the other Party's Affiliates, be liable to 
such Customers or other third-persons for any special, indirect, incidental, 
consequential, reliance, exemplary, punitive or other damages, arising out of a 
Service Failure. 

26. Network Management 

26.1 Cooperation. The Parties will work cooperatively in a commercially reasonable 
manner to install and maintain a reliable network. Bright House and Verizon will 
exchange appropriate information (e.g., network information, maintenance 
contact numbers: escalation procedures, and information required to comply with 
requirements of law enforcement and national security agencies) to achieve this 
desired reliability. In addition, the Parties will work cooperatively in a 
commercially reasonable manner to apply sound network management principles 
to alleviate or to prevent traffic congestion and subject to Section 17, to minimize 
fraud associated with third number billed calls, calling card calls, and other 
services related to this Agreement. 

26.2 Responsibility for Following Standards. Each Party recognizes a responsibility to 
follow the standards that may be agreed to between the Parties and to employ 
characteristics and methods of operation that will not interfere with or impair the 
service, network or facilities of the other Party or any third parties connected with 
or involved directly in the network or facilities of the other. 

26.3 Interference or Impairment. If a Party ("Impaired Party") reasonably determines 
that the services, network, facilities, or methods of operation, of the other Party 
("Interfering Party") will or are likely to interfere with or impair the Impaired Party's 
provision of services or the operation of the Impaired Party's network or facilities, 
the Impaired Party may interrupt or suspend any Service provided to the 
Interfering Party to the extent necessary to prevent such interference or 
impairment, subject to the following: 

26.3.1 

26.3.2 

Except in emergency situations (e.g., situations involving a risk of 
bodily injury to persons or damage to tangible property, or a 
substantial interruption in Customer service) or as otherwise provided 
in this Agreement, the Impaired Party shall have given the Interfering 
Party at least ten (1 0) days' prior written notice of the interference or 
impairment or potential interference or impairment and the need to 
correct the condition within said time period; and taken other actions, if 
any, required by Applicable Law; and, 

Upon correction of the interference or impairment, the Impaired Party 
will promptly restore the interrupted or suspended Service. The 
Impaired Party shall not be obligated to provide an out-of-service 
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credit allowance or other compensation to the Interfering Party in 
connection with the suspended Service. 

26.4 Outage Repair Standard. In the event of an outage or trouble in any Service 

being provided by a Party hereunder, the Providing Party will follow industry 

standard procedures for isolating and clearing the outage or trouble. 

27. Non-Exclusive Remedies 

Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement, each of the remedies 

provided under this Agreement is cumulative and is in addition to any other remedies that 

may be available under this Agreement or at law or in equity. 

28. Notice of Network Changes 

If a Party makes a change in the information necessary for the transmission and routing 

of services using that Party's facilities or network, or any other change in its facilities or 

network that will materially affect the interoperability of its facilities or network with the 

other Party's facilities or network, the Party making the change shall publish notice of the 

change at least ninety (90) days in advance of such change, and shall use reasonable 

efforts, as commercially practicable, to publish such notice at least one hundred eighty 

(180) days in advance of fhe change; provided, however, that if an earlier publication of 

notice of a change is required by Applicable Law (including, but not limited to, 47 CFR 

51 .325 through 51 .335) notice shall be given at the time required by Applicable Law. 

29. Notices 

29.1 Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, notices given by one Party to 

the other Party under this Agreement: 

29.1. 1 

29.1.2 

29.1.3 

shall be in writing; 

shall be delivered (a) personally, (b) by express delivery service with 

next Business Day delivery, (c) by certifted or registered first class 

U.S. mail, postage prepaid, or (d) by facsimile telecopy, with a copy 

delivered in accordance with (a) , (b) or (c), preceding; and 

shall be delivered to the following addresses of the Parties: 

To Bright House: 

(specify addresses] 

To Verizon: 

Director-Negotiations 
Verizon Partner Solutions 
600 Hidden Ridge 
HQEWMNOTICES 
Irving, TX 75038 
Facsimile Number: (972) 719-1519 
Internet Address: wmnotices@verizon.com 

0~10.10 Version w/Agreed Changes Accepted General Terms- 18 



with a copy to: 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House. Verizon Interconnection 

Exhibit_ (T JG-3) Page 25 of 152 

Vice President and Deputy General Counset 
Verizon Partner Solutions 
1320 North Court House Road 
91h Floor 
Arlington, VA 22201 
Facsimile: (703) 351·3656 

or to such other address as either Party shall designate by proper notice. 

Notices will be deemed given as of the earlier of (a) where there is personal 
delivery of the notice, the date of actual receipt, (b) where the notice is sent via 
express delivery service for next Business Day delivery, the next Business Day 
after the notice is sent, (c) where the notice is sent via First Class U.S. Mail, 
three (3) Business Days after mailing, (d) where notice is sent via certified or 
registered U.S. mail, the date of receipt shown on the Postal Service receipt, and 
(e) where the notice is sent via facsimile telecopy, if the notice is sent on a 
Business Day and before 5 PM. in the time zone where it is received, on the date 
set forth on the telecopy confirmation, or if the notice is sent on a non-Business 
Day or if the notice is sent after 5 PM in the time zone where it is received, the 
next Business Day after the date set forth on the telecopy confirmation. 

Bright House shall notify Verizon, by written notice pursuant to this Section 29, of 
any changes in the addresses or other Bright House contact information 
identified under Section 29.1.3 above. 

29.1.4 In addition to the formal Notice procedure provided above, each Party 
shall endeavor to provide the other Party with duplicate notification via email 
(which shall not constitute formal notice under this Agreement) of all 
communications which are provided via formal notice. Verizon shall be under no 
obligation to provide, or to endeavor to provide, email copies of notices that are 
sent simultaneously to five or more carriers, and in any event a failure to deliver 
email notice hereunder shall not constitute a breach of this Agreement. For 
purposes of email notification, the Parties shall use the following email addresses 
(which may be changed by Notice as provided in this section 29): 

Bright House: [email addresses) 

Verizon: [email addresses] 

30. Ordering and Maintenance 

Bright House shall use Verizon's electronic Operations Support System access platforms 
to submit Orders and requests for maintenance and repair of Services, and to engage in 
other pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair transactions involving 
the facilities or Services provided by Verizon. Verizon may agree to use Bright House's 
electronic ordering platforms if such system meets Verizon's technical requirements. 

31. Performance Standards 

31.1 Verizon shall provide Services under this Agreement in accordance with the 
performance standards required by Applicable Law, including, but not limited to, 
Section 251 (c) of the Act. 

31.2 Bright House shall provide Services under this Agreement in accordance with the 
performance standards required by Applicable Law. 
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32. Point of Contact for Bright House Customers 

32.1 Bright House shall establish telephone numbers and mailing addresses at which 
Bright House Customers may communicate with Bright House and shall advise 
Bright House Customers of these telephone numbers and mailing addresses. 

32.2 Except as otherwise agreed to by Verizon , Verizon shall have no obligation, and 
may decline, to accept a communication from a Bright House Customer, 
including, but not limited to, a Bright House Customer request for repair or 
maintenance of a Verizon Service provided to Bright House. 

33. Predecessor Agreements 

33.1 Except as stated in Section 33.2 or as otherwise agreed in writing by the Parties: 

33.1.1 

33.1.2 

[Intentionally left blank] 

any Services that were being purchased by one Party from the other 
Party under a prior interconnection or resale agreement between the 
Parties-for the State of Florida pursuant to Section 252 of the Act and 
in effect prior to the Effective Date, shall as of the Effective Date be 
subject to and purchased under this Agreement. 

33.2 Except as otherwise agreed in writing by the Parties, if a Service purchased by a 
Party under a prior interconnection or resale agreement between the Parties 
pursuant to Section 252 of the Act was subject to a contractual commitment that 
it would be purchased for a period of longer than one month, and such period 
had not yet expired as of the Effective Date and the Service had not been 
terminated prior to the Effective Date, to the extent not inconsistent with this 
Agreement, such commitment shall remain in effect and the Service will be 
purchased under this Agreement; provided, that if this Agreement would 
materially alter the terms of the commitment, either Party may elect to cancel the 
commitment. 

33.3 If either Party elects to cancel the commitment pursuant to the proviso in Section 
33.2, the Purchasing Party shall not be liable for any termination charge that 
would otherwise have applied. However, if the commitment was cancelled by the 
Purchasing Party, the Providing Party shall be entitled to payment from the 
Purchasing Party of the difference between the price of the Service that was 
actually paid by the Purchasing Party under the commitment and the price of the 
Service that would have applied if the commitment had been to purchase the 
Service only until the time that the commitment was cancelled. 

34. Publicity and Use of Trademarks or Service Maf1(s 

34.1 A Party, its Affiliates, and their respective contractors and Agents, shall not use 
the other Party's trademarks, service marks, logos or other proprietary trade 
dress, in connection with the sale of products or services, or in any advertising, 
press releases, publicity matters or other promotional materials, unless the other 
Party has given its written consent for such use, which consent the other Party 
may grant or withhold in its sole discretion. 

34.2 Neither Party may imply any direct or indirect affiliation with or sponsorship or 
endorsement of it or its services or products by the other Party. 
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34.3 Any violation of this Section 34 shall be considered a material breach of this 
Agreement. 

35. References 

35.1 All references to Sections, Appendices and Exhibits shall be deemed to be 
references to Sections, Appendices and Exhibits of this Agreement unless the 
context shall otherwise require. 

35.2 Unless the context shall otherwise require, any reference to a Tariff, agreement, 
technical or other document (including Verizon or third party guides, practices or 
handbooks), or provision of Applicable Law, is to such Tariff, agreement, 
document, or provision of Applicable Law, as amended and supplemented from 
time to time (and, in the case of a Tariff or provision of Applicable Law, to any 
successor Tariff or provision). 

36. Relationship of the Parties 

36.1 The relationship of the Parties under this Agreement shall be that of independent 
contractors and nothing herein shall be construed as creating any other 
relationship between the Parties. 

36.2 Nothing contained in this Agreement shall make either Party the employee of the 
other, create a partnership, joint venture, or other similar relationship between 
the Parties, or grant to either Party a franchise, distributorship or similar interest. 

36.3 Except for provisions herein expressly authorizing a Party to act for another 
Party, nothing in this Agreement shall constitute a Party as a legal representative 
or Agent of the other Party, nor shall a Party have the right or authority to 
assume, create or incur any liability or any obligation of any kind, express or 
implied, against, in the name or on behalf of the other Party unless otherwise 
expressly permitted by such other Party in writing, which permission may be 
granted or withheld by the other Party in its sole discretion. 

36.4 Each Party shall have sole authority and responsibility to hire, fire, compensate, 
supervise, and otherwise control its employees, Agents and contractors. Each 
Party shall be solely responsible for payment of any Social Security or other 
taxes that it is required by Applicable Law to pay in conjunction with its 
employees, Agents and contractors, and for withholding and remitting to the 
applicable taxing authorities any taxes that it is required by Applicable law to 
collect from its employees. 

36.5 Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement, no Party undertakes 
to perform any obligation of the other Party, whether regulatory or contractual, or 
to assume any responsibility for the management of the other Party's business. 

36.6 The relationship of the Parties under this Agreement is a non-exclusive 
relationship. 

37. Reservation of Rights 

37.1 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, neither Party waives, 
and each Party hereby expressly reserves, its rights: (a) to appeal or otherwise 
seek the reversal of and changes in any arbitration decision associated with this 
Agreement; (b) to challenge the lawfulness of this Agreement and any provision 
of this Agreement; (c) to seek changes in this Agreement (including, but not 
limited to, changes in rates, charges and the Services that must be offered) 
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through a Change in Applicable Law; (d) to challenge the lawfulness and 
propriety of, and to seek to change, any Applicable Law, including, but not limited 
to any rule, regulation, order or decision of the Commission, the FCC, or a court 
of applicable jurisdiction; and (e) to collect debts owed to it under any prior 
interconnection or resale agreements. Nothing in this Agreement shall be 
deemed to limit or prejudice any position a Party has taken or may take before 
the Commission, the FCC, any other state or federal regulatory or legislative 
bodies, courts of applicable jurisdiction, or industry fora. The provisions of this 
Section shall survive the expiration, cancellation or termination of this 
Agreement. 

37.2 [Intentionally left blank) 

38. Subcontractors 

A Party may use a contractor of the Party (including, but not limited to, an Affiliate of the 
Party) to perform the Party's obligations under this Agreement; provided, that a Party's 
use of a contractor shall not release the Party from any duty or liability to fulfill the Party's 
obligations under this Agreement. · 

39. Successors and Assigns 

This Agreement shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of the Parties and their 
respective legal successors and permitted assigns. 

40. Survival 

The rights. liabilities and obligations of a Party for acts or omissions occurring prior to the 
expiration, cancella.tion or termination of this Agreement, the rights, liabilities and 
obligations of a Party under any provision of this Agreement regarding confidential 
information (including but not limited to, Section 1 0), indemnification or defense 
(including, but not limited to, Section 20), or limitation or exclusion of liability (including, 
but no! limited to, Section 25), and the rights. liabilities and obligations of a Party under 
any provision of this Agreement which by its terms or nature is intended to continue 
beyond or to be performed after the expiration, cancellation or termination of this 
Agreement, shall survive the expiration, cancellation or termination of this Agreement. 

41. Taxes 

41.1 In General. With respect to any purchase of Services under this Agreement, if 
any federal, state or local tax, fee. surcharge or other tax-like charge, excluding 
any tax levied on property or net income, (a ''Tax") is required or permitted by 
Applicable LawJo be collected from the Purchasing Party by the Providing Party, 
then (a) the Providing Party shall bill the Purchasing Party for such Tax, as a 
separately stated item on the invoice, (b) the Purchasing Party shall timely remit 
such Tax to the Providing Party and (c) the Providing Party shall timely remit 
such collected Tax to the applicable taxing authority as and to the extent required 
by Applicable Law. 

41.2 Taxes Imposed on the Providing Party or Receipts. With respect to any 
purchase of Services under this Agreement, if any federal, state or local Tax is 
imposed by Applicable Law on the receipts of the Providing Party, and such 
Applicable Law permits the Providing Party to exclude certain receipts received 
from sales to a public utility, distributor. telephone company, local exchange 
carrier, telecommunications company or other communications company 
("Te lecommunications Company"), such exclusion being based on the fact that 
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the Purchasing Party is also subject to a tax based upon receipts ("Receipts 
Tax"), then the Purchasing Party shall pay and remit the Receipts Tax as 
required by Applicable Law. 

41.3 Taxes Imposed on Subscriber. With respect to any purchase of Services under 
this Agreement that are resold to a third party, if any federal, state or local Tax is 
imposed by Applicable Law on the subscriber, end-user, customer or ultimate 
consumer ("Subscriber") in connection with any such purchase, which a 
Telecommunications Company is required to impose and/or collect from a 
Subscriber, or if any federal, state or local Tax is imposed on the Providing Party 
and required by Applicable Law to be passed through to the Subscriber, then the 
Purchasing Party (a) shall impose and/or collect such Tax from the Subscriber 
and (b) shall timely remit such Tax to the applicable taxing authority. 

41.4 Tax Exemptions and Exemption Certificates. If Applicable Law clearly exempts a 
purchase hereunder from a Tax, and if such Applicable Law also provides an 
exemption procedure, such as an exemption certificate requirement, then, if the 
Purchasing Party complies with such procedure, the Providing Party shall not 
collect such Tax during the effective period of such exemption. Such exemption 
shall be effective upon receipt of the exemption certificate or affidavit in 
accordance with the terms set forth in Section 41.7. If Applicable Law clearly 
exempts a purchase hereunder from a Tax, but does not also provide an 
exemption procedure, then the Providing Party shall not collect such Tax if the 
Purchasing Party (a) furnishes the Providing Party with a letter signed by an 
officer requesting such an exemption and citing the provision in the Applicable 
Law which clearly allows such exemption and (b) supplies the Providing Party 
with an indemnification agreement, acceptable to the Providing Party, which 
holds the Providing Party harmless on an after-tax basis with respect to its 
forbearing to collect such Tax. 

41.5 liability for Uncollected Tax, Interest and Penalty. 

41.5.1 

41.5.2 

41.5.3 

If the Providing Party has not received an exemption certificate from 
the Purchasing Party and the Providing Party fails to bill the 
Purchasing Party for any Tax as required by Section 41.1, then, as 
between the Providing Party and the Purchasing Party, (a) the 
Purchasing Party shall remain liable for such unbilled Tax and any 
interest assessed thereon and (b) the Providing Party shall be liable 
for any penalty assessed with respect to such unbilled Tax by a taxing 
authority. 

If the Providing Party properly bills the Purchasing Party for any Tax 
but the Purchasing Party fails to remit such Tax to the Providing Party 
as required by Section 41.2, then, as between the Providing Party and 
the Purchasing Party, the Purchasing Party shall be liable for such 
uncollected Tax and any interest assessed thereon, as well as any 
penalty assessed with respect to such uncollected Tax by the 
applicable taxing authority. 

If the Providing Party does not collect any Tax as required by Section 
41.1 because the Purchasing Party has provided such Providing Party 
with an exemption certificate that is later found to be inadequate, 
invalid or inapplicable by a taxing authority, then, as between the 
Providing Party and the Purchasing Party, the Purchasing Party shall 
be liable for such uncollected Tax and any interest assessed thereon, 
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as well as any penalty assessed with respect to such uncollected Tax 
by the applicable taxing authority. 

If the Purchasing Party fails to pay the Receipts Tax as required by 
Section 41.2, then, as between the Providing Party and the 
Purchasing Party, (a) the Providing Party shall be liable for any Tax 
imposed on its receipts and (b) the Purchasing Party shall be liable for 
any interest assessed thereon and any penalty assessed upon the 
Providing Party with respect to such Tax by the applicable taxing 
authority. 

If the Purchasing Party fails to impose and/or collect any Tax from 
Subscribers as required by Section 41.3, then, as between the 
Providing Party and the Purchasing Party, the Purchasing Party shall 
remain liable for such uncollected Tax and any interest assessed 
thereon, as well as any penalty assessed with respect to such 
uncollected Tax by the applicable taxing authority. With respect to any 
Tax that the Purchasing Party has agreed to P1'1Y· or is required to 
impose on and/or collect from Subscribers, the Purchasing Party 
agrees to indemnify and hold the Providing Party harmless on an after
tax basis for any costs incurred by the Providing Party as a result of 
actions taken by the applicable taxing authority to recover the Tax 
from the Providing Party due to the failure of the Purchasing Party to 
timely pay, or collect and timely remit, such Tax to such authority. 

41.6 Audit Cooperation. In the event either Party is audited by a taxing authority, the 
other Party agrees to cooperate reasonably with the Party being audited in order 
to respond to any audit inquiries in a proper and timely manner so that the audit 
and/or any resulting controversy may be resolved expeditiously. 

41.7 Notices. All notices, affidavits, exemption-certificates or other communications 
required or permitted to be given by either Party to the other, for purposes of this 
Section 41, shall be made in writing and shall be delivered in person or sent by 
certified mail, return receipt requested, or registered mail, or a courier service 
providing proof of service, and sent to the addressees set forth in Section 29 as 
well as to the following: 

To Verizon: 

Verizon Communications 
Tax Department 
One Verizon Way, VC53S-221 
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920 

To Bright House: 

***CLEC Tax Notification Contact TE*** 

Each Party may from time to time designate another address or other 
addressees by giving notice in accordance with the terms of this Section. Any 
notice or other communication shall be deemed to be given when received. 

03-10.10 Version wiAgreed Cnanges Accepted General Terms - 24 



42. Technology Upgrades 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House--Verizon Interconnection 

Exhibit_ [TJG-3] Page 31 of 152 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement. ,each Partv ~~all~_av!:lJ~E:l- ~ight_t~ n 
deploy, upgrade, migrate and maintain its network at its discretion. Each Party ____ __ __ 
acknowledges that a Party, at its election, may deploy fiber throughout its network and 
that such fiber deployment may materially affect the other Party'§ a.~i!ity_t() P.!~\llde_ ~ __ _ 
service using certain technologies. Nothing in this Agreement shall limit ,a Party's ability 
to modify its network through the incorporation of new equipment or software or ' , 
otherwise . .Each Party -~.!!~1!!>~.!.<?.~~]¥ resp<Jnsl~J~J.qrJ.b_!:l _C::_()~Lall_(;! a.c::J!\Ii1iE!S..ii_~_~QC::iater;j 
with accommodating in its own network such changes inJhe other Party's network. 

43. Territory 

43.1 This Agreement applies to the territory in which Verizon operates as an 
Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier in the State of Florida. Verizon shall be 
obligated to provide Services under this Agreement only within this territory. 

Deleted: Verizon 

Deleted: The Parties acknowledge 

- Deleted: Verilon 

·-1 Deleted: inhiM or facilitate ···cLEC 
Acronym TE .. •'s 

Deleted: Verizon's 

Deleted: -cLEC Acronym TE-. 

Deleted: ~s own 

43.2 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement. Verizon may terminate 
this Agreement as to a specific operating territory or porti"on thereof if Verizon 
sells or otherwise transfers its operations in such territory or portion thereof to a 
third-person provided however that such termination shall be permissible only if 
yerizon assigns its duties and obligations under this Agreement in accordance 
with Sectjon 5 of thjs Agreement to the third person and the third person agrees 
jo writing to assume all of Verizon's duties and obligations hereunder with 
respect to such territory or portion thereof. Verizon shall provide .Bright House .- ------{Deleted: -cLEC Acronym rp-
with at least 90 calendar days prior written notice of such termination, which 
~shall n.otbe effectiveJJnless it is accompanied by the written assignment ..... -------- Deleted: upon the date specified in 
and acknowledgement by the third person noted above. '-t_h_e_no_t_ic_e ________ _, 

44. Third Party Beneficiaries 

Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, this Agreement is for the sole benefit of 
the Parties and .their permitted assigns, and nothing herein shall create or be construed 
to provide any third-persons (including, but not limited to, Customers or contractors of a 
Party) with any rights (including, but not limited to, any third-party beneficiary rights) 
hereunder. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, a Party shall have no liability 
under this Agreement to the Customers of the other Party or to any other third person. 

45. [This Section Intentionally Left Blank} 

46. 252(i) Obligations 

To the extent required by Applicable Law, each Party shall comply with Section 252(i) of 
the Act To the extent that the exercise by Bright House of any rights it may have under 
Section 252(i) results in the rearrangement of Services by Verizon, Bright House shall be 
solely liable for all otherwise-applicable charges associated therewith, as well as for any 
otherwise-applicable termination charges associated with the termination of existing 
Verizon services. 

47. Use of Service 

48. 

Each Party shall make commercially reasonable efforts to ensure that its Customers 
comply with the provisions of this Agreement.pppli<:;3~IE! to tbe IJSe of§ervi~sp~tt'lined 
by it under this Agreement. 

Waiver 
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A failure or delay of either Party to enforce any of the provisions of this Agreement, or 
any right or remedy available under this Agreement or at law or in equity, or to require 
performance of any of the provisions of this Agreement, or to exercise any option which is 
provided under this Agreement, shall in no way be construed to be a waiver of such 
provisions. rights. remedies or options. 

49. Warranties 

50. 

51. 

EXCEPT AS EXPRESSLY STATED IN THIS AGREEMENT, NEITHER PARTY MAKES 
OR RECEIVES ANY WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, WITH RESPECT TO THE 
SERVICES PROVIDED, OR TO BE PROVIDED, UNDER THIS AGREEMENT AND THE 
PARTIES DISCLAIM ANY OTHER WARRANTIES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, 
WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY. WARRANllES OF FITNESS FOR A 
PARTICULAR PURPOSE WARRANTIES AGAINST INFRINGEMENT, AND 
WARRANTIES ARISING BY TRADE CUSTOM, TRADE USAGE. COURSE OF 
DEALING OR PERFORMANCE, OR OTHERWISE. 

(Intentionally Left Blank] 

Payment for Services 

/ 
51 .1 Jhis Agreemegt Contajgs numerqus proyisigns requiring performance gt my!tjple .. ~ .. 

functions by each Party that provide benefits to the other Party and/or the gther 
Party's Customers and End Users By way of example and not limjlatjon each 
Party provides the other Party with interconnectjgg arrangements transport agd 
termjnatjon of traffic number portabjljty and djaljog parity 

51 .2 Because of these myltjple 0Usettinq obligaUggs gg performance of ag obligatjon 
by one Party ygder thjs Agreement shall be construed to create an gbligation on 
the other partv tg pay the performing Party for perfgnping that obligatjgo 
jnclydinq without limjtatjgn the provision of agy Servjce activity fygctjon or 
performance under or relating to this Agceement Any and all payment 
gb!jgations that exjst or arise under this Agreement are exoressly set forth jg !his 
Agreement usjgg language that expressly states that payment for the partjcular 
activHy js reqyired and that states what specjfic payment js required 

51.3 For !he ayojdance gf dgubt tbe fact that a Party olaces an Order under Ibis 
Agreement whe!ber by rpeaps of an LSR ag ASR or otherwise shall got be 
construed to meag or !moly that the Party placjng the Order has an gb!igatjog 
ygder !his Agreement gr at all to make any paymegts to the other Party jg 
compensation for the Seryjce Any payment obljgatjons that exist ugder tbjs 
Agreement are expressly stated in thjs Agreement 

51 .4 For the convegjence of y erjzon the Prjcing Attachment to this Agreemept is 
yerjzon's standard Pricigq Attachment as of the Effective Date of thjs Agreement 
for Florida The Part jes acknowledge that they haye made no effort to e!jminate 
from the Pricing Attacbment references to or prjces for activities functions 
and/or Servjces that are not chargeable or gthorwjse sybject tq any payment 

gbljgatjon under this Agreement For avoidance of doubt notwithstagdjgg 
aovthjng in the Prjcjgg Attachment to the cogtrary gothjnq in the Prjcing 
Appendjx creates gr shall be cgnstryed tg create any obligatjon on the part gf 

either Party to pay for agy particular activity functjgg performance gr Service 
yoder this Agreement lgstead the Pricing Attachment js for reference only and 
the fact that the prjcjng Attachment may cggtajns a prjce tor a partjcular actjyjty 
fundjon perfgrmance apdlor Service shall ngt be construed to create any 

payment obligaliog lgstead as provided in Sectjgg 50 2 each agd eyery 
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anything conlained in this A!J'eement. 
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Applicable Law, Verizon may 
tenninate its oft'ering aodlor provision 
or any Service under this Agreement 
upon thirty (30) days prior written 
notice to -cLEC Acronym TE'''.1J 
<#>Notwnhstanding anything 
contained in this Agreement, except 
as othBfWise requifed by Applicable 
Law, Verilon may with thirty (30) 
days prior wr~ten notice to -·cLEC 
Acronym Te ·- lenninale any 
provision or this Agreement tllat 
provides for the payment by Verizon 
to -cLEC Acronym re·- o1 
compensation related to traffiC. 
including, but not limited to, 
Reciprocal Compensation and other 
types of compensation for termination 
of tratflc delivered by Verizon to 
-CLEC Acronym TE .... Following 
such termination, except as otherwise 
agreed In wr•ing by the Parties, 
Verizon shal be obligated to provide 
compensation to -·cLEC Acronym 
re-- related to tralfJC only to the 
extent requifed by Applicable Law. If 
Verizon exercises ~s right of 
termination under this Section, the 
Parties shall negotiate in gO<XI faith 
appropriate subsmule provisions for 
compensation related to traffic; 
provided, however, that except as 
otherwise voluntarily agreed by 
Verizon in writing in ~s sole 
discr&tlon, Velizon shall be obligated 
to provide compensation to - c LEC 

i Acronym TE' .. related to traffic only 

\ 

to the extenl required by Applicable . 
Law. If within thirty (30) days afte< 
Verizon's notice of termination the 

i
i Parties are unable to agree in writing 

upon mutually acceptable substitute 
provisions for compensation related 
to traffic, either Party may submit their 
disagreement to dispute resolution in 
accordance w fth Section 14 of this 
Agreement.lf 
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payment obligation establjshed jn this Aareement js expressly stated in the 
substantive terms of !his Agreement. 
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SIGNATURE PAGE 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed as of 
the Effective Date. 

***CLEC Full Name TE*** ***VERIZON COMPANY FULL NAME 1 TXT*** 

By: By: 

Printed: U*CLEC Signing Party TE*** Printed: ***Verizon Signing Party's Name MC*** 

Title: ***CLEC Signing Party's Title TE*** Title : ***Verizon Signing Party's Title MC*** 
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1.1 The provisions of Sections 1.2 through 1.4 and Section 2 apply with regard to the 

Principal Document. 

1.2 Unless the context clearly indicates otherwise, when a term listed in this Glossary 
is used in the Principal Document, the term shall have the meaning stated in this 
Glossary. A defined term intended to convey the meaning stated in th is Glossary 
is capitalized when used. Other terms that are capitalized, and not defined in th is 
Glossary or elsewhere in the Principal Document, shall have the meaning stated 
in the Act, or, if applicable, in Parts 51 and 52 of Title 47 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. Additional definitions that are specific to the matters covered in a 
particular provision of the Principal Document may appear in that provision. To 
the extent that there may be any conflict between a definition set forth in this 
Glossary and any definition in a specific provision, the definition set forth in the 
specific provision shall control with respect to that provision. Otherwise, words 
shall be given their normal English language meaning, except that terms with a 
specialized or generally understood meaning or application within the United 
States telecommunications industry as of the Effective Date shall be interpreted 
in light of that meaning. 

1.3 Unless the context clearly indicates otherwise, any term defined in this Glossary 
which is defined or used in the singular shall include the plural, and any term 
d~fined in this Glossary which is defined or used ,in the plural shall include the 
smgular. 

1.4 The words "shall" and "will" are used interchangeably throughout the Principal 
Document and the use of either indicates a mandatory requirement. The use of 
one or the other shall not confer a different degree of right or obligation for either 
Party. 

2. Definitions 

2.1 Act. 

The Communications Act of 1934 {47 U.S.C. §151 et seq.), as from time to time 
amended {including, but not limited to, by the Telecommunications Act of 1996). 

2.2 [Intentionally left blank). 

2.3 Affiliate. 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act. 

2.4 Agent. 

An agent or servant. 

2.5 Agreement. 

This Agreement, as defined in Section 1 of the General Terms and Conditions. 

2.6 ALl (Automatic Location Identification) Database. 
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The emergency services (E-911} database controlled by Verizon containing 
caller address/location information including the carrier name. National 
Emergency Numbering Administration ("NENA") ID, Call Back Number, and other 
carrier information used to process caller location records. 

2. 7 Ancillary Traffic. 

All traffic that is destined for ancillary services, or that may have special billing or 
routing requirements. including but not limited to the following : directory 
assistance, 911/E-911, operator services (lntraLATA call completion), lntraLA TA 
third party, collect and calling card, 800/888 database query and LIDB. 

2.8 ANI (Automatic Number Identification). 

The signaling parameter that refers to the number transmitted through the 
network identifying the billing number of the calling party. 

2.9 Applicable Law. 

All effective laws, government regulations and government orders, including, 
without limitation,.orders of the FCC and the Commission, applicable to each 
Party's performance of its obligations under this Agreement. For the avoidance 
of any doubt, when used in relation to unbundled Network Elements or 
Combinations of unbundled Network Elements, the term "Applicable Law" 
includes the Federal Unbundling Rules. 

2.10 ASR (Access Service Request). 

An industry standard form, which contains data elements and usage rules used 
by the Parties to add, establish, change or disconnect services or trunks for the 
purposes of interconnection. 

2.11 ATIS. 

The Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions. 

2.12 BFR (Bona Fide Request). 

The process described in the Network Element Attachment that prescribes the 
terms and conditions relating to a Party's request that the other Party provide a 
UNE that it is not otherwise required to provide under the terms of this 
Agreement. 

2. 13 Business Day. 

Any day other than: (i) a Saturday or Sunday, (ii) a legal holiday in the state of 
Florida, or (iii) any other day on which commercial banks in Florida are 
authorized by law or government decree to close. 

2.14 Calendar Quarter. 

January through March, April through June, July through September, or October 
through December. 

2.15 Calendar Year. 
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2.16 [Intentionally Left Blank]. 

2.17 Call Back Number. 
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A telephone number that can be used by the PSAP to re-contact the location 
from which a 911/E-911 Call was placed . The telephone number may or may not 
be the telephone number of the station used to originate the 911 /E-911 Call. 

2.18 CCS (Common Channel Signaling). 

A method of transmitting call set-up and network control data over a digital 
signaling network separate from the public switched telephone network facilities 
that carry the actual voice or data content of the call. 

2.19 Central Offtce. 

An End Office or Tandem. Sometimes this term is used io refer to a telephone 
company building in which switching systems and telephone equipment are 
installed. 

2.20 Change in Applicable Law. 

Any legislative, regulatory, judicial or other governmental decision, order, 
determination or action, that changes Applicable Law, and that materially affects 
any material provision of this Agreement, the rights or obligations of a Party 
hereunder, or the ability of a Party to perform any material provision of this 
Agreement. 

2.21 Claims. 

Any and all claims, demands, suits, actions, settlements, judgments, fines, 
penalties, liabilities, injuries, damages, losses, costs (including, but not limited to, 
court costs) , and expenses (including, but not limited to, reasonable attorney's 
fees). 

2.22 CLEC {Competitive Local Exchange Carrier). 

Any Local Exchange Carrier other than Verizon that is operating as a Local 
Exchange Carrier in the territory in which Verizon operates as an ILEC in the 
State of Florida. Bright House is a CLEC. 

2.23 CLLI Codes. 

Common Language Location ldentifter Codes. 

2.24 CMOS {Centralized Message Distribution System). 

The billing record and clearing house transport system that LECs use to 
exchange out collects and in collects as well as Carrier Access Billing System 
(CABS) records. 

2.25 Commission. 

The Florida Public Service Commission 
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The duly authorized state, county or local government agency empowered by law 
to oversee the 911 /E-911 services, operations and systems within a defined 
jurisdiction. 

2.27 CPN (Calling Party Number). 

A CCS parameter that identifies the calling party's telephone number. 

2.28 CPNI (Customer Proprietary Network Information). 

Shall have the meaning set forth in Section 222 of the Act, 47 U.S.C. § 222. 

2.29 Cross Connection. 

Within a collocation arrangement, facilities between a collocating Party's 
equipment and either (a) the equipment or facilit ies of the housing Party (such as 
the housing Party's digital signal cross connect, Main Distribution Frame, or other 
suitable frame or panel) or (b) the equipment or facilities of another collocating 
party. 

2.30 Customer. 

A sybscriber to a Party's Telecommunications Services or to the seryjces of an 
Affiliate of a Party or a !bird party that proyjdes jnterconnectecl VoiP seryjces 
where such intercgpnected yolP services are connected to the pybljc swjtched 
telephone network vja a Party's Jelecommunjcatjgns Servjces For avoidance gt 
doubt the term "Cystoma( includes third party resjdence busjness or 
qoyernmental End Users who receive inte(Cgpnected VgiP Service frgm an 
affiliate of a Party and also includes resel!ers gr gther entities to which a Party 
provides Telecgmmunjcatjgns Services go a whplesale basis that are then used 
ig conoedion with the proyjsjon by such entity of vojce cgmmynicatjons servjr&s 
tg End Users 

2.31 Dark Fiber Loop. 

Consists of fiber optic strand(s) in a Verizon fiber optic cable between Verizon's 
accessible terminal, such as the fiber distribution frame, or its functional 
equivalent. located within a Verizon End Office, and Verizon's accessible 
terminal located in Verizon's main termination point at a Customer premises, 
such as a fiber patch panel, and that Verizon has not activated through 
connection to electronics that "light" it and render it capable of carrying 
Telecommunications Services. 

2.32 Dark Fiber Transport. 

An optical transmission facility, within a LATA, that Verizon has not activated by 
attaching multiplexing, aggregation or other electronics, between Verizon 
switches (as identified In the LERG) or UNE Wire Centers. 

2.33 Dedicated Transport. 

A DSO-, DS1·, or 053-capacity transmission facility between Verizon switches 
(as identified in the LERG) or UNE Wire Centers, within a LATA, that is dedicated 
to a particular end user or carrier. Dedicated Transport is sometimes referred to 
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as dedicated interoffice facilities ("IOF"). Dedicated Transport does not include 
any facility that does not connect a pair ofVerizon UNE Wire Centers. 

2.34 Default PSAP. 

The PSAP designated by the Controlling 911 Authority to receive a 911 /E-911 
Call when it cannot be selectively routed, due to an ANI/l<ey failure, or other 
cause, to the Designated PSAP. 

2.35 Designated PSAP. 

The primary PSAP designated by the Controlling 911 Authority to receive a 
911/E-911 Call based upon the selective routing assigned to the geographic 
location of the End User. 

2.36 Digital Signal Level. 

One of several transmission rates in the time-division multiplex hierarchy. 

2.37 Discontinued Facility. 

Any facility, element, arrangement or the like that the Federal Unbundling Rules 
do not require Verizon to provide on an unbundled basis to Bright House, 
whether because the facility was never subject to an unbundling requirement 
under the Federal Unbundling Rules, because the facility by operation of law has 
ceased or ceases to be subject to an unbundling requirement under the Federal 
Unbundling Rules, or othei"Nise. 

2.38 DSO (Digital Signal Level 0). 

The 64kbps zero-level signal in the time-division multiplex hierarchy. 

2.39 DS1 (Digital Signal Level1 ). 

The 1.544 Mbps first-level signal in the time-division multiplex hierarchy. 

2.40 DS1 Dedicated Transport. 

Dedicated Transport having a total digital signal speed of 1.544 Mbps. 

2.41 DS3 (Digital Signal Level3). 

The 44.736 Mbps third-level signal in the time-division multiplex hierarchy. 

2.42 DS3 Dedicated Transport. 

Dedicated Transport having a total digital signal speed of 44.736 Mbps. 

2.43 DS3 Loop. 

A digital transmission channel, between the main distribution frame (or its 
equivalent) in an end user's serving UNE Wire Center and the demarcation point 
at the end user customer's premises, suitable for the transport of isochronous 
bipolar serial data at a rate of 44.736 Mbps (the equivalent of 28 DS1 channels). 
This Loop type is more fully described in Verizon TR 72575, as revised from time 
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to time. A DS3 Loop requires the electronics necessary to provide the OS3 
transmission rate. 

2.44 EMI (Exchange Message Interface). 

Standard used for the interexchange of telecommunications message information 
between local exchange carriers and interexchange carriers for billable, non
blttable, sample, settlement and study data. Data is provided between 
companies via a unique record layout that contains Customer billing information, 
account summary and tracking analysis. EMI format is contained in document 
SR-320 published by A TIS. 

2.45 End Office. 

A switching entity that is used for connecting lines to lines or lines to trunks, or 
that provides equivalent switching functions using different technology, for the 
purpose of originating/terminating voice calls or comparable traffic (e.g. facsimile 
transmissions) . Sometimes this term is used to refer to a telephone company 
building in which switching systems and telephone equipment are installed. 

2.46 .End User ... ___ .: .... -----------·--- - ---.. --------------···-- _ 
• · , // Deleted: <#>[Intentionally Left 

------------ -·---~-~ ', )aB-ian.-k);..;.'l;.._ _______ -< 

A bysiness governmental consymer/residential gr pther entity that js not acting 
jn tbe capacjty gf a Jelecommynjcatjgns Carrier !bat subscribes tg a 
Telecgmmunicatjons Service of a Jelecommunicatjons Carrier l inclydjng but not 
ljrnjted to a party) and/gr subscrjbes tg an jnterconoected \{oiP Servjce offered 

bY a provider pf such seryjce Cincludjng gut not 'imjted to a Party or an affiljate of 
a ParM Fgr ayoidagce gt doubt referepces tg a .,Brjght House End yse( refer 

to End Users that obtain connectjyity to the PSTN djrectly or indirectly through 
Bright House's network and references to a "Verjzon End User" refer to End 
Users that obtain connectivity tg tbe PSTN directly gr jndirectly through verizon's 

network 

2.47 Exchange Access. 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act. Fpc pyrogses of this Agreement 
"Exchange Access" traffic shall fall into gne of twg exhaustive and rnytually 
exc!usjve categorjes· "Joll Traffic" as defined herein in which gne of the Parties 
js the !XC· and "Meet Point Billjng Traffic" as defined herejn in whjch the Parties 
jgjptly provide exchange acc;ess seryjce to a third-party !XC 

2.48 Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement 

An arrangement that provides a Customer a local calling scope (Extended Area 
Service, "EAS"), outside of the Customer's basic exchange serving area. 
Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangements may be either optional or non
optional. 'Optional Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement Traffic" is traffic 
that under an optional Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement chosen by the 
Customer terminates outside of the Customer's basic exchange serving area. 
"Non-Optional Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement Traffic" is traffic that 
under a non-optional Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement, ordered by the 
Commission, terminates outside of the Customer's basic exchange serving area. 

2.49 FCC. 

The Federal Communications Commission. 

03-10.10 Version w/Agreecl Changes Accepted GloSSllfY • 34 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 



2.50 FCC Internet Orders. 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 

Exhibit_ (T JG-3) Page 41 of 152 

The following FCC orders: (a) Order on Remand and Report and Order, In the 
Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, lntercarrier Compensation for ISP Bound 
Traffic. FCC 01-131 , CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 99-68, 16 FCC Red 9151 
(adopted April 18, 2001) (hereinafter the "April18, 2001 FCC Internet Order"); 
and, (b) Order on Remand and Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, In the Matter of High-Cost Universal Service Support; Federal-State 
Joint Board on Universal Service; Lifeline and Link Up; Universal Service 
Contribution Methodology; Numbering Resource Optimization; Implementation of 
the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996; 
Developing a Unified lntercarrier Compensation Regime; lntercarrier 
Compensation for /SP-Bound Traffic; IP-Enabled Services, FCC 08-262, CC 
Docket Nos. 96-45, 96-98, 99-68, 99-200, 01-92, WC Docket Nos. 03-109, 04-
36, 05-337, 06-122 (adopted November 5, 2008) (hereinafter the "November 5, 
2008 FCC Internet Order"). 

2.51 FCC Regulations/Rulings. 

The unstayed, effactive regulations promulgated by the FCC, as amended from 
time to time, including both FCC rules and regulations formally codified in the 
Code of Federal Regulations and, to the extent unstayed and effective, valid FCC 
requirements imposed in FCC orders and rulings but not so codified (including, 
by way of example but without limitation, the FCC Internet Orders) . 

2.52 Federal Unbundling Rules. 

Any lawful requirement to provide access to unbundled Network Elements or 
Combinations of unbundled Network Elements that is imposed upon Verizon by 
the FCC pursuant to both 47 U.S.C. § 251 (c)(3) and 47 C.F.R. Part 51 . Any 
reference in this Agreement to "Federal Unbundling Rules" shall not include an 
unbundling requirement if the unbundling requirement does not exist under both 
47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3) and 47 C.F.R. Part 51. 

2.53 Feeder. 

The fiber optic cable (lit or unlit) or metallic portion of a Loop between a serving 
End Office and a remote terminal or feeder/distribution interface. 

2.54 FNID (Fiber Network Interface Device). 

A passive fiber optic demarcation unit designed for the interconnection and 
demarcation of optical fibers between two separate network providers. 

2.55 FTIP Loop. 

A Loop consisting entirely of fiber optic cable, whether dark or lit, that extends 
from the main distribution frame (or its equivalent) in an end user's serving End 
Office to the demarcation point at the end user's customer premises or to a 
serving area interface at which the fiber optic cable connects to copper or coaxial 
distribution facilities that extend to the end user's customer premises 
demarcation point, provided that all copper or coaxial distribution facilities 
extending from such serving area interface are not more than 500 feet from the 
demarcation point at the respective end users' customer premises: provided, 
however, that in the case of predominantly residential multiple dwelling units 
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(MD Us), an FTTP Loop is a Loop consisting entirely of fiber optic cable, whether 
dark or lit, that extends from the main distribution frame (or its equivalent) in the 
End OffiCe that serves the multiunit premises: (a) to or beyond the multiunit 
premises' minimum point of entry (MPOE}, as defined in 47 C.F.R. § 68.105; or 
(b) to a serving area interface at which the fiber optic cable connects to copper or 
coaxial distribution facilities that extend to or beyond the multiunit premises' 
MPOE, provided that all copper or coaxial distribution facilities extending from 
such serving area interface are not more than 500 feet from the MPOE at the 
multiunit premises. 

2.56 House and Riser Cable. 

A two-wire metallic distribution facility in Verizon's network between the minimum 
point of entry for a building where a premises of a Customer is located (such a 
point. an 'MPOE' ) and the Rate Demarcation Point for such facility (or NID) if the 
NID is located at such Rate Demarcation Point). 

2.57 Hybrid Loop. 

A Loop composed of both fiber optic cable and copper wire or cable. An FTTP 
Loop is not a Hybrid Loop. 

2.58 IDLC (Integrated Digital Loop Carrier). 

A subscriber Loop carrier system that integrates within the switch at a DS1 level, 
which is twenty-four (24) Loop transmission paths combined into a 1.544 Mbps 
digital signal. 

2.59 ILEC (Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier). 

Shall have the meaning stated in the Act. 

2. 60 Llntenti.onalJyjeft..bJanKl 

2.61 Inside Wire or Inside Wiring . 

All wire, cable, terminals, hardware, and other equipment or materials, on the 
Customer's side of the Rate Demarcation Point. 

2.62 Interconnection Wire Center. 

A building or portion thereof which serves as the premises for one or more End 
Offices, Tandems and related facilities. 

2.63 Internet Traffic. 

Traffic in whjch a Cystgmer or End User of a Party establishes a dial-yp 
connection to the modems or functionally equivalent eauipment or facilitjes gf an 
lpternet Seryice Proyjder by means of conpectjpns to the public swjtched 
teleohone network proyjded to the Internet Servjce Provider by the pther Party 

2.64 lnterLATA Service. 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act. 
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Telecommunications that originate and terminate within the same LATA 

2.66 [Intentionally left Blank). 

2.67 ISDN (Integrated Services Digital Network). 

A switched network service providing end-to-end digital connectivity for the 
simultaneous transmission of voice and data. Basic Rate lnterface-ISDN (SRI
ISDN) provides for digital transmission of two (2) 64 kbps bearer channels and 
one (1) 16 kbps data and signaling channel (2B+D). Primary Rate lnterface
ISDN (PRI-ISDN) provides for digital transmission of twenty-three (23) 64 kbps 
bearer channels and one (1) 64 kbps data and signaling channel (238+0). 

2.68 IXC (lnterexchange Carrier). 

A Telecommunications Carrier that provides, directly or indirectly, lnterLATA or 
lntraLATA Telephone Toll Services. · 

2.69 LATA (local Ac~ss and Transport Area). 

Shalt have the meaning set forth in the Act. 

2.70 lEC (local Exchange Carrier). 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act. 

2.71 lERG (local Exchange Routing Guide). 

A Telcordia Technologies reference containing NPAINXX routing and homing 
information. 

2.72 LIDB (Line Information Data Base). 

line Information databases which provide, among other things, calling card 
validation functionality for telephone line number cards issued by Verizon and 
other entities and validation data for collect and third number-billed calls (e.g., 
data for billed number screening). 

2.73 [Intentionally left Blank). 

2.74 [Intentionally left blank) 

2.75 loop. 

A transmission path that extends from a Main Distribution Frame or functionally 
comparable piece of equipment in a Customer's serving End Office, to the Rate 
Demarcation Point (or NID if installed at the Rate Demarcation Point) in or at the 
Customer's premises. The actual transmission facilities used to provide a Loop 
may utilize any of several technologies. 

2.76 lSR (local Service Request). 

An industry standard form, which contains data elements and usage rules, used 
by the Parties to establish, add, change or disconnect certain Services provided 
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under this Agreement, including without limitation resold Telecommunications 
Services, Network Elements, requests for number porting, the establishment of 
Directory Listings, and other functions. 

2.77 Maintenance Control OffiCe. 

Either Party's center responsible for control of the maintenance and repair of a 
circuit. 

2.78 MDF (Main Distribution Frame). 

The primary point at which outside plant facilities terminate within an 
Interconnection Wire Center, for interconnection to other facilities within the 
Interconnection Wire Center. The distribution frame used to interconnect cable 
pairs and line trunk equipment terminating on a switching system. 

2. 79 Measured Internet Traffic. 

Jnternet Traffic originated by a Customer of one Party on that Party's network at a 
point in !hat Party's local calling area, and delivered tolhe modems or 
functionally equjyalegt equipment or faci!itjes gf an Internet Service Provider 
served by the other Party,.at a point in the sameJocal calling area,. For the 
purposes of this definition, a Verizon local calling area includes a Verizon non
optional Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement, but does not include a 
Verizon optional Extended Local Calling Scope Arrangement. Calls originated on 
a 1+ presubscription basis, or on a casual dialed (1 OXXX/101XXXX) basis, are 
not considered Measured Internet Traffic. For the avoidance of any doubt, 
Virtual Foreign Exchange Traffic (i.e., V/FX Traffic) (as defined in the 
Interconnection Attachment) does not constitute Measured Internet Traffic . ...f.Q.c 
avoidance ofdoybt tbe Partjes expressly ackngwledge that jo the Ngyember 5 
2008 FCC Internet Order the FCC ruled that Internet Traffic is sybject to 
Reciprocal Compensatjgn and that as a resy!t Recjpmcal Compensatjon Traffic 
jncludes Internet Traffic subject to the FCC's ryles and rulings regardjgg 
intercarrier compensation applicable to such traffic 

2.80 MECAB (Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing). 

A document prepared by the Billing Committee of the Ordering and Billing Forum 
(OBF), which functions under the auspices of the Carrier Liaison Committee 
(CLC) of A TIS. The MECAB document, published by A TIS as "ATIS/OBF
MECAB", as revised from time to time, contains the recommended guidelines for 
the billing of an Exchange Access Service provided by two or more LECs, or by 
one LEC in two or more states, within a single LATA 

2.81 MECOD (Multiple Exchange Carriers Ordering and Design Guidelines for Access 
Services- Industry Support Interface). 

A document developed by the Ordering/Provisioning Committee under the 
auspices of the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF), which functions under the 
auspices of the Carrier Liaison Committee (CLC) of A TIS. The MECOD 
document, published by A TIS as "ATIS/OBF-MECOD", as revised from time to 
time, establishes methods for processing orders for Exchange Access Service 
that is to be provided by two or more LECs. 
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2.82 Neet Point Bmjng Jraffic 
..._ _.-' Deleted: 4:-[lntentionally Left 

_ _ __________ ___ .><·,,, Blank}.lj 

Tcaffjc that lal orjgjgates on the oetwork of one Party js exchanged wjth the 
gther Party at a POl e§tablished under this Agreemept and js deliyered by the 
other Party tg an lnterexchange Carrjer gr (b) js deljyered by an Jnterexchange 

Carrier to one Party is exchanged with the other Party at a POl establjshed 
ugder !his Agreement and terminates on the network of the other Party 

2.83 Mobile Wireless Services. 

Any mobile wireless Telecommunications Service, including any commercial 
mobile radio service. 

2.84 NANP (North American Numbering Plan). 

The system of telephone numbering employed in the United States, Canada, 
Bermuda, Puerto Rico and certain Caribbean islands. The NANP format is a 10-
digit number that consist of a 3-digit NPA Code (commonly referred to as the 
area code), followed by a 3-digit NXX code and 4 digit line number. 

2.85 Network Element. 

Shall have the meaning stated in the Act. 

2.86 NID (Network Interface Device). 

An interface provided by a Party terminating that Party's communications 
network on the property where the Customer's service is located, at a point 
determined by the Party placing the NID. A Verizon NID shall contain an FCC 
Part 68 registered jack from which Inside Wire may be connected to Verizon's 

network. 

2.87 911/E-911 Call(s). 

Fonnatted: Bullets and Numbering 

Call(s) made by the .Bright Hayse End User_~_y_dialif!9Jh~1~_f_E1.~ .Q.i.g~J~~p!tone ___ -----·-·[Deleted: - c LEC Aaonyrn TE·-

number "911" to facilitate the reporting of an emergency requiring response by a ....:. en;_;_d -"-user ____ _ ____ -' 

public safety agency. 

2.88 911/E-911 Service Provider. 

An entity authorized to provide 911 /E-911 network and database services within 
a particular jurisdiction. 

2.89 Non-Revertive. 

Where traffic is redirected to a protection line because of failure of a working line 
and the working line is repaired, traffic will remain on the protection line until 
there is either manual intervention or a failure of the protection line. 

2.90 NPA (Numbering Plan Area). 

Also sometimes referred to as an area code, is the first three-digit indicator of 
each tO-digit telephone number within the NANP. There are two general 
categories of NPA, "Geographic NPAs" and "Non-Geographic NPAs". A 
Geographic NPA is associated with a defined geographic area, and telephone 
numbers bearing such NPA are typically associated with services provided within 
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that geographic area. A Non-Geographic NPA, also known as a "Service Access 
Code" or "SAC Code" is typically associated with a specialized 
Telecommunications Service that may be provided across multiple geographic 
NPA areas. 500, 700, 800, 888 and 900 are examples of Non-Geographic 
NPAs. 

2.91 NXX, NXX Code, Central Office Code or CO Code. 

The three-digit switch entity indicator (i.e. the first three digits of a seven-digit 
telephone number). 

2.92 Order. 

An order or application to provide, change, obtain maintenance with respect to, 
or terminate a Service (including, but not limited to, a commitment to obtain a 
stated number or minimum number of lines or other Services for a stated period 
or minimum period of time). 

2.93 Originating Switched Access Detail Usage Data. 

A category 1101~X record as defined in the EM/ Telcordia Practice BR-010-200-
010. 

2.94 POl (Point of Interconnection). 

The physical location where the Parties' respective facilities physically 
interconnect for the purpose of mutually exchanging their traffic. POls include (i) 
a technically feasible point on Verizon's network in a LATA and/or (ii) a fiber meet 
point to which the Parties mutually agree under the terms of this Agreement. The 
Interconnection Attachment sets forth the Parties' obligations with respect to the 
establishment of POls. 

2.95 Primary Reference Source. 

Equipment that provides a timing signal that may be used as the basis of 
reference for the control of other clocks within a network. 

2.96 Principal Document. 

This document, including, but not limited to, the Title Page, the Table of 
Contents, the Preface, the General Terms and Conditions, the signature page, 
this Glossary, the Attachments, and the Appendices to the Attachments. 

2.97 Providing Party. 

A Party offering or providing a Service to the other Party under this Agreement. 

2.98 PSAP. 

Public Safety Answering Point. 

2.99 Purchasing Party. 

A Party requesting or receiving a Service from the other Party under this 
Agreement. For the avoidance of doubt, the use of the term "Purchasing Party" 
does not necessarily indicate that the Service requested or received by such 
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Party gives rise to a payment obligation, if no such obligation otherwise exists 
under this Agreement or Applicable Law. 

2.100 Qualifying UNE. 

An unbundled Network Element or a combination of unbundled Network 
Elements obtained, pursuant to the Federal Unbundling Rules, under this 
Agreement or a Verizon UNE Tariff. 

2.101 Qualifying Wholesale Services. 

Wholesale services obtained from Verizon under a Verizon access Tariff or a 
separate wholesale agreement. 

2.102 Rate Center Area. 

The geographic area that has been identified by a given LEC as being 
associated with a particular NPA-NXX code assigned to the LEC for its provision 
of Telephone Exchange Services. 

2.103 Rate Center Point. 

A specific geographic point, defined by a V&H coordinate, located within the Rate 
Center Area and used to measure distance for the purpose of billing for distance
sensitive Telephone Exchange Services and Toll Traffic. Pursuant to Telcordia 
Practice BR-795-100-100, the Rate Center Point may be an End Office location, 
or a "LEC Consortium Point of Interconnection". 

2.104 Rate Demarcation Point. 

The physical point in a Verizon provided network facility at which Verizon's 
responsibility for maintaining that network facility ends and the Customer's 
responsibility for maintaining the remainder of the facility begins, as set forth in 
this Agreement, Verlzon's applicable Tariffs, if any, or as otherwise prescribed 
under Applicable Law. 

2.105 Reciprocal Compensation. 

2.106 

2.107 

The arrangement for recovering, in accordance with Section 251(b){5) of the Act, 
the FCC Internet Orders, and other applicable FCC orders and FCC 
Regulations/Rulings, costs incurred for the transport and termination of 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic originating on one Party's network and 
terminating on the other Party's network (as set forth in Section 7 of the 
Interconnection Attachment). 

Reciprocal Compensation Traffic. J/ 
Telecommunications traffic ,exchanged between the Parties and sybject to ' 
B.~~iJ?!.~Lg_o_I'!IP.!!!.l.Satli?..'!J!nder Aoplicable Law f or ayoidance of doubt the. __ _ 
Parties expressly ackngwledge that in the Ngyember 5 2008 FCC Internet 
Order the FCC ruled that Internet Traffic js sybject tg Reciprocal Compensatjgn 
and that as a resy!t Becjprgcal Compensatjgn Traffic jnclydes Internet Traffic 
subject to the FCC's rules and rulings regardjng jntercarrier compensation 
apolicable to such traffic 

Retail Prices. 
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The prices at which a Service is provided by Verizon at retail to subscribers who 
are not Telecommunications Carriers. 

2.108 Routing Point. 

A specific geographic point identified by a specific V&H coordinate. The Routing 
Point is used to route inbound traffic to specified NPA-NXXs. The Routing Point 
must be located within the LATA in which the corresponding NPA-NXX is 
located. However, the Routing Point associated with each NPA-NXX need not 
be the same as the corresponding Rate Center Point, nor must it be located 
within the corresponding Rate Center Area, nor must there be a unique and 
separate Routing Point corresponding to each unique and separate Rate Center 
Area. 

2.109 Service. 

Any Interconnection arrangement, Network Element, Telecommunications 
Service, collocation arrangement, or other service, facility or arrangement, 
offered or provided by a Party under this Agreement. · 

2.110 [Intentionally Left .Blank]. 

2.111 SS7 (Signaling System 7). 

The common channel out-of-band signaling protocol developed by the 
Consultative Committee for International Telephone and Telegraph (CCITT) and 
the American National Standards Institute (ANSI). Verizon and Bright House 
utilize this out-of-band signaling protocol in relation to their routing and 
completion of traffic. 

2.112 Subsidiary. 

A corporation or other person that is controlled by a Party. 

2.113 Sub-Loop Distribution Facility. 

A two-wire or four-wire metallic distribution facility in Verizon's network between a 
Verizon feeder distribution interface ("FDI") and the Rate Demarcation Point for 
such facility (or NID if the NID is located at such Rate Demarcation Point). 

2.114 Switched Exchange Access Service. 

The offering of transmission and switching services for the purpose of the 
origination or termination of Toll Traffic. Switched Exchange Access Services 
include but may not be limited to: Feature Group A, Feature Group B, Feature 
Group D, 700 access, 800 access, 888 access and 900 access. 

2.115 Tandem. 

A switching entity that has billing and recording capabilities and is used to 
connect and switch trunk circuits between and among End Offices and between 
and among End Offices and carriers' aggregation points, points of termination, or 
points of presence, and to provide Switched Exchange Access Services. 
Sometimes this term is used to refer to a telephone company building in which 
switching systems and telephone equipment are installed. 
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2.116.2 Atly standard agreement or other document, as amended from time to 
time, that sets forth the generally available terms, conditions and 

{ Deleted: applicable 

prices under which a Party offers to proyide a service fynctjon or ... . ------- ·( Deleted: SetVice 
arrangement '---- -----------

2.116.3 For ayojdance of doubt no Seryjge gtfered or provided under thjs 
Agreemept sbal! be subject to ejtber Party's Tariff except tg the extent 
that th js Agreement expressly states that a Party's Tariff rather than 
or jn addjtjgg tg the provjsjons of thjs Agreement shall apply to sych 
Servjce 

The term "Taritr does not include any Verizon Statement of Generally Available 
Terms (SGAT) which has been approved or is pending approval by the 
Commission pursuant to Section 252(1) of the Act. 

2.117 Telcordia Technologies. 

Telcordia Technologies, Inc .. formerly known as Bell Communications Research, 
Inc. (Bellcore). 

2.118 Telecommunications Carrier. 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act 

2.119 Telecommunications Services. 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act. 

2.120 Telephone Exchange Service. 

Shall have the meaning set forth in the Act. 

2.121 Terminating Switched Access Detail Usage Data. 

A category 11 01XX record as defined in the EMI Telcordia Practice BR-01 0-200-
010. 

2.122 Third Party Claim. 

A Claim where there is (a) a claim, demand, suit or action by a person who is not 
a Party, (b) a settlement with, judgment by, or liability to, a person who is not a 
Party, or (c) a fine or penalty imposed by a person who is not a Party. 

2.123 Toll Traffic. 

Traffic that meets the defipjtion set forth in the Act for the term "Telephone Toll. 
Service" and ,as to.whjch one of the Parties js prgyjdjng the service to the 
a{fected End Userlsl andjmpgsjng on such End Userrs\ the separate chara.e .. 
referred to in that defipjtjop Toll Traffic may be either "Intra LATA Toll Traffic" or 
"lnterLATA To!! Traffic", depending on whether the originating and terminating 
points are within the same LATA For avojdagce gf doybt traffic that meets the 
definjtjon set forth in the Ad fpc the term uTelephgne Toll Service'" byt as tg wbjch 
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a third party qarrjer provides tbe service to the affected End Userfsl a-nd jmooses 
on such End User(sl the separate charae referred to jp that definij jon shall be 

treated as Meet Pgjnt Bjlling Traffic for purooses of tbjs Aareernent 

2.124 Toxic or Hazardous Substance. 

Any substance designated or defined as toxic or hazardous under any 
"Environmental Law" or that poses a risk to human hearth or safety, or the 
environment. and products and materials containing such substance. 
"Environmental Laws" means the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, the Emergency Planning and Community Right
to-Know Act, the Water Pollution Control Act, the Air Pollution Control Act, the 
Toxic Substances Control Act. the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, and all other Federa l, State or local laws or 
governmental regulations or requirements, that are similar to the above
referenced laws or that otherwise govern releases. chemicals, products, 
materials or wastes that may pose risks to human hearth or safety, or the 
environment, or that relate to the protection of wetlands ar other natural 
resources. 

2.125 Traffic Factor 1. -

For traffic exchanged via Interconnection Trunks, a percentage calculated by 
dividing the number of minutes of interstate traffic (excluding Measured Internet 
Traffic) by the total number of minutes of interstate and intrastate traffic. 
([Interstate Traffic Total Minutes of Use {excluding Measured Internet Traffic 
Total Minutes of Use} +{Interstate Traffic Total Minutes of Use + Intrastate Traffic 
Total Minutes of Use}] x 1 00). Until the form of a Party's bills is updated to use 
the term "Traffic Factor 1", the term "Traffic Factor 1" may be referred to on the 
Party's bills and in billing related communications as "Percent Interstate Usage" 
or "PIU". 

2. 126 Traffic Factor 2. 

For traffic exchanged v ia Interconnection Trunks, a percentage calculated by 
dividing the combined total number of minutes of Reciprocal Compensation 
Traffic and (to the extent not already counted) Measured Internet T raffic by the 
combined total number of minutes of intrastate traffic and Measured Internet 
Traffic. ([{Reciprocal Compensation Traffic Total Minutes of Use+ Measured 
Internet TraffiC Total Minutes of Use}+ {Intrastate Traffic Total Minutes of Use+ 
Measured Internet Traffic Total Minutes of Use}] x 1 00). Until the form of a 
Party's bills is updated to use the term "Traffic Factor 2", the term "Traffic Factor 
2" may be referred to on the Party's bills and in billing related communications as 
' Percent Local Usage" or "PLU". 

2.127 Triennial Review Remand Order (TRRO). 

The FCC's Order on Remand in WC Docket No. 04-313 and CC Docket No. 01-
338, released on February 4, 2005. 

2.128 Trunk Side. 

A Central Office Switch connection that is capable of, and has been programmed 
to treat the circuit as, connecting to another switching entity, for example, to 
another carrier's network. Trunk side connections offer those transmission and 
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signaling features appropriate for the connection of switching entities and cannot 
be used for the direct connection of ordinary telephone station sets. 

2.129 UDLC (Universal Digital loop Carrier). 

UDLC arrangements consist of a Central Office Terminal and a Remote Terminal 
located in the outside plant or at a Customer premises. The Central Office and 
the Remote Terminal units perform analog to digital conversions to allow the 
feeding facility to be digital. UDLC is deployed where the types of services to be 
provisioned by the systems cannot be integrated such as non-switched services 
and UNE loops. 

2.130 UNE Wire Center. 

Shall have the same meaning as "Wire Center'' set forth in 47 C.F.R. § 51.5. 

2.131 Vand H Coordinates Method. 

A method of computing airline miles between two points by utilizing an 
established formula that is based on the vertical and horizontal coordinates of the 
two points. 

2.132 Voice Grade. 

Either an analog signal of 300 to 3000Hz or a digital signal of 56/64 kilobits per 
second. When referring to digital Voice Grade service (a 56-64 kbps channel). 
the terms "DSO" or "sub-DSt" may also be used. 

2.133 Voice over Internet Protocol Service or VoiP Service 

Shall have the meaning set forth for the term "Interconnected VoiP Service" in 47 
C.F.R. § 9.3. 

2.134 xDSL. 

As defined and offered in this Agreement. The small "x" before the letters DSL 
signifies reference to DSL as a generic transmission technology, as opposed to a 
specific DSL "flavor". 
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Alternate Billed Calls 

1.1 The Parties will engage in settlements of intraLATA intrastate alternate-billed 
calls (!ut, collect, calling card, and third-party billed calls) originated or 
authorized by their respective Customers in accordance with an arrangement 
mutually agreed to by the Parties. 

2. Dialing Parity- Section 251(b)(3) 

Each Party shall provide the other Party with nondiscriminatory access to such services 
and information as are necessary to allow the other Party to implement local Dialing 
Parity in accordance with the requirements of Section 251 (b)(3) of the Act. 

3. [This Section Intentionally Left Blank] 

4. Directory Listing and Directory Distribution 

;1/Elrizonv.viii~E~~i~e.~ir~gtoryand listing s..e.rv!C:~S. .. IC?Bright House on a just reasonable 
and nondiscriminatory basis as required by Applicable Law and as specified herein. 

4.1 Listing Information. 

As used herein, "Listing Information" means a Bright House Customer's primary 
name, address (including city, state and zip code), telephone number(s), the 
delivery address and number of directories to be delivered, and, in the case of a 
business Customer, the primary business heading under which the business 
Customer desires to be placed, and any other information Verizon deems 
necessary for the publication and delivery of directories. 

4.2 Listing Information Supply. 

Deleted: --·· ---Page Break ----
11 
Formatted: Centered 

· Deleted: To the ex1ent required by 
Applicable Law, 

Deleted: ... CLEC Acronym TE•••. 
Such services will be provided in 
accordance w~h the terms set forth 

Bright House shall provide to Verizon on a regularly scheduled basis, at no 
charge, and in a format reasonably required by Verizon or by a mutually agreed 
upon industry standard (e.g., Ordering and Billing Forum developed) all Listing 
Information (including additions changes and deletions) and the service address 
for each Bright House Customer whose service address location falls within the 
geographic area covered by the relevant Verizon directory and who wishes to be 
included in a Verizon djrectorv or djrectorv listing database Bright House shall 
also provide to Verizon ,as promptly as commercially reasonable but no less .. -- - --- {Deleted: an a daily basis: 
f.requegtly tha)l~ (a) information showing Bright House Customers listed in a 
Verizon directorv or included in a Verizon directory information database who 
have disconnected or terminated their service with Bright House; and (b) delivery 
information for each,a_rig~t_f:t_9_l:l~I!.G..l:l~!()_r.!ll!r not included in a yerizon directorv .. -· ·· Deleted: non-listed or non-published 
or directory information database to enable Verizon to perform its directory -cLEC Acronym TE·-
distribution responsibilities. Verizon shall distribute directories to Bright House 
End Users on the same basis and on the same schedule as Verizon distributed 
directories to its own End Users Verizon shall promptly provide to Bright House 
(normally within forty-eight (48) hours of receipt by Verizon, excluding non-
business days) a query on any listing that is not acceptable. Bright House shall 
impose no charges on Verizon for providing this information and Verizon shall 
impose no charoes of any nature on Bright House for including this information in 
jts directorjes and databases it being acknowledged by both Parties that each 
Party benefits from !he mutual provision of these functions 

03-1(}.10 Version w/Agreed Changes Accepted Add~ianal Services - 46 



4.3 Listing Inclusion and Distribution. 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 

Exhibit_ (T JG-3) Page 53 of 152 

Verizon shall include at no nonrecurring monthly recurring ordering or order 
orocessing or other charge either to Bright House or Bright House's Customers 
or End Users the primary listin!h in the appropriate alphabetical directory and, for 
business Customers, in the appropriate classified (Yellow Pages) directory in 
accordance with the directory configuration, scope and schedules determined by 
Verizon in its sole discretion, for each Bright House CustomerfEnd User who 
wishes to be included in yerizon's directories and shall provide initial distribution 
of such directories to such Bright House Customers in the same manner it 
provides initial distribution of such directories to its own Customers. "Primary 
Listing" means a Customer's primary name, address, and telephone number. 
Listings of Bright House's Customers shaH be inter1iled with listings of Verizon's 
Customers and the Customers of other LECs included in the Verizon directories . 
.Bright House shall be f!Otitled to direct Verizon to provide for Bright House 
Customers/End Users any additional foreign and other listings products as may 
be available to verizon's Customers under a Verizon Tariff If and to the extent 
that Bright House orders sych additional foreign gr other listings products 
Verizon shall bill and Bright House shall oay the same rates for such listing 
products as would apply to a Verjzon Customer ordering the such a service 
Other than the same tadffed chames that would aoply to a Verizgn End User 
ordering such a djrectorv service Verjzon shall impose no charnes of any nature 
on Bright Hayse for including any Bright House information in Verizon's 
directories and databases or for distrjbutjng Its directories 

4.4 Verizon Information. 

Upon request by Bright House. Verizon shall make available to Bright House the 
following information to the extent that Verizon provides such information to its 
own business offices: a directory list of relevant NXX codes, directory and 
Customer Guide close dates, and Yellow Pages headings. Verizon shall also 
make available to Bright House, on Verizon's Wholesale website (or, at Verizon's 
option. in writing) Verizon's directory listings standards and specifications. 

4.5 Confidentiality of Listing Information. 

(al Subject Ia subsection ib\ below Verizon shafl accord Bright House Listing 
Information the same level of confidentiality that Verizon accords its own listing 
information, and shall use such Listing Information solely for the purpose of 
providing directory-related services; provided, however, that except as provided 
in lb\ belgw should Verizon elect to do so, it may use or license Bright House 
Listing Information for directory publishing, direct marketing, or any other purpose 
for which Verizon uses or licenses its own listing information, so long as Bright 
House Customers are not separately identified as such; and provided further that 
Bright House may identify those of its Customers who request that their names 
not be sold for direct marketing purposes and Verizon shall honor such requests 
to the same extent that it does for its own Customers. Verizon shall not be 
obligated to compensate Bright House for Verizon's use or licensing of Bright 
House Listing Information. 

lbl Information regarding the name and/or focatjon of Brjght House 
customers orovided to Verizon in cgnnectign with facilitating the establishment of 
directory listings and/gr delivery of directories shall be treated as Confidential 
Information and shall be used by Yerizon solely for the pumose of establishing a 
listing and/or delivery of directories as the case may be For the avoidance of 
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doubt potU S\ICb time as 1he iptgupatjgn becgmes P''hljcly avaj!able by bejog ingi!Jded jn 
a..directqry.2uiir.ectorv database it shall be a material breach of this Agreement for 
Verjzon to provide information pbtajned from Bright House in connection with the 
establishment of !istjngs gr the deliverv of djrectorjes to any person divisigg ygjt 
or operation wjthjg yerjzon gr any affiljate or contractor of Verizoo other than 
such persons djyjsiogs ugjts or opecatiogs jgyglyed establishingtmajntainjgg 
djcectorjes and/or the djstribytjog gf djrectgrjes including without limitation agy 
persons divisions units or gperations wjth a role jn or responsibility for the sale 
or mad<eting afVerizon seryjces to End Users \ferizon expressly agcees !hat jn 
the event of an actual gr threatened breach of this pr011ision and withayt !imjtjng 
or excluding any other remedjes that Bright Hayse may have under this 
Agreement or under Aop'icable Law Brjght House shall be entitled Ia an 
jmmedjate jniunctjon pmbjbjtjpg \ferjzgn frgm provjdinq such jnformatjon tq any 
such person djyisjpn ynjt gr ogoratign wijhjn 'Jerjzon or any affiliate or 
contractor afverjzonaQd djrectjgg the jmmedjate return or destructjon of anv 
sych information that was orevjgusly sg prgyided 

4.6 Accuracy. 

Both Parties shall use commercially reasonable efforts to ensure the accurate 
publication of Bright House Customer listings. At Bright House's request. 
Verizon shall provide Bright House with a report of all Bright House Customer 
listings in a reasonable timeframe prior to the service order close date for the 
applicable directory. Verizon shall process any corrections made by Bright 
House with respect to its listings, provided such corrections are received prior to 
the close date of the particular directory. 

4.7 Indemnification. 

Bright House shall adhere to all generally applicable practices, standards, and 
ethical requirements established by Verizan with regard to listings. By providing 
Verizon with Listing Information, Bright House warrants to Verizon that Bright 
House bas the right to provide such Listing Information to Verizon on behalf of its 
Customers. Bright House shall make commercially reasonable efforts to ensure 
that any business or person to be listed is authorized and has the right (a) to 
provide the product or service offered , and (b) to use any personal or corporate 
name, trade name, trademark, service mark or language used in the listing. 
Bright House agrees to release, defend, hold harmless and indemnify Verizon, in 
accordance with Section 20 of the General Terms and Conditions, from and 
against any and all claims, losses, damages, suits, or other actions, or any 
liability whatsoever, suffered, made. instituted. or asserted by any person arising 
out of Verizon's publication or dissemination of the Listing Information as 
provided by Bright House hereunder. 

4 .8 liability. 

In accordance with Section 25 of the General Terms and Conditions, Verizon's 
liability to Bright House in the event of a Verizon error in or omission of a Bright 
House Customer listing shaH not exceed the amount actually paid by Bright 
House to Verizon for such listing . Bright House agrees to take all reasonable 
steps, including, but not limited to, entering into appropriate contractual 
provisions with its Customers, to ensure that its and Verizon's liability to Bright 
House's customers in the event of .a Verizon error in or omission of a listing shall 
be subject to the same limitations of liability applicable between Verizon and its 
own Customers as set forth in Verizon's Tariffs. 
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Verizon shall include all Bright House NXX codes associated with the geographic 
areas to which each directory pertains, to the extent it does so for Verizon's own 
NXX codes, in any lists of such codes that are contained in the general reference 
portion of each directory. Bright House's NXX codes shall appear in such lists in 
the same manner as Verizon's NXX information. In addition, when Bright House 
is authorized to, and is offering, local service to Customers located within the 
geographic area covered by a specific directory, at Bright House's request, 
Verizon shall include, at no charge, in the "Customer Guide" or comparable 
section of the applicable alphabetical directories, Bright House's critical contact 
infonnnation for Bright House's installation, repair and Customer service, as 
provided by Bright House. Such critical contact information shall appear 
alphabetically by local exchange carrier and in accordance with Verizon's 
generally applicable policies. Bright House shall be responsible for providing the 
necessary information to Verizon by the applicable close Qate for each affected 
directory. 

4.10 Directory Publicatipn. 

Nothing in this Agreement shall require Verizon to publish a directory where it 
would not otherwise do so. 

4.11 Other Directory Services. 

Bright House acknowledges that if Bright House desires directory services in 
addition to those described herein and that Verjzon js not otherwise required to 
provide under Applicable Law, such additional services~b~g~!~!n~d. .l!l1.9..~r __ . • --------[Deleted: must 
separate agreement with Verizon's directory publishing company. In sych event ~....:., _ _;.c._.:_ ______ _ 

Verjzon shall provide commercjal!y reasonable cooperation to Bright House 
including without \jmjtatjon the prgyisjop of aporoprjate contact information for 
such djrectorv publjshjng cgmpagy tg (acilitate Brigbt House in negotjatjng such 
a separate agreement 

5. Voice Information Service Traffic 

5.1 For purposes of this Section 5, (a) Voice Information Service means a service 
that provides [ij recorded voice announcement information or (ii] a vocal 
discussion program open to the public, and (b) Voice lnfonnnation Service Traffic 
means intraLATA switched voice traffic, delivered to a Voice lnfonnnation Service. 
Voice Jnfonnnation Service Traffic does not include any form of Internet Traffic. 
Voice lnfonnnation Service Traffic also does not include 555 traffic or similar traffic 
with AIN service interfaces. which traffiC shall be subject to separate 
arrangements between the Parties. Voice Information Service Traffic is not 
subject to Reciprocal Compensation charges under Section 7 of the 
Interconnection Attachment. 

5.2 If a Bright House Customer is served by resold Verizon dial tone line 
Telecommunications Service, to the extent reasonably feasible, Verizon will route 
Voice Information Service Traffic originating from such Service to the appropriate 
Voice Information Service connected to Verizon's network unless a feature 
blocking such Voice Information Service Traffic has been installed. For such 
Voice Information Service TraffiC. Bright House shall pay to Verizon without 
discount any Voice Information Service provider charges billed by Verizoo to 
Bright House. Bright House shall pay Verizon such charges in full regardless of 
whether or not Bright House collects such charges from its Customer. 
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5.3 Bright House shall have the option to route Voice Information Service Traffic that 
originates on its own network to the appropriate Voice Information Service 
connected to Verizon's network. In the event Bright House exercises such 
option, Bright House will establish. at its own expense, a dedicated trunk group to 
the Verizon Voice lnfofmation Service serving switch. This trunk group will be 
utilized to allow Bright House to route Voice Information Service Traffic originated 
on its network to Verizon. For such Voice Information Service Traffic. unless 
Bright House has entered into a written agreement with Verizon under which 
Bright House will collect from Bright House's Customer and remit to Verizon the 
Voice Information Service provider's charges, Bright House shall pay to Verizon 
without discount any Voice Information Service provider charges billed by 
Verizon to Bright House. Bright House shall pay Verizon such charges in full 
regardless of whether or not Bright House collects such charges from its own 
Customer. 

6. Intercept and Referral Announcements · 

Neither Party shall have an obligation. under the terms of this Agreement. to provide any 
intercepts or referral announcements in connection with an End User of one Party 
transferring service to the other Party while simultaneously changing their telephone 
number. Nothing in this Section 6 shall be construed to limit any obligation that a Party 
may have to provide referral announcements under Applicable Law. 

7. Originating Line Number Screening {OLNS) 

Upon Bright House's request, Verizon will update its database used to provide originating 
line number screening (the database of information which indicates to an operator the 
acceptable billing methods for calls originating from the calling number (e.g., penal 
institutions. COCOTS). 

8. Operations Support Systems (OSS) Services 

8.1 Definitions. 

The terms listed below shall have the meanings stated below: 

8.1.1 Verizon Operations Support Systems: Veri:zon systems for pre
ordering, ordering , provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing of 
any Verizon Service provided under or in connection with this 
Agreement. 

8.1.2 Verizon OSS Services: Access to Verizon Operations Support 
Systems functions. The term "Verizon OSS Services" includes, but is 
not limited to: (a) Verizon's provision of Bright House Usage 
Information to Bright House pursuant to Section 8.3 of this Attachment; 
and, (b) "Verizon OSS Information", as defined in Section 8.1.4 of this 
Attachment. 

8.1.3 Verizon OSS Facilities: Any gateways, interfaces. databases. 
facilities, equipment, software, or systems, used by Verizon to provide 
Verizon OSS Services to Bright House. 

8.1.4 Verizon OSS Information: Any information accessed by, or disclosed 
or provided to, Bright House through or as a part of Verizon OSS 
Services. The term "Verizon OSS Information• includes, but is not 
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limited to: (a) any Customer Information related to a Veri:zon 
Customer or a Bright House Customer accessed by, or disclosed or 
provided to, Bright House through or as a part of Verizon OSS 
Services; aod, (b) any Bright House Usage Information (as defined in 
Section 8.1.6 of this Attachment) accessed by, or disclosed or 
provided to, Bright House. Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing in 
this Section 8 shall restrict Bright House's right to make use of any 
information of which Bright House is or becomes aware by means 
other than access to Verizon OSS, Verizon OSS Services, or Verizon 
OSS Facilities. 

8 .1 .5 Verizon Retail Telecommunications Service: Any Telecommunications 
Service that Verizon provides at retail to subscribers that are not 
Telecommunications Carriers. The term "Verizon Retail 
Telecommunications Service· does not include any Exchange Access 
service (as defined in Section 3(16) of the Act, 47 U.S.C. § 153(16)) 
provided by Verizon. 

8.1.6 Bright HoUse Usage Information: For a Verizon Retail 
Telecommunications Service purchased by Bright House pursuant to 
the Resale Attachment, the usage information that Verizon would 
record if Verizon was furnishing such Verizon Retail 
Telecommunications Service to a Verizon end-user retail Customer. 

8.1. 7 Customer Information: CPNI of a Customer and any other non-public, 
individually. identifiable information about a Customer or the purchase 
by a Customer of the services or products of a Party. 

8.2 Verizon OSS Services. 

8.2.1 Upon request by Bright House, Verizon shall provide to Bright House 
Verizon OSS Services. Such Verizon OSS Services will be provided 
in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, Applicable Law, 
except that to the extent that Applicable Law regujres yerizqo to 
proyide a ServjCjB to Bright House Yerizgo shall make vec!zon OSS 
~eNices ayaitab~e to Brfght House to tbe extent reasgnabty oegessarv 
l9 allow Briggt House to efficiently ana effectively Order such Servjce 
pod commynjeate wjtb Verizon regarding pec;essarv majntenance with 
resoect to tt. 

8.2.2 Subject to the requirements of Applicable law, Verizon Operations 
Support Systems, Verizon Operations Support Systems functions, 
Verizon OSS Facilities, Verizon OSS Information, and the Verizon 
OSS Services that will be offered by Verizoo, shall be as determined 
by Verizon. Subject lo the requirements of Applicable Law, Verizon 
shall have the right to change Verizon Operations Support Systems, 
Verizon Operations Support Systems functions, Verizon OSS 
Facilities, Verizon OSS Information. and the Verizon OSS Services, 
from time-to·tirne, without the consent of Bright House. 

8.2.3 Ngtwithstanding any other provjs(on of this Agreemept Vertzan shan 
gcqyide Bright Hguse with such advance notice as is cgmmercially 
reasopabJe jn the circumstances of any matefial change to apy 
)(erizon QSS Services provjded to Brtgbt Houss; )OOtnout limiting the 
furegping agd by way of mustration and example, Verizon will comply 
with Verizon's applicable OSS Change Management Guidelines, as 
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such Guidelines are modified from time-to-time, including, but not 
limited to, the provisions of the Guidelines related to furnishing notice 
of changes in Verizon OSS Services. Verizon's OSS Change 
Management Guidelines will be set out on a Verizon website.~ 
change bv Verjzon to its OSS shall hay@ tbe effect of caysing any 
§ervjce functjog gr transactjgn wbiQh js Mt chargeable tg Bright 
Hqyse as of thf! Effective Date Ia become a chameable tynctjoo 
l)ereunder 

8.3 Bright House Usage Information. 

B.3.1 Upon request by Bright House, Verizon shall provide to Bright House 
Bright House Usage Information. Such Bright House Usage 
Information will be provided in accordance with, but only to the extent 
required by, Applicable Law. 

8.3.2 Bright House Usage Information will be available to Bright House 
through Network Data Mover (NOM) or other such media as mutually 
agreed by both Parties. 

8.3.3 Bright House Usage Information will be provided in an A TIS EMI 
format. 

8.3.4 Except as stated in this Section 8.3, subject to the requirements of 
Applicable Law, the manner in which, and the frequency with which, 
Bright House Usage Information will be provided to Bright House shall 
be determined by Verizon. 

8.4 Access to and Use ofVerizon OSS Facilities. 

8.4.1 Verizon OSS Facilities may be accessed and used by Bright House 
only to the extent necessary for Bright House's access to and use of 
Verizon OSS Services pursuant to this Agreement. 

.... 8 .4.2 

8.4.3 

llptentionally leO blank! ... . ..... 
Bright House shall restrict access to and use of Verizon OSS Facilities 
to Bright House. This Section 8 does not grant to Bright House any 
right or license to grant sublicenses to other persons. or permission to 
other persons (except Bright House's employees, agents and 
contractors, in accordance with Section 8.4.7 of this Attachment), to 
access or use Verizon OSS Facilities. 

8.4.4 Bright House shall not (a) alter, modify or damage the Verizon OSS 
Facilities (including, but not limited to, Verizon software), (b) copy, 
remove. derive, reverse engineer, or decompile, software from the 
Verizon OSS Facilities, or (c) obtain access through Verizon OSS 
Facilities to Verizon databases, facilities, equipment, software, or 
systems, which are not offered for Bright House's use under this 
Section 8. · 

8.4.5 Bright House shall comply with all commercially reasonable practices 
and procedures established by Verizon for access to and use of 
Verizon OSS Facilities (including, but not limited to. Verizon practices 
and procedures with regard to security and use of access and user 
identification codes). 
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8.4.6 All practices and procedures for access to and use of Verizon OSS 
Facilities, and all access and user identification codes for Verizon OSS 
Facilities: (a) shall remain the prclperty of Verizan; (b) shall be used by 
Bright House only in connection with Bright House's use of Verizon 
OSS Facilities permitted by this Section 8; (c) shall be treated by 
Bright House as Confidential Information of Verizon pursuant to 
Section 10 of the General Terms and Conditions; and, (d) shall be 
destroyed or returned by Bright House to Verizon upon the earlier of 
request by Veri2on or the expiration or termination of this Agreement. 

8.4.7 Bright House's employees, agents and contractors may access and 
use Verizon OSS Facilities only to the extent necessary for Bright 
House's access to and use of the Verizon OSS Facilities permitted by 
this Agreement Any access to or use of Verizon OSS Facilities by 
Bright House's employees. agents, or contractors, shall be subject to 
the provisions of this Agreement. including, but not limited to, Section 
10 of the General Terms and Conditions and Section 8 .5.3.2 of this 
Attachment. 

8.5 Verizon OSS Information. 

8.5.1 Subject to the provisions of this Section 8, in accordance with, but only 
to the extent required by, Applicable Law, Verizon grants to Bright 
House a non-exclusive license to use Verizon OSS Information. 

8.5.2 Subject to Section 8.1.4, all Verizon OSS Information shall at all times 
remain the property of Verizon. Except as expressly stated in this 
Section 8, Bright Hause shall acquire no rights in or to any Verizon 
OSS Information. 

8.5.3 The provisions of this Section 8.5.3 shall apply to all Verizon OSS 
Information, except (a) Bright House Usage Information, (b) CPNI of 
Bright House. and (c) CPNI of a Verizon Customer or a Bright House 
Customer, to the extent the Customer has authorized Bright House to 
use the CPNI. 

8.5.3.1 Verizon OSS Information may be accessed and used by 
Bright House only to provide Tele¢0mmunications Services 
to Bright House Customers. 

8 .5.3.2 Bright House shall treat Verizon OSS Information that is 
designated by Verizon, through written or electronic notice 
(including, but not limited to, through the Verizon OSS 
Services). as "Confidential" or "Proprietary" as Confidential 
Information afVerizon pursuant to Section 10 ofthe 
General Terms and Conditions. · 

8.5.3.3 Except as expressly stated in this Section 8, this Agreement 
does not grant to Bright House any right or license to grant 
sublicenses to other persons, or permission to other 
persons (except Bright House's employees. agents or 
contractors, in accordance with Section 8.5.3.4 of this 
Attachment), to access. use or disclose Verizon OSS 
Information. 
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8.5.3.4 Bright House's employees, agents and contractors may 
access, use and disclose Verizon OSS Information only to 
the extent necessary for Bright House's access to, and use 
and disclosure of, Verizon OSS Information permitted by 
this Section 8. Any access to, or use or disclosure of. 
Verizon OSS Information by Bright House's employees, 
agents or contractors, shall be subject to the provisions of 
this Agreement, including, but not limited to, Section 10 of 
the General Terms and Conditions and Section 8.5.3.2 of 
this Attachment. 

8.5.3.5 Bright House's license to use Verizon OSS Information shall 
expire upon the earliest of: (a) the time when the Verizon 
OSS Information is no longer needed by Bright House to 
provide Telecommunications Services to Bright House 
Customers; (b) termination of the license in accordance with 
this Section 8; or (c) expiration or termination of this 
Agreement. 

8.5.3.6 All Verizon OSS Information received by Bright House shall 
be destroyed or returned by Bright House to Verizon, upon 
expiration, suspension or termination of the license to use 
such Verizon OSS Information. 

8.5.4 Unless sooner terminated or suspended in accordance with this 
Agreement or this Section 8 (including, but not limited to, Section 2.2 
of the General Terms and Conditions and Section 8.6.1 of this 
Attachment), Bright House's access to Verizon OSS Information 
through Verizon OSS Services shall terminate upon the expiration or 
termination of this Agreement. 

8.5.5 Audits. 

8.5.5.1 Verizon shall have the right (but not the obligation) to audit 
Bright House to ascertain whether Bright House is 
complying with the requirements of Applicable Law and this 
Agreement with regard to Bright House's access to, and use 
and disclosure of, Verizon OSS Information. 

8.5.5.2 Without in any way limiting any other rights Verizon may 
have under this Agreement or Applicable Law, Verizon shall 
have the right {but not the obligation) to monitor Bright 
House's access to and use of Verizon OSS Information 
which is made available by Verizan to Bright House 
pursuant to this Agreement, to ascertain whether Bright 
House is complying with the requirements of Applicable Law 
and this Agreement, with regard to Bright House 's access 
to. and use and disclosure of, such Verizon OSS 
Information. The foregoing right shall include, but nat be 
limited to, the right (but not the obligation} to electronically 
monitor Bright House's access to and use of Verizon OSS 
Information which is made available by Verizon to Bright 
House through Verizon OSS Facilities. 

8.5.5.3 Information obtained by Verizon pursuant to this Section 
8.5.5 shall be treated by Verizon as Confidential Information 
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of Bright House pursuant to Section 1 0 of the General 
Terms and Conditions; provided that, Verizon shall have the 
right (but not the obligation) to use and disclose information 
obtained by Verizon pursuant to Section 8.5.5 of this 
Attachment to enforce Verizon's rights under this 
Agreement or Applicable Law. 

8 .5.6 Bright House acknowledges that the Verizon OSS Information. by its 
nature, is updated and corrected on a continuous basis by Verizon, 
and therefore that Verizon OSS Information is subject to change from 
time to time. 

8.6 Liabilities and Remedies. 

8.6.1 Any breach by Bright House. or Bright House's. employees, agents or 
contractors, of the provisions of Sections 8.4 or 8.5 of this Attachment 
shall be deemed a material breach of this Agreement. In addition, if 
Bright House or an employee, agent or contractor of Bright House at 
any time. breaches a provision of Sections 8.4 or 8.5 of this Attachment 
and such breach continues for more than ten (10) days after written 
notice thereof from Verizon, then, except as otherwise required bY 
Applicable law, Verizon shall !lave the right, upon notice to Bright 
House, to suspend the license to use Verizon OSS Information 
granted by Section 8.5.1 of thi& Attachment and/or the provision of 
Verizon OSS Services, in whole or in part. If the Partjes disagree as 
to whether a material breach bas occurred the matter shall be trgateg 
as a dispute pursuant to Secljon 14 of the Gene rat Jerms and 
Cg_ndjtiops. 

8.6 .2 Bright House agrees that Verizon would be irreparably injured by a 
breach of Sections 8.4 or 8.5 of this Attachment by Bright House or the 
employees, agents or contractors of Bright House, and that Verizon 
shall be entitled to seek equitable relief, including injunctive relief and 
specific performance, in the event of any such breach. Such remedies 
shall not be deemed to be the exclusive remedies for any such breach, 
but shall be in addition to any other remedies available under this 
Agreement or at law or in equity. 

8. 7 Relation to Applicable law. 

The provisions of Sections 8.4, 8.5 and 8.6 of this Attachment with regard to the 
confidentiality of information shall be in addition to and nat in derogation of any 
provisions of Applicable Law with regard to the confidentiality of information and 
the use of confidential information disclosed by one Party to the other, including, 
but not limited to, 47 U.S.C. § 222. and nothing in this Agreement is intended to 
constitute a waiver by either Party of any right with regard to protection of the 
confidentiality of, or limitations on the use of, the information of such Party or 
such Party's Customers provided by Applicable Law. Each Party agrees to abide 
by all requirements of 47 U.S.C. 222 in connection with the performance of their 
obligations , and the exercise of their rights, under this Agreement. and each 
P.artv agrees that the other Partv wpuld be irrepa@b!v injured by a breach of (bis 
Section B.Z llv the earty or jls emp!oy,ees agents or CQnlractp(S and that each 
party shalf be eptitlqd tg seek eguitabfe reUg,f jnglydjgg injynctiye fA'ief and 
specific R§rfqrmanra to the eyent of any such breach Sycb remedies shall aot 
be deemed tg be the exclusiye remedies for any such breach but shall be in 
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addition to any giber remedjes ayailable under this Agreement or at law or in 

~ 

8.8 Cooperation. 

Bright House, at Bright House's expense, shall reasonably cooperate with 
Verizon in using Verizon OSS Services. Such cooperation shall include, but not 
be limited to. the following: 

8.8.1 Upon request by Verizon, Bright House shall by no later than the 
fifteenth (15th) day of the last month of each Calendar Quarter submit 
to Verizon reasonable, non-binding, good faith estimates of the volume 
of each type of OSS transaction that Bright House anticipates 
submitting in each month of the next Calendar Quarter. 

8.8.2 Bright House shall reasonably cooperate with Verizon in submitting 
orders for Verizon Services and otherwise using the Verizon OSS 
Services, in order to avoid exceeding commercially reasonable 
ljmitatjons gn the capacity or capabilities of such Verizon OSS 
Services. 

8.8.3 Bright House shall participate in cooperative testing of Verizon OSS 
Services and shall provide assistance to Verizon in identifying and 
correcting mistakes, omissions, interruptions. delays, errors, defects, 
faults. failures. or other deficiencies, in Verizon OSS Services. 

8.9 Verizon Access to Information Related to Bright House Customers. 

8.9.1 Verizon shall have the right to access, use and disclose information 
related to Bright House Customers that is in Verizon's possession 
(including, but not limited to. in Verizon OSS Facilities) to the extent 
such access, use and/or disclosure has been authorized J.!.l ... !b.~ .. r:rl~_Q.O.~.T. . .• -----· Deleted: by the ... CLEC Acronym 

required by Applicable Law. Notwithstanding the foregoing or anything ~._T_E_-_c;_u_st...:.om__;_er _____ _ __, 

else jn th js Aareement all informatign regarding the name address or 
other identjtvjng jnfoonation of Cystgmers who baye cbgsen to take 
servjce from BriQht House or a BriQbt House affiliate byt baye not yet 

begun recejyjgg sych servjce as well as all advance jnmrmatjgg 
regardjng the tjmjnq of any such Cystome['s becoming a Brjght House 
Custorper that y erjzon may possess pr come to possess as a resylt of 
ejther Party perfgrrning any gbljgatjons or exercising any rjghts under 
tbjs Agreement shall be deemed to be Brjght House Confidentjal 
lnformatjon apd Verizon shall not yse apy sych informatjon jt may 
possess except in accordance wjtb Applicable Law jncludjgg 47 
USC § 222Cb) and FCC rules agd ry!ings relating to 47 USC § 

mLbl. 

8.9.2 As of the Effective Date, the Parties acknowledge that they have 
executed a separate agreement permitting Verizon to access Bright 
House's OSS in order to facilitate Verizon's receipt of Services from 
Bright House hereunder. 

8.10 [Intentionally Left Blank). 

8.11 Cancellations 
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Verizon may cancel orders for service for which Verizon has previously notified 
Bright House that Bright House must take certain action in connection with such 
orders (e.g., correct order error or provide additional information) and there has 
been no Bright House activity in connection with such orders within thirty-one 
(31) consecutive calendar days after the original service due date. 

g_ Poles, Ducts, Conduits and Rights-of-Way 

10. 

9.1 Verizon shall afford Bright House non-discriminatory access to poles, ducts, 
conduits and rights-of-way owned or controlled by Verizon. Jhe Parties _ .. 
acknowledge that as of the Effective Date hereof they have entered into a 
separate agreement setting out the terms and conditions under which Bright 
House may access Verjzon's poles ducts conduits and rights-of-way. 

9. 2 llnte ntiona lly left Bla g kl 

Telephone Numbers 

1 0.1 This Section applies in connection with Bright House Customers served by 
Telecommunications Services provided by Verizon to Bright House for resale. 

10.2 Bright House's use of telephone numbers shall be subject to Applicable Law and 
the rules of the North American Numbering Council, the North American 
Numbering Plan Administrator, the applicable provisions of this Agreement 
(including, but not limited to, this Section 1 0), and Verizon's practices and 
procedures for use and assignment of telephone numbers, as amended from 
time-to-time. 

10.3 Subject to Sections 1 0.2 and 1 0.4 of this Attachment, if a Customer of either 
Verizon or Bright House who is served by a Verizon Telecommunications Service 
("VTS") changes the LEG that serves the Customer using such VTS (including a 
change from Verizon to Bright House, from Bright House to Verizon, or from 
Bright House to a LEG other than Verizon), after such change, the Customer may 
continue to use with such VTS the telephone numbers that were assigned to the 
VTS for the use of such Customer by Verizon immediately prior to the change. 

10.4 Verizon shall have the right to change the telephone numbers used by a 
Customer if at any time: (a) the Customer requests service at a new location, 
that is not served by the Verizon switch and the Verizon rate center from which 
the Customer previously had service; (b) continued use of the telephone 
numbers is not technically feasible; or, (c) in the case of Telecommunications 
Service provided by Verizon to Bright House for resale, the type or class of 
service subscribed to by the Customer changes. 

10.5 If service on a VTS provided by Verizon to Bright House under this Agreement is 
terminated and the telephone numbers associated with such VTS have not been 
ported to a Bright House switch, the telephone numbers shall be available for 
reassignment by Verizon to any person to whom Verizon elects to assign the 
telephone numbers, including, but not limited to, Verizon, Verizon Customers, 
Bright House, or Telecommunications Carriers other than Verizon and Bright 
House. 

10.6 Bright House may reserve telephone numbers only to the extent Verizon's 
Customers may reserve telephone numbers. 

11. Routing for Operator Services and Directory Assistance Traffic 
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For a Verizon Telecommunications Service dial tone line purchased by Bright House for 
resale pursuant to the Resale Attachment, upon request by Bright House, Verizon will 
establish an arrangement that will permit Bright House to route the Bright House 
Customer's calls for operator and directory assistance services to a provider of operator 
and directory assistance services selected by Bright House. Verizon will provide this 
routing arrangement in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, Applicable 
Law. verizon will provide this routing arrangement pursuant to an appropriate written 
request submitted by Bright House and a mutually agreed-upon schedule. This routing 
arrangement will be implemented at Bright House's expense, with charges determined on 
an individual case basis. In addition to charges for initially establishing the routing 
arrangement, Bright House will be responsible for ongoing monthly and/or usage charges 
for the routing arrangement ..fkig]J!_House shall arrange, at its_q:w._n. ex~.~~ .• Jh~__tru'l.~Jn_g ___ ... .. ··[Deleted: ... CLEC Acrooym TE' .. 
and other facilities required to transport traffic to Bright House's selected provider of 
operator and directory assistance services. 

12. Unauthorized Carrier Change Charges 

13. 

In the event either Party requests that the other Party install, provide, change, or 
terminate a Customer's Telecommunications Service (including, but not limited to, a 
Customer's selection of a primary Telephone Exchange Service Provider) without having 
obtained authorization from the Customer for such installation, provision, selection, 
change or termination in accordance with Applicable Laws, the requesting Party shall be 
liable to the other Party for all charges that would be applicable to the Customer for the 
initial change in the Customer's Telecommunications Service and any charges for 
restoring the Customer's Telecommunications Service to its Customer-authorized 
condition (all such charges together, the "Carrier Change Charges"), including to the 
appropriate primary Telephone Exchange Service provider. Such Carrier Change 
Charges may be assessed on the requesting Party by the other Party at any time after 
the Customer is restored to its Customer-authorized condition . .No.twilh.s.tandln~.tbe. 
foregoing the Parties agree to negotiate in good faith to establish a commercim 
reasonable means bx...which a Customer of one Party wbo has chosen to obtain,_s.Eilll.ice 
from the other Party may promptly remove any "PIC Freeze" or similar arrangement such 
Customer may haye established. 

Pntentjonally Left B!ankL ........... ····· - --··- -------· · · ·-············· 
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JNI~g_Qt:!NE~IIQ!':I_!. TT ACHMg_N.L ...... -~---- . -~-· -~----... ___ _ _ 

General 

1.1 Each party shall provide to the other Party, in accordance with this Agreement 
and with Applicable Law, interconnection at (i) any technically feasible Point(s) of 
Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA and/or (ii) a fiber meet point to which the 
Parties mutually agree under the terms of this Agreement, for the transmission and 
routing of Telephone Exchange Service and Exchange Access, and such other 
Telecommunications traffic as is provided for herein. By way of example, a technically 
feasible Point of Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA would include an 
applicable Verizon Tandem Interconnection Wire Center or Verizon End Office 
Interconnection Wire Center but, notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement 
or otherwise, would not include a Bright House Interconnection Wire Center, Bright 
House switch or any portion of a transport facility provided by Verizon to Bright House or 
another party between (x) a Verizon Interconnection Wire Center or switch and (y) the 
Interconnection Wire Center or switch of Bright House or another party. For brevity's 
sake, the foregoing examples of locations that, respectively, are and are not "on 
Verizon's network" shall apply (and are hereby incorporated by reference) each time the 
term "on Verizon's network" is used in this Agreement. 

Points of Interconnection And lnterconnectionfggpat 

2.1 Point(s) of Interconnection. 

2.2 

2.1 .1 Each Party, at its own expense, shall provide transport facilities .as 
re.!l),lj~g to deliver tr.[ffic ocj,g_in'!_ljJ]~_on or transiti~hf9j,!gi'J...it§. _______ • .. 
~to the technically feasible Point of Interconnection on · 
Verizon's network in a LATA selected by Bright House. To meet this 
obligation, a Party may: 

2.1.1. 1 provide its own facilities for delivery of the traffic to the 
technically feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's 
network in a LATA; and/or 

2.1.1.2 obtain transport for delivery of the traffic to the technically 
feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's network in 
a LATA (a) from a third party, or, (b) if the other Party offers 
such transport pursuant to a Tariff, from the other Party 
under the terms of such Tariff. 

2.1.2 Interconnection Format 

At Bright Hayse's option the Parties shall interconnect their ne!works 
using either TDM !older standard PSTN signaling format> or Internet 

Protocol UPl !modern signaling format) JP-based arrangements are 
described in Section 3 2 of this Interconnection Attachment ----·: 

Trunk Types And Trunk Administration. 

2.2.1 In interconnecting their networks pursuant to this Attachment, the 
Parties will use, as appropriate, the following separate and distinct 
trunk groups: 

2.2.1.1 Interconnection Trunks for the transmission and routing of 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic, translated LEC lntralATA 
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toll free service access code (e.g., 800/888/877) traffic. and 
lntraLATA Toll Traffic, between their respective Telephone 
Exchange Service Customers, ,and. Measured Internet .-------{ Deleted: Tandem Transit Traffic, 

2.2.1.2 

2 213 

Traffic. all in accordance with Sections 5 through 8 of this 
Attachment: 

Access Toll Connecting Trunks for the transmission and 
routing of Exchange Access traffic, including translated 
lnterLATA toll free service access code (e.g., 800/888/877) 
traffic, between Bright House's End Users and purchasers 
of Switched Exchange Access Service via a Verizon access 
Tandem in accordance with Sections~ ~hroygh 11 oONs 
Attachmen.· _____________________________ _ 

I· Fi;id·~-c:h·;;;~ ..................... . 

---- --- -{ Formatted: Not Highlight 

Bright House Third Party Access Trunks for the . __ _ u _ .. __ •• ~ :..--, :: 

transmjssjgn and routing gf Exchange Access traffic 
Deleted: ; 

including translated tot~r~oll frel! service acce_~~ cod~ 
.Ce.!L..80.0Ld88/877> trattLc • ..bAIW.e,enY.e.rizo n's .End _U.s.er.s 
and pyrcbasers gf Swjtched Excharige Access Servjce vja 

~.1\abt HQ~Miwork,._if1iM~~.lm1.~§.~l!~ 
through 11 gf !his Attachment·. 

Formatted: Bullets and Number ing 

Formatted: Not Highlight 

.. -( Deleted: and 

2 2 1 4 Miscellaneous Trunk Groups as mutually agreed to by the +-- ·- ·-- (Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

Parties, including, but not limited to: (a) choke trunks for 
traffic congestion and testing; and, (b) untranslated 
lntraLATA/InterLATA toll free service access code (e.g. · (~._De_leb:d __ :_. ____ ~------' 
800/888/877) traffic~----------.. -- -----··· -

2.2.1.5 A trunk gmyp fur Tandem Transjt Traffic inbound from 
verjzoo to Briaht House 

2.2.2 Other types of trunk groups may be used by the Parties as provided in 
other Attachments to this Agreement (e.g., 911/E-911 Trunks) or in 
other separate agreements between the Parties (e.g., directory 
assistance trunks, operator services trunks, BLV/BLVI trunks or trunks 
for 500/555 traffic). lg addition either Party may request the 
establjshment of a separate trunk group for the exchagge of any type 
of traffic whose techgjcal or billing regyjrements make sych a separate 
trynk group commercjal!y reasonable If the Parties gannot agree 
wjtb jn a perjgd nqt tg exceed sjxtv (§Q) days on the establjshmeot of a 
reayested separate trunk qrgyp then e jther party may jnygke the 

p;spyte Resolution prqyjsigns of Sectjon 14 of the General Teems 

2.2.3 In accordance with the terms of this Agreement, as Brjgbt Hguse may 
~the Parties will deploy One-Way Interconnection Trunks (trunks 
with traffic going in one direction, including one-way trunks and uni
directional two-way trunks) and/or Two-Way Interconnection Trunks 
(trunks with traffic going in both directions). 

2.2.4 The Partjes.shaU E!li_la~li~~. at the technically feasible Poir!t(s)_ of 
Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA. separate 
Interconnection Trunk group(s) between such POI(s) and each 
Verizon Tandem in a LATA with a subtending End Office(s) to which 
Bright House originates calls for Verizon to terminate. 
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2.2.5 In the event the volume of traffic between a Verizon End Office and a 
technically feasible Point of Interconnection on Verizon's network in a 
LATA, which is carried by a Final Tandem Interconnection Trunk 
group, exceeds (a) the Centum Call Seconds (Hundred Call Seconds) 
busy hour equivalent of one (1) 051 at any time within a month for 
three consecutive months; (b) 200,000 minutes of use during each 
month for three consecutive months; and/or; (c) 600 busy hour 
Centum Call Seconds (BHCCS) of use during each month for three 
consecutive months: (i) if One-Way Interconnection Trunks are used, 
the originating Party shall promptly establish new or augment existing 
End Office One-Way Interconnection Trunk groups between the 
Verizon End Office and the technically feasible Point of 
Interconnection on Verizon's network; or, (ii) if Two-Way 
Interconnection Trunks are used, Bright House shall promptly submit 
an ASR to Verizon to establish new or augment existing End OffiCe 
Two-Way Interconnection Trunk group(s) between that Verizon End 
Office and the technically feasible Point of Interconnection on 
Verizon's network. 

2.2.6 Except as otherwise agreed in writing by the Parties, the total number 
of Tandem Interconnection Trunks between a technically feasible 
Point of Interconnection on Verizon's network and a Verizon Tandem 
will be limited to a maximum of 240 trunks. In the event that the 
volume of traffic between a technically feasible Point of 
Interconnection on Verizon's network and a Verizon Tandem exceeds, 
or reasonably can be expected to exceed, the capacity of the 240 
trunks, Bright House shall promptly submit an ASR to Verizon to 
establish new or additional End Office Trunks to insure that the volume 
of traffic between the technically feasible Point of Interconnection on 
Verizon's network and the Verizon Tandem does not exceed the 
capacity of the 240 trunks. 

2.2.7 In the case of a One-Way Interconnection Trunk group, the Party 
originating traffic over the trunk group shall have administrative 
responsibility for initiating requests to establish such a trunk group, 
add trunks to it, or remove trunks from it. Bright House shall have 
administrative responsibility for initiating request to establish a Two
Way Interconnection Trunk group and for initiating requests to add 
trunks to or remove trunks from it. 

2.2.8 Trunk Forecasts. The Parties acknowledge that as of the Effective 
Date they are routinely sending in excess of twenty-five million 
(25,000,000) minutes of traffic per month to each other. As long as 
the volume of traffic each Party sends to the other Party has exceeded 
seventy-five million (75,000,000) minutes over the preceding ninety 
(90) days, then the Parties' forecasting obligation with regard to trunks 
shall be met by each Party advising the other Party of any anticipated 
trunking needs that would constitute a material change from the trend 
established over the prior six (6) month period. If the amount of traffic 
either Party sends to the other Party falls below the level set forth in 
the preceding sentence, then upon the request of either Party, the 
Parties shall negotiate reasonable and appropriate forecasting 
requirements. If the Parties cannot agree on such requirements, their 
disagreement shall be subject to the dispute resolution procedures of 
Section 14 of the General Tenns and Conditions. 
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2.2.9 A Party shall initiate requests to establish, add trunks to, or remove 
trunks from, a trunk group by sending the other Party an ASR, 
completed in accordance with OBF Guidelines as in effect from time to 
time. The use of the industry-standard ASR form for this purpose shall 
not be construed as establishing any obligation on the part of either 
Party to compensate the other Party for any activity in connection with 
the affected trunks or trunk groups . ...IIlere..s.ball be no . .c.hame,s. 
assessed by one Party tp the pther with respect to trunks or trunk 
gJQJJPS esl~blis~tJhjs Agreement,. 

2.3 One-Way Interconnection Trunks. 

2.4 

2.3.1 [Intentionally left blank] 

2.3.1.1 (Intentionally left blank] 

2.3.1.2 [Intentionally left blank] 

2.3.2 For each Tandem or End OffiCe One-Way Interconnection Trunk group 
for delivery of traffic from poe Party to the other Party wit~_ a utilizati.QI) - ·-··· . ·"[ Delemd: ... CLEC Aaonym TE" .. to 
level of less than sixty percent (60%) for final trunk groups and eighty- ~....v_em_o_n _______ _ ........) 
frve percent (85%) for high usage trunk groups, unless the Parties 
agree otherwise, ihe Party wjtb admin istrative resoonsibjlity for the _________ ..... Deleted: -cLEC Aaonym TE· .. 

trunk grouo will promptlyjojtjate a request to the other Party to 
disconnect a sufficient number of Interconnection Trunks to attain a 
utilization level of approximately sixty percent (60%) for all final trunk 

- Deletl!d: submit ASRs 

2.3.3 

groups and eighty-five percent (85%) for all high usage trunk groups. 
Jf the party wjtb admjnlstratjye respgnsjbUity fpr the trunk group fails to .. ~ ....... --~··· · 
initiate the regyest as regyjred by this sedjon then on no Jess than 
thirty (39l days wrjUen notice the other Party may disconnect tbe 
excess lnterconnect!pn Trynks. 

[Intentionally left blank]. 

Two-Way Interconnection Trunks. 

2.4.1 [Intentionally left blank] 

2.4.1.1 [Intentionally left blank] 

2.4.1.2 {Intentionally left blank] 

2.4.2 (Intentionally left blank] 

2.4.3 Prior to establishing any Two-Way Interconnection Trunks, Bright 
House shall meet with Verizon to conduct a joint planning meeting 
("Joint Planning Meeting"). At that Joint Planning Meeting, each Party 
shall provide to the other Party originating Centum Call Seconds 
(Hundred Call Seconds) information. and the Parties shall mutually 
agree on the appropriate initial number of End Office and Tandem 
Two-Way Interconnection Trunks and the interface specifications at 
the technically feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's 
network in a LATA at which the Parties interconnect for the exchange 
of traffic. Where the Parties have agreed to convert existing One-Way 
Interconnection Trunks to Two-Way Interconnection Trunks, at the 
Joint Planning Meeting, the Parties shall also mutually agree on the 

Deletl!d: In the event -cLEC 
Acronym Te·- fails to submrt an ASR 
to discomect One-Way 
lnt10rconnection Trunks as required by 
this Section, Verizon may disconnect 
the excess Interconnection Trunks or 
bi ll (and •••CLEC Acronym TE··· 
shall pay) for the excess 
Interconnection Trunks at the rates 
set forth in the Pricing Attachment 
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conversion process and project intervals for conversion of such One
Way Interconnection Trunks to Two-Way Interconnection Trunks. 

[Intentionally left blank] 

The Parties shall meet (telephonically or in person) from time to t ime, 
as needed, to review data on End Office and Tandem Two-Way 
Interconnection Trunks to determine the need for new trunk groups 
and to plan any necessary changes in the number of Two-Way 
Interconnection Trunks. 

Two-Way Interconnection Trunks shall have SS7 Common Channel 
Signaling. The Parties .shall utilize at Brjght House's opt jgo BBZS ..... ----{ Deleted: agree to 
and Extended Super Frame (ESF)1rypkjng at the DS3!eyel or aboye ___ _____ {,_Del_eted _ ___ 

0
.;.
5
_
1
- ------< 

<inc!ydjng OC-3 OC-12 or OC-48 as t@ffic levels djctatel ysjng at ;:::==·========~ 
Brjgh! House's op!jon copper or fiber physicaltransoort facilitieW___ .... ----{ Deleted: . where available 

QS3-Ieyel cgnnectjons. 

With respect to End Office Two-Way Interconnection Trunks, both 
Parties shall use an economic Centum Call Seconds (Hundred Call 
Seconds) equal to five (5). Either Party may disconnect End OffiCe 
Two-Way Interconnection Trunks that, based on reasonable 
engineering criteria and capacity constraints. are not warranted by the 
actual traffic volume experienced. 

Two-Way Interconnection Trunk groups that connect to a Verizon 
access Tandem shall be engineered using a design blocking objective 
of Neal-Wilkinson 8 .005 during the average time consistent busy hour. 
Two-Way Interconnection Trunk groups that connect to a Verizon local 
Tandem shall be engineered using a design blocking objective of 
Neal-Wilkinson 8 .01 during the average time consistent busy hour. 
Verizon and Bright House shall engineer Two-Way Interconnection 
Trunks using Telcordia Notes on the Networks SR 2275 (formerly 
known as BOC Notes on the LEG Networks SR-TSV-002275). 

The performance standard for final Two-Way Interconnection T runk 
groups shall be that no such Interconnection Trunk group will exceed 
its design blocking objective (B.005 or 8 .01, as applicable) fo r three 
(3) consecutive calendar traffic study months. 

Bright House shall determine the number of Two-Way Interconnection 
Trunks that are required to meet the applicable design blocking 
objective for all traffic carried on each Two-Way Interconnection Trunk 
group. Bright House shall have administrative responsibility for 
establishing Two-Way Interconnection Trunk groups and shall init iate 
additions of trunks to or removal of trunks from such trunk groups by 
submitting ASRs to Verizon setting forth the number of Two-Way 
Interconnection Trunks to be installed and the requested installation 
dates.. Verizon's activity in establishing, adding trunks to, or removing 
trunks from such trunk groups shall be consistent with Verizon's 
effective standard intervals or negotiated intervals, as appropriate. 

Verizon may (but shall not be obligated to) monitor Two-Way 
Interconnection Trunk groups using service results for the applicable 
design blocking objective. lfVerizon observes blocking In excess of 
the applicable design objective on any Tandem Two-Way 
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Interconnection Trunk group and Bright House has not notified Verizon 
that it has corrected such blocking, Verizon may submit to Bright 
House a Trunk Group Service Request directing Bright House to 
remedy the blocking. Upon receipt of a Trunk Group Service Request. 
Bright House will complete an ASR to establish or augment the End 
Office Two-Way Interconnection Trunk group(s), or, if mutually agreed, 
to augment the Tandem Two-Way Interconnection Trunk group with 
excessive blocking and submit the ASR to Verizon within a 
commercially reasonable time. 

The Parties will review all Tandem Two-Way Interconnection Trunk 
groups that reach a utilization level of seventy percent (70%), or 
greater, to detemnine whether those groups should be augmented. 
Bright House will promptly augment all Tandem Two-Way 
Interconnection Trunk groups that reach a utilization level of eighty 
percent (BO%) by submitting ASRs for additional trunks sufficient to 
attain a utilization level of approximately seventy percent (70%}, 
unless the Parties agree that additional trunking is not required. For 
each Tandem Two-Way Interconnection Trunk group with a utilization 
level of less than sixty percent (60%), unless the Parties agree 
otherwLse, Bright House will promptly submit ASRs to disconnect a 
sufficient number of Interconnection Trunks to attain a utilization level 
of approximately sixty percent (60%) for each respective group, unless 
the Parties agree that the Two-Way Interconnection Trunks should not 
be disconnected. In the event Bright House fails to submit an ASR for 
Two-Way Interconnection Trunks in conformance with this Section, 
Verizon may on no less than thirty {30) days written notice to the other 
~disconnect the excess Interconnection Trunks,. 

2.4.13 
., 

""JI!!dn.!lte!!n~l!!.iown!!!!a!!!,llvl:!!le!!ft~t,b~lawn!!:lkL! ___________ ·--------l,- -

3. 

2.4.14 Bright House will route its traffic to Verizon over the End Office and 
Tandem Two-Way Interconnection Trunks in accordance with SR
TAP-0001 91 , including but not limited to those standards requiring that 
a call from Bright House to a Verizon End Office will first be routed to 
the End Office Interconnection Trunk group between Bright House and 
the Verizon End Office. 

Alternative Interconnection Arrangements 

3.1 Fiber Meet Arrangement Provisions. 

3.1.1 A Fiber Meet arrangement shall be established at the request of Bright 
House and may be established at the request of Verizon upon written 
notice to the other Party if the Parties have consistently been 
exchanging an amount of applicable traffic (as set forth in Section 
3.1.3 below) in the relevant exchanges equal to at least one (1) OS<\ ___ _ 
Any such Fiber Meet arrangement shall be subject to the terms of this 
Agreement. In addition, the establishment of any Fiber Meet 
arrangement is expressly conditioned upon the Parties mutually 
agreeing to the technical specifications and requirements for such 
Fiber Meet arrangement such agreement not to be unreasonably 
conditioned withheld denied or delayed including, but not limited to, 
the location of the Fiber Meet points, routing. equipment (e.g., 
specifications of Add/Drop Multiplexers, number of strands of fiber, 
etc.) , software, ordering, provisioning, maintenance, repair. testing, 
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augment and on any other technical specifications or requirements 
reasgoably necessary to implement the Fiber Meet arrangement.~ 
dispute regarding the establishment or gperation of a Fiber Meet 
aqangemeot shall be sybject to the Qjspyte Resolutjon proyjsjgns of 

Sectjgn 14 of the General Terms and Cond jtjons ofthe Agreement 
For each Fiber Meet arrangement the Parties agree to implement, the 
Parties will complete and sign a Technical Specifications and 
Requirements document, the form of which is attached hereto as 
Exhibit A to Section 3 of the Interconnection Attachment Fiber Meet 
Arrangement Provisions. Each such document will be treated as 
Confidential Information. 
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3.1.2 The Parties agree to consider the possibility of using existing fiber 
cable with spare capacity, where available, to implement any such 
request for a Fiber Meet arrangement. If existing fiber cable with 
spare capacity is not available, the Parties agree to minimize the 
construction and deployment of fiber cable necessary for any Fiber 
Meet arrangement to which they agree. Except as otherwise agreed 

by the Parties, .\,I'~JJ~9.!!.~!l!IJJ .. ~~L~~~-gi,J!~~-~-!~?: P.Q!!~~r!l.~U?!. -~~.P[QL _ 
more than two thousand five hundred ~500) feet of fiber cable for a 
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J1 
Fiber t.!!eet arrangement. 

3.1.3 A Fiber Meet arrangement established under this Agreement may be /.1.!/ 

used for the transmission and routing of .iJl:t.trl,lffjcjhat they may _ .......... ·--' 1 

3.1.4 

lawfully exchange jn accordance wUh Apoljcable Law f 
j 
I 

Each Party shall bear jts gwn costs and expenses jn estab'ishing a •f 
Fjber Meet arrangement Other than per-minute jntercaqjer \ 

cgmgensatjon cbaraes as specified jn thjs lntercgnnectioo Attachment \ 

neither Party shall jmggse any charaes on the gtber Party jn \ 

connegt!gn wjth the establishment or use of a Fjber ·Meet arrangement \ 

3.1.5 Each Party will include traffic to be exchanged over Fiber Meet 
arrangements in its forecasts provided to the other Party under the 
Agreement. 

! 
' I 

JP-Based I otercgn oection ______ ----· _______ ----·-- ............. ____ .... . . ·------- __ .. - ---· --· __ ... 

OO,,b!.B[!ght Hoy~'§ g,g~~.t_l;j_quse £1ngyerjzq_p shall jnt§{~_gnne£1 \!'J.ejr 
n.e.tw.orKli..U.Sina..leJcrmat..and siq nalin.ll..afJ.ang,em.e.nts... 

(b) To initiate IP-based jnterconnectjgn BOOb! House shall send a written request 

for s_1.1ch jote~,@~ion in ac~~twi.lb tb~ Qm_~_QM.,91_S~Q.Il 29 of 1h~ 
Ge neraLT.er.ms .. amtC.o.n.ditioo.s. 

(c) Promptly follpwjgg Verizon's recejpt of such W[jtten reauest the Partjes shall 

~iatej_tJ.JNQd fM!:!_and in @..¥Q.illm~r~laU:t_Ie£1J!.qgabi!UJJanne_uo estabJlsb.Jb~ 
technical and operational terms nepessary to establish IP-format interconnection 
between tbejr networks jndudjng a commercially rea§onable schedule roc the 

~!ili!l.tn~_gt.oL~JJJ~~i&m If the Part~si~J!91 _abi§Jg_agree on~ 
sych matters the djsagreemegts shall be resolyed as proyided for jn Section 14 
of the General Terms and Cogditjons of this Agreement except that e j!her Pa~ 
shall be permitted to bring any disagreement regarding the terms of !P-format 
jnterconnectjon to the Cornmfssion or gtber appropriate forum at any tjme after 
the day whjcb is sixty (§Ql days from the date go which Bright Hguse's w rjtten 
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arrangement established under this 
Agreement is used for lhe 
transmission and routing of traffoc of 
the types set forth In Sections 3.1.3.1 
and/or 3.1 .3.5, other than the 
obligatio n to pay intercarrier 
compensalion charges pursuant ·to 
the terrns of the Agreement, neHher 
Party shall have any obligation to pay 
the other Party any charges in 
connection w~h any Fiber M eet 
arrangements established under this 
Agreement. To the extent that a 
Fiber Meet arrangement established 
unde r th is Agreement is used for lhe 
transmission and routing of traffoc of 
the type sat forth in Section 3 1.3.2. 
the transport and tannination of such 
traffoc shall be subject to lhe rates and 
charges set forth In the Agreement 
and applicable Tariffs. To the extent 
that a Fiber Meet arrangement 
established under t his Agreement is 
used for the transmission and routing 
of traffic of lhe type set forth in 
Section 3.1.3.3, the Party originating 
such tratfic shall compensate the 
terminating Party for the transport and 
terminatiOn of such traffoc at the rates 
and charges set forth in the 
Agreement and applicable Tariffs. To 
the extent that a Fiber Meet 
arrangement established under this 
Agreement is used for lhe 
transmission and routing of traffic of 
the type set forth in Section 3 .1.3 .4, 
Verizon shall charge (and -·c LEC 
Acronym TE ... shall pay) Verizon's 
applicable rates and charges as set 
forth in the Agreement and Verizon's 
applicable Tariffs, including tr~. :[3}' 
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request js deemed to have been received by Verjzon in accordance With_Secti.on 
2.9...of th.e....Gen.e.raLI.erms..and.,.C.o.ooiti.ons. • 

4. Initiating Interconnection 

4.1 If Bright House determines to offer Telephone Exchange Services and/or 
Exchange Access and to interconnect with Verizon in any LATA in which Verizon 
offers Telephone Exchange Services and in which the Parties are not already 
interconnected pursuant to this Agreement, Bright House shall provide written 
notice to Verizon of the need to establish Interconnection in such LATA pursuant 
to this Agreement. 

4.2 The notice provided in Section 4.1 of this Attachment shall include (a) the initial 
Routing Point(s); (b) the applicable technically feasible Point(s) of 
Interconnection on Verizon's network to be established in the relevant LATA 
(jncludjng in accordance with the terms of this Agreement a desjgnatjoo of a 
Fiber Meet arrangement as a means of interconnection); (c) Bright House's 
intended Interconnection activation date; (d) a forecast of Bright House's trunking 
requirements conforming to Section 14.2 of this Attachment; and (e) such other 
information as Verizon shall reasonably request in order to facilitate 
Interconnection. 

4.3 The interconnection activation date in the new LATA shall be mutually agreed to 
by the Parties after receipt by Verizon of all necessary information as indicated 
above. Within ten (10) Business Days of Verizon's receipt of Bright House's 
notice provided for in Section 4.1 of this Attachment, Verizon and Bright House 
shall confirm the technically feasible Point of Interconnection on Verizon's 
network in the new LATA and the mutually agreed upon Interconnection 
activation date for the new LATA. 

Transmission and Routing of~J..!:ra~ffi~c~---------~---------. 

5.1 Scope of Traffic. 

5.2 

Section 5 prescribes parameters for Interconnection Trunks used for 
Interconnection pursuant to Sections 2 through 4 of this Attachment. 

Trunk Group Connections and Ordering. 

5.2.1 

5.2.2 

For both One-Way and Two-Way Interconnection Trunks, if ~rig IlL. . 
House interface t the POl, the 
Parties shall negotiate reasonable terms and conditions (including, 
without limitation, rates (if applicable) and implementation timeframes) 
for such arrangement; and, if the Parties cannot agree to such terms 
and conditions (including, without limitation, rates (if applicable) and 
implementation timeframes), either Party may utilize the Agreement' s 
dispute resolution procedures. 

When One-Way or Two-Way Interconnection Trunks are provisioned 
using a DS3 interface facility, if Bright House calls for the 
establishment of multiplexed DS3 facilities to a Verizon Central Office 
that is not designated in the NECA 4 Tariff as the appropriate 
Intermediate Hub location (i.e., the Intermediate Hub location in the 
appropriate Tandem subtending area based on the LERG), and the 
provision of such facilities to the subject Central Office is technically 
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feasible, the Parties shall negotiate in good faith reasonab~-terms and 
conditions (including, without limitation. rates (if applicable) and 
implementation timeframes) for such arrangement; and, if the Parties 
cannot agree to such terms and conditions (including, without 
limitation, rates (if applicable) and implementation timeframes), either 
Party may utilize the Agreement's dispute resolution procedures. 

5.2.3 Each Party will identify its Carrier Identification Code, a three or four 
digit numeric code obtained from Telcordia, to the other Party when 
ordering a trunk group. 

5.2.4 [Intentionally left blank] 

5.2.5 Each Party will use commercially reasonable efforts to monitor trunk 
groups under its control and to augment those groups using generally 
accepted trunk-engineering standards so as to not exceed blocking 
objectives. Each Party agrees to use modular trunk-engineering 
techniques for trunks subject to this Attachment. 

5.3 Switching System Hierarchy and Trunking Requirements. 

For purposes of routing Bright House traffic to Verizon, the subtending 
arrangements between Verizon Tandems and Verizon End Offices shall be the 
same as the Tandem/End Office subtending arrangements Verizon maintains for 
the routing of its own or other carriers' traffic (i.e., traffic will be routed to the 
appropriate Verizon Tandem subtended by the terminating End Office serving the 
Verizon Customer). For purposes of routing Verizon traffic to Bright House, the 
subtending arrangements between Bright House Tandems and Bright House End 
Offices shall be the same as the Tandem/End Office subtending arrangements 
that Bright House maintains for the routing of its own or other carriers' traffic. 

5.4 Signaling. 

5.4.1 The Parties shall configure all trunks to use SS7 signaling. If a Party's 
technical limitations require the use of multi-frequency (MF} signaling on any 
trunk(s). for such trunks each Party will out pulse ten (10} digits to the other 
Party, unless the Parties mutually agree otherwise. Each Party will provide the 
other Party with access to its databases and associated signaling necessary for 
the routing and completion of the other Party's traffic.- ........... ....... ....... . 

5.4.2 The Parties shall furnish each other with the Jurisdiction Information 
Parameter (JIP) in the Initial Address Message (lAM), according to industry 
standards . . 

5.5 Grades of Service. 

The Parties shall initially engineer and shall monitor and augment all trunk 
groups consistent with the Joint Process as set forth in Section 14.1 of this 
Attachment. 

6. Traffic Measurement and Billing over Interconnection Trunks 

6.1 For billing purposes, each Party shall pass Calling Party Number (CPN) 
information on at least ninety-five percent (95%) of calls carried over the 
Interconnection Trunks. 
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As used in this Section 6, "Traffic Rate·· means the applicable 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic rate, Measured Internet Traffic rate, 
intrastate Switched Exchange Access Service rate, interstate Switched 
Exchange Access Service rate, or intrastate/interstate Tandem Transit 
Traffic rate, as provided in the Pricing Attachment.. ___ ____________________________ __ __ ..... .... · 

Deleted: . an applicable Tariff, or. for 
Measured h'llernet Traffic, the FCC 
Internet Orders 

6.1.2 If the originating Party passes CPN on ninety-five percent (95%) or 
more of its calls, the receiving Party shall bill the originating Party the 
Traffic Rate applicable to each relevant minute of traffic for which CPN 
is passed. For any remaining (up to 5%) calls without CPN 
information, the receiving Party shall bill the originating Party for such 
traffic at the Traffic Rate applicable to each relevant minute of traffic, in 
direct proportion to the minutes of use of calls passed with CPN 
information. 

6.1.3 If the originating Party passes CPN on less than ninety-five percent 
(95%) of its calls and the originating Party chooses to combine 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic and Toll Traffic on the same trunk 
group, the receiving Party shall bill the higher of its interstate Switched 
Exchange Access Service rates or its intrastate Switched Exchange 
Access. Services rates for all traffic that is passed without CPN, unless 
the Parties agree that other rates should apply to such traffic. 

6-~- As of the Effective Date of tb js Agreement both Parties have the capability, 
on an automated basis, to use such CPN to classify traffic delivered over 
Interconnection Trunks by the other Party by Traffic Rate type (e.g., Reciprocal 
Compensation Traffic/Measured Internet Traffic, intrastate Switched Exchange 
Access Service, interstate Switched Exchange Access Service, or 
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use CPN information on an automated basis to classify traffic delivered by the 
other Party by Traffic Rate type, the originating Party will supply Traffic Factor 1 
and Traffic Factor 2. The Traffic Factors shall be supplied in writing by the 
originating Party within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date and shall be updated 1 

/ 1 Deleted: . Determination as to 

in writing by the originating Party quarterly. Measurement of billing minutes for // 
purposes of determining terminating compensation shall be in conversation ; ! 

I 

seconds (the time in seconds that the Parties equipment is used for a completed .': 
call, measured from the receipt of answer supervision to the receipt of disconnect ;: 
supervision). Measurement of billing minutes for originating toll free service /1 . 
access code (e.g., 800/888/877) calls shall be inlhe same manner spedfied jn _}/ , .. 
tha.applicable ~Tariffs,estab!jshjpg terms and condjtjons assocjate<f wjth ! ,/ 
prpyidjnq exchange access servjs;es jn cgonectjon with.tolbfree calls For _________ / 
purooses of this Agreeroent and pursyapt to the "mirroring rule" established by 
the FCC in the Aprjl18 2001 FCC Internet Order and re-affirmed in the 
November 5 2008 FCC Internet Order the partjes shall exchange all Recjprpca!_ _, 
Compens~ Tl.i.~ l~a Mei§y,red lnW,n.~.:Uil..Ul&. at t~Q-QqQl ' 
inieg(ated..tr.ansp.ort..a.nclterm.inatjgn rate .e.st.ablish.ed.. by the..ECC . .an.d.-SRe.cifie..d..ia. ' 
the Prjcing Appendix 

§.J.Each Party reserves the right to audit all Traffic, up to a maximum of one audit per 
Calendar Year, to be conducted in accordance with Section 7 of the General Terms and 
Conditions, to ensure that rates are being applied appropriately; provided, however, that 
either Party shall have the right to conduct additional audit(s) if the preceding audit 
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disclosed material errors or discrepancies. Each Party agrees to provide th;~~~;ssary 
Traffic data in conjunction with any such audit in a timely manner. 

6.4 Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to limit either Party's ability to 
designate the areas within which that Party's Customers may make calls which that Party 
rates as "local" in its Customer Tariffs. 

6.5 Each Party represents that the amount of traffic exchanged hereunder that 
originates on V/FX numbers (as defined below) on such Party's network, or terminates to 
V/FX numbers on such Party's network (such traffic, a Party's 'V/FX Traffic") is not 
material in light of the volume of traffic exchanged between the Parties. Based on the 
accuracy of this mutual representation, the Parties agree that they shall classify and rate 
all traffic exchanged over local interconnection trunks based on calling party number and 
called party number or equivalent information sent in connection with the traffic, as 
provided for in, and subject to, Section 6.1, above. 

6.5.1 If a Party's V/FX Traffic becomes material in light of the volume of traffic 
exchanged between the Parties, such Party will promptly notify the other Party, 
and the Parties will promptly implement arrangements to 'classify and rate such 
V/FX Traffic based on the actual geographic end-points of the communication. 
Not more than twLce per calendar year, a Party may request, and the other Party 
shall provide, additional assurance that the total volume of such Party's V/FX 
Traffic is not material. 

6.5.2 A "V/FX Number" is a telephone number assigned or otherwise provided 
to the Customer of a Party where the rate center associated with the NPNNXX 
Code (as set forth in the LERG) is outside the Verizon local calling area 
(including mandatory EAS) of the physical location of the Customer to whom the 
number is assigned. 

Reciprocal Compensation Arrangements Pursuant to Section 251lb)(5) of the Act 

7.1 

7.2 

Reciprocal Compensation. 

The Parties shall exchange Reciprocal Compensation Traffic at the technically 
feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA designated in 
accordance with the terms of this Agreement. The Party originating Reciprocal 
Compensation Traffic shall compensate the terminating Party for the transport 
and termination of such traffic to its Customer at the rate of $0 0007 as specified 
in the Pricing Appendix -><----·--·--------- - .... ....... ... .. . 

No additional charges shall be assessed by the terminating Party for the 
transport and termination of such traffic from the technically feasible Point(s) of 
Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA to its Customer; provided, 
however, for the avoidance of any doubt, Bright House shall also pay Verizon, at 
the rates set forth in the Pricing Attachment, for any f.:OIIQ~~-~P.!l.~~ryJ.~~ .. th.l3!... ...... . 
Bright House obtains from Verizon includ.ing.,ao.¥.cto.ss-co.nne.cts.or.muitipJexio,g 
that Bright House obtains in connection with a collocation arrangement 

The determination of wtle.t.hltllraffic begins and ends in different local callinso 
areas ("exchange ace as") for ourposes of jts desiqnatjon as :[<:)11 }'_raf!i.c;.,shal!_~em . 
based on the actual originating and terminating points of the complete end-to-end ' 
communication. 

Traffic Not Subject to Reciprocal Compensation. 
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I t II t ffi t h' h s cr 251/b\15\ f appy oa ra c ow !C e ron 0 

!be 8ct apQiies but onl:t: to sucb tcatfic as detecmined b:t: tbe cules aod culiogs of 
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abseo!;;e of ~IJ~ ~bagg~ I!J 8Qoli!;;able Lii!W Reciprocal Compensation shall not 
apply to ..the following types of traffic .. ··-----·-· ···---

7.2.1 lotecstate or intrastate Exchange Access.. 
·············----- ······- ............. 

7.2.2 Jlotentionally Lett Blankl 

' 
! 

/ 

... 
····--·····-·--------------- .................... , _______________ ·····------- ...... --······ ·· ·----· 

.'-"":~/~ 

Toll Traffic. including, but not limited to, calls originated on a 1 + 7.2.3 
presubscription basis, or on a casual dialed (1 OXXX/1 01XXXX) basis. 

\ 

7.2.4 Traffic ocigioated by a Customer of a Party's QP.!!~'!?L~.J<.t~!1cl.t'!dLgco;~l ·-----· 
Calling Scope Arrangemen~----·· ............. 

,l;ipecial access, erivate line, or an:t other traffic that is not switched b:t ···- -., . 7.2.5 
the terminating Party. • -- .. _ 

7.2.6 .T?I1.<1.e.r:n .. T.ro;~l1.s!t.T.r?_ffi~, ·····- ·······-····· --------~--.. 

7.2.7 ,Voice lllformation Service Traffic (as defined in Section 5 of the .... 

Additional Services Attachment). 

7.2.8 Jlnteotionally left blank! ----- ·······- .............. ······ -··· ........... ·····-· 
.\ 

7.2.9 Virtual Foreign Exchange Traffic (i.e., V/FX Traffic) shall be treated as 
provided for in Section 6.5 of this Interconnection Attachment. 

Unteotiogall:t: left blao~J - ....... ----·-······-··-·· . ···-···-··----······- ·····-·····-· ··········- ··············-· ·····-··-···-·· .. ··-·····- .. ······-··· •·· -·· 

8. OtherT ypes of Traffic 

6. 1 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement or any Tariff: (a) the 
Parties' rights and obligations with respect to any intercarrier compensation that 
may be due in connection with their exchange of Internet T raffic shall be .... ... 

governed by the terms of the FCC Internet Orders and other applicable FCC 

'\:.\ orders and FCC Regulations/Rulings; and, (b) a Party shall not be obligated to 
pay any intercarrier compensation for Internet Traffic that is in excess of the 
intercarrier compensation for Internet Traffic that such Party is required to pay 
under the FCC Internet Orders and other applicable FCC orders and FCC 

·: .. 

Regulations/Rulings. For the avoidance of doubt, the Parties agree and 
acknowledge that in accordance with the November 5, 2008 FCC Internet Order, 
Measured Internet Traffic is subject to Section 251(b)(5) and is therefore subject 
to Reciprocal Compensation, subject, however, to the rules regarding / 
compensation for such traffic (including the rate cap and mirroring rule) set forth i 

in the FCC Internet Orders and reaffirmed by the FCC in the November 5, 2008 ; 

' FCC Internet Order. / 
!loleotiooall:t; left blao~] 

--- i ,/ 

i 
// 

[lnteotiooall:t: left blao~l I / 

// 

8.2 

6.3 

6.4 Any traffic not specifically addressed in this Agreement shall be,exchaogedpJ1_,i _:+'f' 
"bill-aod-keeo" basis witb oo intercarrier compensation .as between tbe Parties ,.~_...~ 

with Jesoect to it. Either Partv mav reauest of an amendment to this 
Attacbment to sQecitv intercacrier comQeosat ioo otbec than bill-and-keep for any 
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type of traffic not specifically addressed jn this Agreement and of which the 
Parties exchange at least a OS 1 's worth of traffic for a period of no tess than 
three (3) consecutive months If the Parties cannot agree on such an 
amendment either Party may invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures of 
Section 14 o{the General Terms and Conditions of this Agreement. 

8.5 [Intentionally left blank] 

8.6 VOIP Traffic. The Parties agree that for purposes of this Agreement, either Party 
may exchange VOIP Traffic (as defined below) with the other Party, and that such VOIP 
Traffic will be exchanged according to the same terms and conditions and at the same 
rates that would apply under this Agreement to the same type of traffic (e.g. Reciprocal 
Compensation Traffic, Exchange Access Service traffic, or other traffic types, as such 
traffic types are defined herein, but without consideration of whether such traffic is 
originated, routed or switched according to Internet Protocol or some other protocol) that 
is not VOIP Traffic. 

8.6.1 Certain Definitions. As used in this Section 8.6, the following terms shall 
have their stated meanings. · 

8.6.1 .1 "VOIP Traffic" means voice communications and such other 
applications (e.g., fax transmissions) that (a) originate in Internet protocol 
{"IP") format at the end user's customer premises, are transmitted over a 
broadband connection to an IP service provider (including a Party or a third 
party) in IP format, are converted from IP format to circuit switched format 
(before delivery to the Terminating Party, or, as otherwise may be provided 
under this Agreement or separate agreement, after delivery to the 
Terminating Party), and are delivered by the Originating Party to the 
Terminating Party for termination by a circuit switch on the public switched 
telephone network ("VOIP-to-PSTN Traffic"); (b) originate in circuit-switched 
format on the public switched telephone network, are delivered to the 
Terminating Party, are converted from circuit-switched format to IP format 
(after delivery to the Terminating Party, or, as otherwise may be provided 
under this Agreement or separate agreement, before delivery to the 
Terminating Party), and terminated by an IP service provider (including. a 
Party or a third party) in IP format over a broadband connection to the end 
user's customer premises ("PSTN-to-VOIP Traffic"); or (c) originate in lP 
format at the end user's customer premises, are transmitted over a 
broadband connection to an IP service provider (including a Party or a third 
party), are converted to circuit-switched format before delivery to the 
Terminating Party (or, as otherwise may be provided under this Agreement 
or separate agreement, such conversion may not take place), and are 
delivered (via interconnection trunks established in accordance with this 
Agreement) to the Terminating Party, for termination by an IP service 
provider (including a Party or a third party) in IP format over a broadband 
connection to the end user's customer premises ("VOIP-to-VOIP Traffic"); in 
each case including such traffic that is originated by a Party or by a third 
party; provided, however, that VOIP Traffic does not include Phone-to-Phone 
VOIP Traffic or toll free access code (8YY) traffic. For the avoidance of 
doubt, nothing in this Section 8.6 shall be construed to impose any obligation 
to exchange traffic in IP format, or to alter or affect any such obligation that 
otherwise may be imposed by this Agreement or separate agreement. 

8.6.1.2 "Phone-to-Phone VOIP Traffic" means communications that 
originate and terminate on the public switched telephone network but are 
transmitted by Internet Protocol at some point in the middle, as set forth in 
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the FCC's Order, In the Matter of Petition for Declaratory Ruli~ th~t AT& T's 
Phone-to-Phone IP Telephony Services are Exempt from Access Charges, 
FCC 04-97, WC Docket No. 02-361 (rei. April 21, 2004). 

8.6.1.3 "Originating Party• means a Party that delivers traffic (including 
traffic that originates on the Originating Party's network and third-party traffiC) 
to the other Party for termination on the other Party's network. 

8.6.1.4 "Terminating Party" means a Party that terminates, on its 
network, traffic delivered by the Originating Party. 

8.6.2 FCC VOIP Order. If the FCC issues an order on or after March 1, 2010 
that specifies what compensation is due for the exchange of VOIP Traffic, or other 
such terms and conditions that apply to the exchange of VOIP Traffic, the terms of 
such order shall apply prospectively according to the implementation dates set 
forth in such order without the need for amendment to the Agreement; provided 
that if such order is modified, stayed, or set aside by the FCC or a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the Parties shall modify, stay, or set aside their 
implementation thereof accordingly. Neither Party shall be.deemed under this 
subsection to have waived its right to dispute the specific effect of such terms on 
the specific.circum~tances presented (e.g. whether particular traffic qualifies for a 
particular treatment under the terms of such order). SUICh disputes, if any, shall be 
resolved in accordance with Section 14 of the Agreement. 

8.6.3 Reservation. The terms of this Section 8.6 represent a negotiated 
compromise between the Parties. Nothing in this Section 8.6 shall be construed by 
an admission by either Party that. the terms of this Section 8.6 are required by 
Applicable Law, or that absent and apart from the terms of this Agreement, VOIP 
Traffic is or ought to be defined or treated in any particular way. By way of 
example and not of limitation, this section does not constitute an admission by 
either Party that VOIP Traffic is or is not Telecommunications Traffic, or that the 
exchange of VOIP Traffic constitutes the exchange of Telephone Exchange 
Service or Exchange Access. Notwithstanding the foregoing, each Party hereby 
agrees to abide by the terms of this Section 8.6. 

9. Transmission and Routing of Exchange Access Traffic 

9.1 Scope ofTraffic. 

Section~ pr~sc;ribes paramett;!rS for certain trunks to be established over the 
Interconnections specified in Sections ,.2 through .S of this Attachment for the 
transmission and routing of traffic between Bright House. End Users and 
lnterexchange Carriers ("Access Toll Connecting Trunks"), in any case where ---.·::.: 
Bright House elects to have its End Office Switch subtend a Verizon Tandem...illQ · 
between Verizon End Users and lnterexchange Carriers ("Bright House Third 
Party Access Trunks'! jn apy case where an !XC elects to use Bright House's 
ne~9r~J~L~i.UIY_access !ra.fti<,;~k~~ .YerJ.zon j:nd O_ffi2St~le!!;1§ 
lQ.hall.e..its .. EmLO.ffice,.S,witch S.l.lb!en.d.a Verizon Iao.ctem ... (Tb_i~_ i_n~ly_cj_~s.Jn. e.ach 
~-~~y~I_'Y-.t:!l<!!l~cjJ19 .1.9X.XX_<.~_n.t:! .. J.9.1.X.X.X?<ttr~f'fi~)... . _ _ ..... .. ............... .... ........................ _,. 

9 • .2. _____ .Access Toll Connecting Trunk Group Architecture. 

9.2.1 Bright House shall subtend one or more Verizon access Tandems. 
Bright House shall assign NPNNXXs to subtend the same Verizon 
access Tandem that a Verizon NPNNXX serving the same Rate 
Center Area subtends as identified in the LERG. 
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9.2.2 Bdght House shall haye adminjstratjve-Wspoosibili!y to E!!?lablish -----·-
Access Toll Connecting Trunks .between Bright House's networts and __ _ 
Verjzop's petwork Wbere \lerjzon oroyjdes tandem functionality ' 
Bright House shall yse lbese trynkUQ.J?fC)'.fld_~ its oortjon of Syt~~~ 
Exchange Access Services to lnterexchange Carriers to enable such --\,_:_,,·:,··.·. 
lnterexchange Carriers to originate and terminate traffic to and from 
Bright House's Customers...xja~.e.rizms.tand.em. \\ 

9.2.3 The Access Toll Connecting Trunks shall be two-way trunks. Such 
trunks shall connect the End Office Bright House utilizes to provide 
Telephone Exchange Service and Switched Exchange Access to its 
Customers in a given LATA to the access Tandem(s) Verizon utilizes 
to provide Exchange Access in such LATA. 

9.2.4 Access Toll Connecting Trunks shall be used solely for the 
transmission and routing of Exchange Access to allow Bright House's 
Customers to connect to or be connected to the interexchange trunks 
of any lnterexchange Carrier which is connected to a Verizon access 
Tandem. 

9 .2.5 Notbjng jn tbjs Sectjgn 9 2 pf this Interconnect jon AUacbmegt gr jn 
any tariff shall be construed to jmpose uoon Bright House any 
abljgatjgn tp cgmpensate y erjzon for any Vedzon facilities or servjces 
that yerjzog mjqbt proyjde jn congectjop with the deljyerv of Switched 
Exchange Access traffiC bejween Brjght House's network and 
lnterexchange Carrjers jt bejng understopd and acknowledged thai 
yerizgn shall recoyer any sych cgmpensatjon from such 
lnterexchange Carrjers as proyjded in Section 10 oftbjs 
!nterconnectjpn Attachment 

~--L _§right House U;ljrdE.iill'~~~-hiteptur.lt 

9.3~1 u _¥eii;.QJJ.:illall.D.!Umit B rigb1.l:io..U.SliQ.LQ,IJ.le th i rd-artY.~LK.C....aG.C.e.s..s. 
traffic frgm between Brjgbt Hgyse's network and yerjzon's End Offices 
via separate trunk groups established tu_carry such .t.rafiic. 

9 3 2 BriQht House shall have admjnjstratjye responsibility 1o establish Bright 
House Third Party Access Irynks Where Bright House proyjdes 
tandem functjonali~ Verjzan sbil)l~ th_ese trunks to provide its 
o.mtio.n of Switche.d.Ex.ch.ana,a.Acce.s.s...Senl.i.ce.s..roJnte~Ql4e 
Ca rriers to enable sucb lnterexcbange Carriers to oriQinate and 
terminate traffic to and from y erjzon's.k..UAtwners via Bri!Jhl..tl~~ 
~ 

a 3 3 The Bright House Ihjrd Party Access Trunks shall be two-way trunks 
s.u.cJLtrur1k.s shall cooped the End Office Verizm.u.tiliz.e.s...lo .. .Ro:!Vid,e 
Telephone Exchange Service and Switched Exchange Access to its 
Customers jg a gjyeg LATA to Brigbt Hayse's network in such LATA 

a..,~.~ •• = §Ii5l.ht House .Ill.llQ_.f.itt~§ Jrunks sh_!!J)A~Jd§~g-~_pJml.o...IJ.b.~ 
transmjssian and routing gf Exchange Access to allow Verjzgn 's 
Customers to connect to or be cgnnected to the interexchagge trugks 
of any lnterexchange Carrier which js connected to Bright Hause's 
n.e.l.wQrk. 
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Nothing in this Section Uot this lntet:CQonection Attach~;~t. .. oLin 
any taiifLS.ballb.e ~<owru.ed.JAjmpp,s!UIBMYerizAn anv o.bligatio.n..to 
compensate Bright House for any Bright House facilities or servic;es 
that Bright House mjght proyjde jn connectjgn wjth the deliyerv of 
Switched Exchange Access traffjc between v edzon's House's network 
and lnterexcha~ C~~ jlpeing ygqerst~tod anq_ijf_lsnowjed~ 
that Brig hli:IQ.us.e..s.ha.ILre.c.pm any su.ch..c.o.rnpan.s.atio.n..fmm...s.u.cb 
lnterexchange Carders as provided jn Section 10 oftiJ.i§. 
Interconnection Macg~!lt. 

10. Meet-Point Billing (MPB) Arrangemen1s 

1.0...L Ih.e..Ear:ties._.shatle.stabli.sh.Meet Point Biltirut.acranger:ne.nts.J.tn.d..er.wlli.ch thev.s.haiUginll¥ 
pmyide Swjtched Exchanoe Access servjces tg third-party !XCs To the extent not 
jnconsjstent with this Section 10 such Meet Pojnt Billing arrangements shall comply..wilh 
the provisions of the MECOD and ME CAB docyments published by the Alliapce for 
M!~cqrnrnJ,I_Qications lgpu_§t~_Solw.illll~ ~-\ and to the extent not inconsi:jleJ.It.x.Qtb 
tb.e.MEC.O.D_andMECAB do.c.um.ents • .x41t.Leacb. fa¢ts.Iar.iffs_ . 

---.ul.~M..f..Q.LMeet P~illing arrangemen!§..~.1i\i!.~J~g@r thi:a.f&.fee..r.ruwl..UJ!t 
Partjes sha ll use the "Multiple Bill Option • under whjch each Party bills the th jrd-paqy 
!XC for those portions of Switched Exchange Access service that Party orovides to~ 
IXC The Parties shall exchange at no charge agy administrative or billing inforroatjop 
reasonably necessarv lo allow each Party to approprjate!y bill the IXC 

1.0.3 . £o.r . .a.vo.l.d.an.ce...gJ...d.o.u.b1. in~onne.ction :«ith.aOY.Mee.tE.o.iDt..6.ilJing . ..arra®eme.nt 
established under this Aoreement" 

la.L .Subject to.ibe..EaClliis.:..o.b lig atio.o.s....uoQ,eLS.ectio.n2.Lo.Ltbis 
Interconnection Attachment nejtber Party shall impose any charoes on th~ 
Ear:t'Lfor any facilities....tr.unkinq services or.s,e..rvjng arrangemen.ts Instead, 
each Party shall bjll the IXC for all sych [aci! jt jes trunkjng or servic;es 

l b\ Each Party shall make ayailable_to thjrd-RaJ1¥.JXCs a jointly-provi~ 
Tandem-Switched TranspoQ servjce under whjch transport is provided between 
the tand~!Jl or equivalent switch of Sl,WI Party to the eqd Of{j9f: of the Q.th~t_~ 
with..lhe__ratinq_p.f the..se_cvic.e. to the tXC jn_accoLd.an.ce._wjth._eachP_arty.'.s 
resoectjye Tariffs goyernjng sych !andem .. §witcbed Transport servjce 

1 0 4 Subject to the orovisions of Sectjons 10 2 and 10 3 hereof the Parties shall by 
mutua l aareement determine to route Meet Pojpt Billing traffic over Ia} interconnection 
facilities and trunks used to caqy Reciprocal Comoensatjon and other traffic· lb\ the 
same jntercgnnection facitjtjes used to garrv Recjprocal Compensatjoo and gther traffic 
but jsglate such ~~Point Billing traffic o~cill.e ~runk Q.f.PI,Jo~fcl separ~gjllti.~ 
and..tr:u.oks· or ldL~.Qille . .c.o.mbination Qf.{aUbl and (C)_ab.ove. •.. Ji.lhe_E~lLare..JJ.O.able. 
through good faith negotiaiions undertakf.£J..t.g,c, a commercially rea~onabi!U]eriod IQ 
determine-tb.e.Jacilitv.and tn.mkjng arrangements applicable to_Mee.tP..oinlBilli.ng traffic 
th.e.n.ltte...msp.u.te_re.so.l.u.ti.o.o...R(OYis.io.ns...oi.S.e.ction.JA.of_the..Ge..o..er.aLI.erm.s...and_.con.ditioo.s 
shall apply 

10 5 All usage data to be provided pursuantto Sections ~and ~ofthisAttachment 
shall be sent to the following addresses: 

To Bright House: 
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[insert address] 

For Verizon: 

Verizon Data Services 
ATIN: MPB 
1 East Telecom Parkway 
Dock D 
Temple Terrace, FL 33637 

Either Party may change its address for receiving usage data by notifying the 
other Party In writing pursuant to Section 29 of the General Terms and 
Conditions~ 

Toll Free Service Access Code (e.g., 800/888/877) Traffic 

The following terms shall apply when either Party delivers toll free service access code 
(e.g .• 800/877/888)("8YY") calls to the other Party. For the purposes of this Section 11 , 
the terms "translated" and "untranslated" refers to those toll free service access code 
calls that have been queried ("translated") or have not been queried ("untranslated") to 
an 8YY database. Except as otherwise agreed to by the Parties. all Bright House 
originating "untranslated" 8YY traffic will be routed over a separate One-Way 
miscellaneous Trunk group. 

11.1 When Bright House delivers translated 8YY calls to Verizon to be completed by 

11.1.1 

11.1 .2 

11.1.3 

an IXC: 

11. 1.1. 1 Bright House will provide an appropriate EMI record to 
Verizon; 

11.1.1.2 Bright House will bill the IXC Bright House's applicable 
Switched Exchange Access Tariff charges and Bright 
House's applicable· Tariff query charges; and 

11.1.1.3 Verizon will bill the IXC Verizon's applicable Switched 
Exchange Access Tariff charges. 

Verizon: 

11 .1.2.1 Bright House will provide an appropriate EM I record to 
Verizon: and 

11 .1.2.2 Bright House will bill Verizon Bright House's Switched 
Exchange Access Tariff charges and Bright House's 
applicable Tariff query charge. 

a toll free service access code service provider in that LATA: 

11.1.3.1 Bright House will provide an appropriate EMI record to 
Verizon and the toll free service access code service 
provider; 

11 .1.3.2 Bright House will bill the toll free serv ice access code 
service provider Bright House's applicable Switched 
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Exchange Access Tariff charges and Bright House's 
applicable Tariff query charges; and 

11.1.3.3 Verizon will bill the toll free service access code service 
provider Verizon's applicable Switched Exchange Access 
Tariff charges. · 

11.2 When Verizon performs the query and delivers translated 8YY calls, originated 
by Verizon's Customer or another LEG's Customer to Bright House to be 
completed by 

11.2.1 

11.2.2 

Bright House: 

11.2.1.1 Verizon will provide an appropriate EMI record to Bright 
House; and 

11.2.1.2 Verizon will bill Bright House Verizon's applicable Switched 
Exchange Access Tariff charges and Verizon's applicable 
Tariff query charges. 

a toll free service access code service provider in that LATA 

11.2.2.1 Verizon will provide an appropriate EMI record to Bright 
House and the toll free service access code service 
provider; 

11.2.2.2 Verizon will bill the toll free service access code service 
provider Verizon's applicable Switched Exchange Access 
Tariff charges and Verizon's applicable Tariff query 
charges; and 

11.2.2.3 Bright House will bill the toll free service access code 
service provider Bright House's applicable Switched 
Exchange Access Tariff charges. 

11.3 When Bright House delivers untranslated 8YY calls to Verizon to be completed 
by 

11.3.1 an IXC: 

11.3.1.1 Verizon will query the call and route the call to the 
appropriate IXC; 

11.3.1.2 Verizon will provide an appropriate EMI record to Bright 
House; 

11.3.1.3 Verizon will bill the IXC Verizon's applicable Switched 
Exchange Access Tariff charges and Verizon's applicable 
Tariff query charges; and 

11.3.1.4 Bright House will bill the IXC Bright House's applicable 
Switched Exchange Access Tariff charges. 

11.3.2 Verizon: 

11.3.2.1 Verizon will query the call and complete the call; 
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11.3.2.2 Verizon will provide an appropriate EMI record to Bright 
House; 

11.3.2.3 Bright House will bill Verizon Bright House's applicable 
Switched Exchange Access Tariff charges. 

a toll free service access code service provider in that LATA: 

11.3.3.1 Verizon will query the call and route the call to the 
appropriate toll free service access code service provider; 

11.3.3.2 Verizon will provide an appropriate EMI record to Bright 
House and the toll free service access code service 
provider; 

11.3.3.3 Verizon will bill the toll free service access code service 
provider Verizon's applicable Switched Exchange Access 
Tariff and Verizon's applicable Tariff query charges; and 

11.3.3.4 Bright House will bill the toll free service access code 
service provider Bright House's applicable Switched 
Exchange Access Tariff charges. 

11.4 Verizon will not direct untranslated toll free service access code calls to Bright 
House. 

12. Tandem Transit Traffic 

12.1 

12.2 

12.3 

As used in this Section, Tandem Transit Traffic is Telephone Exchange Service 
traffic that originates on Bright House's network, and is transported through 
Verizon's Tandem to the subtending End Office or its equivalent of another 
carrier (CLEC, ILEC other than Verizon, Commercial Mobile Radio Service 
(CMRS) carrier, or other LEC ("Other Carrier"). Neither the originating nor 
terminating customer is a Customer of Verizon. Subtending End Offices shall be 
determined in accordance with and as identified in the Local Exchange Routing 
Guide (LERG). For the avoidance of any doubt, under no circumstances shall 
Verizon be required to transit traffic through a Verizon Tandem to a Central 
Office that the LERG does not identify as subtending that particular Verizon 
Tandem. Switched Exchange A ccess Service traffic is not Tandem Transit 
Traffic. 

Tandem Transit Traffic Service provides Bright House with the transport of 
Tandem Transit Traffic as provided below. 

Tandem Transit Traffic may be routed over the Interconnection Trunks described 
in Sections 2 through 6 of this Attachment. Bright House shall deliver each 
Tandem Transit Traffic call to Verizon's Tandem with CCS and the appropriate 
Transactional Capabilities Application Part ("TCAP") message to facilitate full 
interoperability of CLASS Features and billing functions. 

12.4 Jlntentjonally left blankl 

12.5 Bright House sha ll pay Verizon for Tandem Transit Traffic Service at the rates 
specified in the Pricing Attachment. Verizon will not be liable for compensation to 
any Other Carrier for any traffic that is transported through Verizon's Tanderl\_ 
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If ,Bright House uses Tandem Transit Traffic Service for traffic volumes that 
exceed the Centum Call Seconds (Hundred Call Seconds) busy hour equivalent 
of 200,000 combined minutes of use per month (a DS1 equivalent) to the 
subtending End Office of a particular Other Carrier for any month (the "Threshold 
Level"), Bright House shall use good faith efforts to establish direct 
interconnection with such Other Carrier and reduce such traffic volumes below 
the Threshold Level. If Verizon believes that Bright House has not exercised 
good faith efforts promptly to obtain such direct interconnection, either Party may 
use the Dispute Resolution processes of this Agreement. 

If Bright House fails to comply with Section 12 of this Attachment, such failure 
shall be a material breach of a material provision of this Agreement and Verizon 
may exercise any and all remedies under this Agreement and Applicable Law for 
such breach. 

If or when a third party carrier plans to subtend a Bright House switch, then 
Bright House shall provide written notice to Verizon at least ninety (90) days 
before such subtending service arrangement becomes effective so that Verizon 
may negotiate and establish direct interconnection with such third party carrier. 
Upon written request from Verizon, Bright House shall offer to Verizon a service 
arrangement equLvalent to or the same as Tandem Transit Traffic Service 
provided by Verizon to Bright House as defined in this Section such that Verizon 
may terminate calls to a Central Office or its equivalent of a CLEC, ILEC other 
than Verizon, CMRS carrier, or other LEC, that subtends a Bright House Central 
Office or its equivalent ("Reciprocal Tandem Transit Service"). Bright House 
shall offer such Reciprocal Transit Service arrangements under terms and 
conditions of an amendment to this Agreement or a separate agreement no less 
favorable than those provided in this Section. 

12.9 Neither Party shall take any actions to prevent the other Party from entering into 
a direct and reciprocal traffic exchange arrangement with any carrier to which it 
originates, or from which it terminates, traffic. 

13. Number Resources, Rate Center Areas and Routing Points 

13.1 Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to limit or otherwise adversely 
affect in any manner either Party's right to employ or to request and be assigned 
any Central Office Codes ("NXX") pursuant to the Central Office Code 
Assignment Guidelines and any relevant FCC or Commission orders, as may be 
amended from time to time, or to establish, by Tariff or otherwise, Rate Center 
Areas and Routing Points corresponding to such NXX codes. 

13.2 It shall be the responsibility of each Party to program and update its own 
switches and network systems pursuant to information provided on ASRs as well 
as the LERG in order to recognize and route traffic to the other Party's assigned 
NXXs/1 OOOs blocks. Neither Party shall impose any fees or charges whatsoever 
on the other Party for such activities. 

13.3 Unless otherwise required by Commission order, the Rate Center Areas will be 
the same for each Party. During the term of this Agreement, Bright House shall 
adopt the Rate Center Area and Rate Center Points that the Commission has 
approved forVerizon within the LATA and Tandem serving area. Bright House 
shall assign whole 1 OOOs blocks to each Rate Center Area unless otherwise 
ordered by the FCC, the Commission or another governmental entity of 
appropriate jurisdiction, or the LEC industry adopts alternative methods of 
utilizing NXXs/1 OOOs blocks. 
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13.4 Bright House will also designate. a Routing Point for each NXX code or 1 OOOs 
block assigned to it. Bright House shall designate one location for each Rate 
Center Area in which the Bright House has established NXX code(s) or 1000s 
blocks as the Routing Point for the NPA-NXXs/1 OOOs blocks associated with that 
Rate Center Area, and such Routing Point shall be within the same lATA as the 
Rate Center Area but not necessarily within the Rate Center Area itself. Unless 
specified otherwise, calls to subsequent NXXs/1000s blocks of Bright House will 
be routed in the same manner as calls to Bright House's initial NXXs/1000s 
blocks. 

13.5 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein, nothing in this 
Agreement is intended, and nothing in this Agreement shall be construed, to in 
any way constrain Bright House's choices regarding the size of the local calling 
area(s) that Bright House may establish for its Customers, which local calling 
areas may be larger than, smaller than, or identical to Verizon's local calling 
areas. 

14. Joint Network Implementation and Grooming Process; Forec_asting 

14.1 Joint Network Implementation and Grooming Process. 

Upon request of either Party, the Parties shall jointly develop an implementation 
and grooming process (the "Joint Grooming Process" or "Joint Process") which 
may define and detail, inter alia: 

14.1 '1 

14.1 .2 

14.1.3 

14. 1.4 

14.1.5 

standards to ensure that Interconnection Trunks experience a grade of 
service, availability and quality which is comparable to that achieved 
on interoffice trunks within Verizon's network and in accord with all 
appropriate relevant industry-accepted quality, reliability and 
availability standards. Except as otherwise stated in this Agreement, 
trunks provided by either Party for Interconnection services will be 
engineered using a design-blocking objective of B.01. 

the respective duties and responsibilities of the Parties with respect to 
the administration and maintenance of the trunk groups, including, but 
not limited to, standards and procedures for notification and 
discoveries of trunk disconnects; 

disaster recovery provision escalations; 

additional technically feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's 
network in a lATA as provided in Section 2 of this Attachment; and 

such other matters as the Parties may agree, including, e.g., End 
Office to End Office high usage trunks as good engineering practices 
may dictate. 

14.2 Trunk Forecasting Requirements. 

14.2.1 Initial Trunk Forecast Requirements. If Bright House has not initiated 
interconnection with Verizon in a lATA, then at least ninety (90) days 
before initiating interconnection in such lATA, Bright House shall 
provide Verizon with a one (1) -year traffic forecast that complies with 
the Verizon Interconnection Trunking Forecast Guide, as revised from 
time to time. This initial traffic forecast will provide Bright House's 
estimate of the amount of traffic to be delivered between the Parties, in 
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each direction. over each of the Interconnection Trunk groups in the 
LATA over the following four (4) quarters. 

[Intentionally left blank] 

Use of Trunk Forecasts. Trunk forecasts provided pursuant to this 
Agreement must be prepared in good faith but are not otherwise 
binding on Bright House or Verizon. 

15. Number Portability- Section 251(8)(2) 

15.1 Scope. 

The Parties shall provide Number Portability (NP) in accordance with rules and 
regulations as from time to time prescribed by the FCC. 

15.2 Procedures for Providing LNP ("local Number Portability"). 

The Parties will follow the LNP provisioning process. including all established 
jnterya!s and rules for distingujshjng simple from complex ports adopted by the 
FCC Opcluding those recommended by the North American Numbering Council 

(NANC) and the Industry Numbering Council (INQl.~ddition,JtJe Partie~~--· -------{ Deletw!d: ). and adopted by the FCC. J 
agree to follow the LNP ordering procedures established at the OBF. The 
Parties shall provide LNP on a reciprocal basis. For aygjdance of dgybt tbe 
presence of a \Jerjzon OSL qr sjmjlar seryjce on a line does not convert an 
otherwise sjmple pqrt jnto a cqmplex port LNP shall be ayajlab!e wjtb respect tg 
all pf a Party's Cyst0mers1End Users irrespective of the status of such 
Customer/End User as a government business or residence custgmer There 
shall be no charges between the Part jes for any LNP-related servjces or 
tynctjons they may proyjde tg each gther and/or tg each other's Cystgmers/End 
Users jnc!udjng without limitation coordinated pgrts gr ports involyjng multiple 
lines or numbers gf a sjngle CustgmeqEnd User Uogn [#quest a Party shall 
proyjde the other Partv with a descrjptjon in commercjally reasonable detail of 
that Party's procedures and poljcies for reserving numbers for customers so that 
sych reserved nymbers may be ported as apprgprjate 

15.2.1 

15.2.2 

A Customer of one Party ("Party A") elects to become a Customer of 
the other Party ("Party B"). The Customer elects to utilize the original 
telephone number(s) corresponding to the.servjce{s) it previously 
received from Party A, in conjunction with tbe.service(s) it will now 
receive from Party B. After Party B has received authorization from 
the Customer in accordance with Applicable Law and sends an LSR to 
Party A, Parties A and B will work together to port the Customer's 
telephone number(s) from Party A's network to Party B's network . ...!n 
accgrdance with tbjs Aareement and Appljcable Law a Party and the 
Party's Egd User obtajnjgg interconnected Yo!P Service with PSTN 
connect jyjty provided by a Party shall be egtjtled to full gymber 
portability rjgbts agd the Party losjoo the cystomer shall haye full 
resggnsjbj!jt jes reaardiog LNP 

When a telephone number is ported out of Party A's network, Party A 
will remove any non-proprietary line based calling card(s) associated 
with the ported number(s) from its Line Information Database {LIDS). 
Reactivation of the line-based calling card in another LIDS, if desired, 
is the responsibility of Party B or Party B's Customer. 
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When a Customer of Party A ports their telephone numbers to Party B 
and the Customer has previously secured a reservation of line 
numbers from Party A for possible activation at a future point, these 
reserved but inactive numbers may be ported along with the active 
numbers to be ported provided the numbers have been reserved for 
the Customer. Party B may request that Party A port alf reserved 
numbers assigned to the Customer or that Party A port only those 
numbers listed by Party B. As long as Party B maintains reserved but 
inactive numbers ported for the Customer, Party A shalf not reassign 
those numbers. Party B shall not reassign the reserved numbers to 
another Customer. 

When a Customer of Party A ports their telephone numbers to Party B, 
in the process of porting the Customer's telephone numbers, Party A 
shall implement the ten-digit trigger feature where it is available. 
When Party A receives the porting request, the unconditional trigger 
shall be applied to the Customer's line before the due date of the 
porting activity and shall remain jg place for at least ten (1 0\ days 
followjng !he firm order commitmegt date assodated with the port 
Translatjgns tear-downs shaU not be jmplemented jo Party A)s network 
unljl after the port js completed. When the ten-digit unconditional 
trigger is not available, Party A and Party B must coordinate the 
disconnect activity. 

W!Jen a Cystomer of Party A is oortjgg 12 or more telephoge gymbers · , .... 
to Party B then at Party B's request agd at ng charge to eijher Party ' 
or ·ejther party's Customer the partjes shall coordinate the cytoyer \ 

Where LNP is commercially available, the NXXs in the offiCe shall be 
defined as .portable, except as noted in 15.2.7, and translations will be 
changed in the· Parties· switches to open those NXXs for database 
queries in all applicable LNP capable offices within the LATA of the 
given switch(es). On a prospective basis, alf newly deployed switches 
will be equipped with LNP capability and so noted in the LERG. 

All NXXs assigned to LNP capable switches are to be designated as 
portable unless a code is not portable in accordance with Applicable 
Law. NXX codes assigned to mass calling on a choked network may 
not be ported using LNP technology but are portable using methods 
established by the NANC and adopted by the FCC. On a prospective 
basis, newly assigned codes in switches capable of porting shall 
become commercially available for porting with the effective date in 
the network. 

Both Parties' use of LNP shall meet the performance criteria specified 
by the FCC. Both Parties will act as the default carrier for the other 
Party in the event that either Party is unable to perform the routing 
necessary for LNP. 

15.3 Procedures for Providing NP Through Full NXX Code Migration. 

Where a Party has activated an entire NXX for a single Customer, or activated at 
least eighty percent (80%) of an NXX for a single Customer, with the remaining 
numbers in that NXX either reserved for future use by that Customer or otherwise 

.----------------------~ 
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reassigned in the LERG (and associated industry databases, routing tables, etc.) 
to an End Office operated by the second Party. Such transfer will be 
accomplished with appropriate coordination between the Parties and subject to 
appropriate industry lead times for movements of NXXs from one switch to 
another. Neither Party shall charge the other in connection with this coordinated 
transfer. 

15.4 Procedures for LNP Request. 

The Parties shall provide for the requesting of End Office LNP capability on a 
reciprocal basis through a written request. The Parties acknowledge that Verizon 
has deployed LNP throughout its network in compliance with FCC 96-286 and 
other applicable FCC Regulations/Rulings. 

15.4.1 

15.4.2 

If Party B desires to have LNP capability deployed in an End Office of 
Party A, which is not currently capable, Party B shall issue a LNP 
request to Party A. Party A will respond to the Party B, within ten (1 0) 
days of receipt of the request, with a date for which LNP will be 
available in the requested End Office. Party A shall proceed to 
provide for LNP in compliance with the procedures and timelines set 
forth in-FCC 96-286, Paragraph 80, and FCC 97-74, Parag raphs 65 
through 67. 

The Parties acknowledge that each can determine the LNP-capable 
End Offices of the other through the Local Exchange Routing Guide 
(LERG). In addition, the Parties shall make information available upon 
request showing their respective LNP-capable End OffiCes, as set 
forth in this Section 15.4. 

15.5 Bright House shall submit orders to port numbers electronically using an LSR via 
the Verizon web Graphical User Interface ("GUI") or Electronic Data Interface 
("ED I") pursuant to the instructions, business rules and guidelines set fo rth on the 
Verizon Partner Solutions website (formerly referred to as the Verizon wholesale 
website). 

Notwithstanding anything tg tbe coptrarv jn this Agreement y erizon shall use 
cgmmercja l!y reasonable efforts fgr a perjod opt less thag three (3) months 'if agreement 

is not reached by that tjmel jpc!ydjng access to ¥erjzon gremjses and/or faciljtjes go \\ 

commercjal!y reasonable terms 10 facilitate Brjght Hayse's efforts to establ jsh syjlably 
sjzed direct physical connectigns to any carrier affi! jated w jth Verjzon jncfuding wjthgyt 
l jmitatjon Verizon Wjreless If and tg the extent that v erjzgo does not meet the 
regyjrement of the preced jng sentence then Verizon shall proyjde transit service for 
traffic between Briaht Hoyse's network and the affected affiljated Carrier(s) at no charge 
or cgst to Briaht House for the term of this Agreement 
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PROCEDURES FOR TRANSFERRING CUSTOMERS/END USERS ..... ___ ....... -·-
BEJWEEN VERIZON AND BRIGHT HOUSE 

1 Scope 

1 1 This Attachment deals wjth situations in which Bright House wjns a 
Customer/End User tram verjzon and will serve that Customer/End User on a full 
facjljtjes basjs or in whjcb yerizgn wjns a Custgmer/Eod User from Brjght House and w jll 

serve that Customer/End User go a full facilities basjs 

1 2 For pymoses of thjs Attachment Bright Hgyse wj!l be treated as servjng a 
Customer/End User on a full tacmtjes basis if either tal Brjght House uses or will yse np 
UNEs jn se!Ving the Custgme[/End User or !b\ the poly UNEs Bright hoyse yses or will 
yse to serve such CystomertEgd User are either m a \ferjzgg NIP as provided tgr jg 
Sectjog 9 of the UNE Attachment and/or <iil vedzgp's og-premises sub loops for Multi
Tepa at egyjronments as prgyjded for jn Section 7 of the UNE Attachment 

2 Procedures 

2 1 When a Party wjns a CystomeqEnd User from the other Party that Party shall be 
referred to here as the "New Prgyjder • The Party lgsjng the Customer/End User shall be 
referred to here as the "Old Proyider " 

2 2 The New Provider shall send an LSR to the Old Provider to accomp!jsb the 
fo!!gwjng tasks· (a\ termigatjpn of the Customer's/Eod User's service with the Old 
p rgykier ( b ) porting of the CystomerJEnd User's number tg the New Proyider jn 
accordance wjth the regyjremegts of Sedjon 15 pf the lntercoonectjon Attachment jf the 

CystgmerJEnd User desjres to retajn thejr number (c) any regyjsjte madjficatjons 

Oncludjng at the New Proyjder's gption deletion> of 'be Customer/End User's directgrv. 
related records as orovided for In Section 4 of the Addjtional Services Attachment· and 
(d) jo the case of Bright Hayse as New Provider any yertzgn UNEs reqyjred under 

Sectjogs 7 and/or 9 of the UNE Attachment 

2 3 From the time that the Old Provider receiyes the LSR until the CustomerfEgd 
,UAer bas transferred seryjce to the New Provider the Old Provider shall strjct!y adhere to 
the reauimments of Applicable Law banning retentiOn marketjng as proyided for jg 47 
U S C § 222 and associated ryles and rulings gf the FCC and the courts This 
reaujremeot shall be in addjtigo to and not a sybstttute for or jn derooatjon of the 

proyjdinq Party's obligations ugder Section 107 of the Gegera! Terms and Cgnditions and 
Sectigns 8 7 and 8 9 1 gf the Additional Services Attachment 

~4 The parties expressly acknowledge that ig order to transfer a CustgmertEnd 
User from one Party to the o!her go a full facilities basis jt may deoendiog go the 
specjfic service configurations and bundles of servjces being prpvided by the New 

Proyider and the Old Provider agd thejr resoedive affiljates be necessary fur the New 

Prgyider to ensure that the Custgmer's{Eod User's premjses wjring used by the Old 
Prgyider tg be disconnected from the Old Provider's ne!wgr!s With respect tg any such 
djsconnection· 

~4 1 The New Prgyjder shall ensure that agy of jts personnel perfgrmjnq such 
djsconnections are fully and adequately trajned tg be able to do so wjthgyt 
creating any pqtentjally unsafe or hazard gus cgndjtjgns jncludjng wjthgut 
!jmjtation crealjng a situation jg which the Old Provider's facilities previously ysed 
tp serve the CustgmeriEnd User are not adegyate!y grounded Each Partv shall 
specifically egsure that any gt jts personnel performigg such djscgonectiogs are 
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fully and adequately trained and directed to ensure that no such situations of 
unargunded facilities wjll exist 

~4 2 The New Provider shall ensure that any of its personnel performing such 
disconnections are fully and adequately trained tg do sg in a manner that dges 
not effect a disconnection of impairment of gr disruption to any services 
provided by the Old Provider and/or its affiliates using the same physical wiring 
cabling fiber optic cable gr ather similar facilities but that are not intended by the 
Customer/End User to be disconnected from the Old Provider 

~4 3 The New Provider shall ensure that any of its personnel performing such 
disconnections are fully and adequately trained tg do so in a manner that does 
not harm gr damage any of the faciltties of the Old Provider and/or its affiliates 
beyond the minimum alterations of such facilities as are reasonably necessarv to 
permit the New Provider and/or jts affiliates tg properly provide tg the 
Customer/End User the services that the Customer/End User has chosen to 
receive from the New Provider 

3 Compem;ation For Correcting Unsafe Condjtiom; or Harm to ·Eaciliti@§ 

3 1 Each Party shall instruct its personnel involved in transferring Customers/End 
Users from gne Party to the Other to report any instances in which such personnel have 
failed to meet the requirements of Section 2 3 he reg{ 

3 2 No less frequently than weekly each Party shall report tg the ather Party any 
such instances includjng the specific address of the Customer/End User where such 
instance occurred The address shall be sufficiently specjfic sg that the Old Provider can 
with reasonable effort visjt the location at whjch the problem has arjsen In additjon I 
and to the extent that a Party becomes aware of situations in which the ather Party has 
failed to meet the requirements of Section 2 3 hereof that Party shall prgrootly inform the 
other Party of such instances 

3 3 The Old Provider shall have administrative responsibility for correcting any 
situations arising from a violation by the New Provider of the requirement§ of Section 2 3 
hereof. At the Old Provider's sole option the Old Provider mav· (al require that the New 
Provider correct any such situations at the New Provider's sale cgst and expense· (bl 
correct such situations using its own personnel and bill the New Provider commercially 
reasonable time and materials charges for correcting such situations· or (c) use an third
party contractor to correct such situations and bilf the New Provider the fulf amount of 
such contractor's commercially reasonable charoes 

4 Good Faith Consultations And Negotiations 

At the reasonable request of either Party the Parties shall meet to discuss any ather 
issues arising from the need to reasonably efficiently and safely transfer a 
Customer/End User's service from one Partv to the other on a full facilities basis and 
shalf negotiate in good faith regarding any such issues If a Party requests such a 
negotiatign and the ather Party refuses tg participate or if sych negotiations cgntjnue 
without resolution for a period of sixty (601 days then either Party may treat the matter as 
a dispute under this Agreement Ia be resolved in accordance with Section 14 of the 
General Terms and Conditions 
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Verizon shall provide to Bright House. in accordance with this Agreement.,a.D.~J-~------··· Deletl!d: (Including, bul not lim~ed 
requirements of Applicable Law, Verizon's Telecommunications Services for resale by to, Venzon's applicable Tariffs) 

Bright House; provided, that notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, 
Verizon shall be obligated to provide Telecommunications Services to Bright House only 
to the extent required by Applicable Law and may decline to provide a 
Telecommunications Service to Bright House to the extent that provision of such 
Telecommunications Service is not required by Applicable Law. 

2. Use of Verizon Telecommunications Services 

2.1 Verizon Telecommunications Services may be purchased by Bright House under 
this Resa1e Attachment only for the purpose of resale by Bright House as a 
Telecommunications Carrier. Verizon Telecommunications Services to be 
purchased by Bright House for other purposes (including, but not limited to, 
Bright House's own use) must be purchased by Bright House pursuant to other 
applicable Attachments to this Agreement (if any), or separate written 
agreements, inclu_ding, but not limited to, applicable Verizon Tariffs. 

2.2 Bright House shall not resell: 

2.2.1 Residential service to persons not eligible to subscribe to such service 
from Verizon (including, but not limited to, business or other 
nonresidential Customers); 

2.2.2 Lifeline, Link Up America, or other means-tested service offerings, to 
persons not eligible to subscribe to such service offerings from 
Verizon; 

2.2.3 Grandfathered or discontinued service offerings to persons not elig ible 
to subscribe to such service offerings from Verizon; or 

2.2.4 Any other Verizon service in violation of a restriction stated in this 
Agreement (including, but not limited to, a Verizon Tariff) that is not 
prohibited by Applicable Law. 

2.2.5 In addition to any other actions taken by Bright House to comply with 
this Section 2.2, Bright House shall take those actions required by 
Applicable Law to determine the eligibility of Bright House Customers 
to purchase a service, including, but not limited to, obtaining any proof 
or certification of eligibility to purchase Lifeline, Link Up America, or 
other means-tested services, required by Applicable Law. Bright 
House shall indemnify Verizon from any Claims resulting from Bright 
House's failure to take such actions required by Applicable Law. 

2.2.6 Verizon may perform audits to confirm Bright House's conformity to 
the provisions of this Section 2.2. Such audits may be performed once 
per calendar year unless a material discrepancy was found in the 
previous audit, and shall be performed In accordance with Section 7 of 
the General Terms and Conditions. 
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2.3 Bright House shall be subject to the same limitations that Verizon 's Customers 
are subject to with respect to any Telecommunications Service that Verizon 
grandfathers or discontinues offering. Without limiting the foregoing, except to 
the extent that Verizon follows a different practice for Verizon Customers in 
regard to a grandfathered 1elecommunications Service, such grandfathered 
Telecommunications Service: (a) shall be available only to a Customer that 
already has such Telecommunications Service; (b) may not be moved to a new 
service location; and (c) will be furnished only to the extent that facilities continue 
to be available to provide such Telecommunications Service. 

2.4 Bright House shall not be eligible to participate in any Verizon plan or program 
under which Verizon Customers may obtain products or services. which are not 
Verizon Telecommunications Services, in return for trying, agreeing to purchase, 
purchasing, or using Verizon Telecommunications Services. 

2.5 In accordance with 47 CFR § 51.617(b), Verizon shall be entitled to all charges 
for Verizon Exchange Access services used by interexchange carriers to provide 
service to Bright House Customers. 

2.6 Bright House assumes responsibility for all fraud associated with its Customers 
and accounts. Ve.rizon shall bear no responsibility for, and shall have no 
obligation to investigate or make adjustments to Bright House's account in cases 
of, fraud by Bright House's Customers or other third parties. 

3. Availability ofVerizon Telecommunications Services 

3.1 Verizon will provide a Verizon Telecommunications Service to Bright House for 
resale pursuant to this Attachment where and to the same extent, but only where 
and to the same extent that such Verizon Telecommunications Service is 
provided to Verizon's Customers. 

3.2 Except as otherwise required by Applicable Law, subject to Section 3. 1 of this 
Attachment, Verizon shall have the right to add, modify, grandfather, discontinue 
or withdraw Verizon Telecommunications Services at any time, without the 
consent of Bright House. 

3.3 To the extent required by Applicable Law, the Verizon Telecommunications 
Services to be provided to Bright House for resale pursuant to this Attachment 
will include a Verizon Telecommunications Service customer-specific contract 
service arrangement ("CSA") (such as a customer specific pricing arrangement 
or individual case based pricing arrangement) that Verizon is providing to a 
Verizon Customer at the time the CSA is requested by Bright House. 

4. Responsibility fOf' Charges 

4.1 Bright House shall be responsible for and pay to Verizon all valid charges for any 
Telecommunications Services provided by Verizon or provided by persons other 
than Verizon and billed for by Verizon, that are ordered, activated or used by 
Bright House, Bright House Customers or any other persons, through, by means 
of, or in association with, Telecommunications Services provided by Verizon to 
Bright House pursuant to this Resale Attachment. 

4.2 Upon request by Bright House, Verizon will provide for use on resold Verizon 
retail Telecommunications Service dial tone lines purchased by Bright House 
such Verizon retail Telecommunications Service call blocking and call screening 
services as Verizon provides to its own Egd User retail _~~stol!l~L~· where .. .!!_nd to --------{ Deleted: end user 
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the extent Verizon provides such Verizon retail Telecommunications Service call 
blocking services to Verizon's own End User .r.~!~~ -9.!J.~tC?r:":l.~r~._ ~rig~L)jg_u!!~-- ___ .• ----· · ( Deleted: end user 

understands and agrees that certain ofVerizon's call blocking and call screening 
services are not guaranteed to block or screen all calls and that notwithstanding 
Bright House's purchase of such blocking or screening services, Bright House's 
End User Customers or other persons ordering, activating or using 
Telecommunications Services on the resold dial tone lines may complete or 
accept calls which Bright House intended to block. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, Bright House shall be responsible for and shall pay Verizon all 
charges for Telecommunications Services provided by Verizon or prov ided by 
persons other than Verizon and billed for by Verizon in accordance with the 
terms of Section 4.1 above. 

5. Operations Matters 

5.1 Facilities. 

5.1 .1 Verizon and its suppliers shall retain all of their right, title and interest 
in all facilities, equipment, software, information, and wiring used to 
provide Verizon Telecommunications Services. 

5.1.2 Verizori shall have access at all reasonable times to Bright House 
Customer locations for the purpose of installing, inspecting, 
maintaining, repairing, and removing, facilities, equipment, software, 
and wiring used to provide the Verizon Telecommunications Services. 
Bright House shall. at Bright House's expense. obtain any rights and 
authorizations necessary for such access. 

5.1 .3 Except as otherwise agreed to in writing by Verizon, Verizon shall not 
be responsible for the installation, inspection, repair, maintenance, or 
removal of facilities, equipment, software, or wiring provided by Bright 
House or Bright House Customers for use with Verizon 
Telecommunications Services. 

5.2 Branding. 

5.2.1 Except as stated in Section 5.2.2 of this Attachment, in providing 
Verizon Telecommunications Services to Bright House, Verizon shall 
have the right (but not the obligation) to identify the Verizon 
Telecommunications Services with Verizon's trade names, trademarks 
and service marks ("Verizon Marks"), to the same extent that these 
Services are identified with Verizon's Marks when they are provided to 
Verizon's Customers. Any such identification ofVerizon's 
Telecommunications Services shall not constitute the grant of a 
license or other right to Bright House to use Verizon's Marks. 

5.2.2 To the extent requ ired by Applicable Law, upon request by Bright 
House and at prices, terms and conditions to be negotiated by Bright 
House and Verizon, Verizon shall provide Verizon 
Telecommunications Services for resale that are identified by Bright 
House's trade name, or that are not identified by trade name, 
trademark or service mark. 

5.2.3 If Verizon uses a third-party contractor to prov ide Verizon operator 
services or Verizon directory assistance, Bright House will be 
responsible for entering into a direct contractual arrangement with the 
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third-party contractor at Bright House's expense (a) to obtain 
identification of Verizon operator services or Verizon directory 
assistance purchased by Bright House for resale with Bright House's 
trade name, or (b) to obtain removal of Verizon Marks from Verizon 
operator services or Verizon directory assistance purchased by Bright 
House for resale. 

6. Rates and Charges 

The rates and charges for Verizon Telecommunication Services purchased by Bright 
House for resale pursuant to this Attachment shall be as provided in this Attachment and 
the Pricing Attachment. 

7. ~f~ln~t~e~o~t~jo~n~aSYII~y~L~e~ftYdB~Ia~n~k~lL_ ____________________________________________________ •\, ---• r 
·, 
I 
' 
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NETWORK ELEMENTS ATIACHMENT 

1.1 Verizon shall provide to Bright House, in accordance with this Agreement.en<:1.~(le _ .-------- Deleted: (including, out not limrted 
requirements of the Federal Unbundling Rules, access to Verizon's Network to, Verizon's applicable Tariffs) 
Elements on an unbundled basis and in combinations (Combinations), and UNEs 
commingled with wholesale services ("Commingling"); provided, however, that 
notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, Verizon shall be obligated 
to provide access to unbundled Network Elements (UNEs), Combinations, and 
Commingling to Bright House under the terms of this Agreement only to the 
extent required by the Federal Unbundling Rules and may decline to provide 
access to UNEs, Combinations, or Commingling to Bright House to the extent 
that provision of such UNEs, Combinations, or Commingling is not required by 
the Federal Unbundling Rules. 

1.2 Verizon shall be obligated to combine UNEs that are not already combined in 
Verizon's network only to the extent required by the Fede'ral Unbundling Rules. 
Except as otherwise required by this Agreement and the Federal Unbundling 
Rules: (a) Verizon shall be obligated to provide a UNE or Combination pursuant 
to this Agreement only to the extent such UNE or Combination, and the 
equipment and facilities necessary to provide such UNE or Combination, are 
already available in Verizon's network; and (b) Verizon shall have no obligation to 
construct, modify, or deploy facilities or equipment to offer any UNE or 
Combination. 

1.3 Bright House may use a UNE or Combination only for those purposes for which 
Verizon is required by the Federal Unbundling Rules to provide such UNE or 
Combination Without limiting the foregoing, Bright House may not access a 
UNE or Combination for the exclusive provision of Mobile Wireless Services or 
lnterexchange Services. For purposes of this section, "lnterexchange Services" 
shall have the meaning set forth in the Triennial Review Remand Order and 
subsequent applicable FCC orders. 

1.3.1 Verizon shall not be obligated to provide to Bright House, and Bright 
House shall not request from Verizon, access to a proprietary 
advanced intelligent network service. 

1.4 

1.5 

Jlntentjonally left blankl ____ ..... 
Jf as the result of Bright House Customer actions (e.g., Customer Not Ready 
("CNR")), Verizon cannot complete requested work activity when a technician 
has been dispatched to the Bright House Customer premises, Bright House will 
be assessed a non-recurring charge associated with this visit. This charge will 
be the sum of the applicable Service Order charge as provided in the Pricing 
Attachment and the Customer Not Ready Charge provided for in the Pricing 
Attachment (or, in the absence of a Customer Not Ready Charge, the Premises 
Visit Charge as provided in ,the Pricing Attachment). ____ _ 

1.6 Absence or Cessation of Unbundling Obligation and Related Provisions. The 
following provisions shall apply notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Agreement or any Verizon Tariff or SGAT: 

1.6.1 Discontinued Facilities. 
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1.6.1.1 Verizon may cease offering or providing Bright House with 
access on an unbundled basis at rates prescribed under 
Section 251 of the Act to any facility that is or becomes a 
Discontinued Facility, whether as a stand-alone UNE, as 
part of a Combination, or otherwise. To the extent Verizon 
has not already ceased offering or providing unbundled 
access to a particular Discontinued Facility that is a 
Discontinued Facility as of the Effective Date, Verizon may 
cease offering or providing unbundled access to such 
Discontinued Facility immediately upon the Effective Date 
without further notice to Bright House. Subject to Section 
1. 7 below, if a facility on or at any time after the Effective 
Date is or becomes a Discontinued Facility, Verizon, to the 
extent it has not already ceased providing unbundled 
access to such Discontinued Facility, and provided it has 
given at least ninety (90) days written notice of 
discontinuance in cases where it has not already ceased 
providing such access, will continue·to provide unbundled 
access to such Discontinued Facility under the Agreement 
only through the effective date of the notice of 
discontinuance, and not beyond that date. 

1.6.1.2 Where Verizon is permitted to cease providing a 
Discontinued Facility pursuant to Section 1.6.1 above and 
Bright House has not submitted an LSR or ASR, as 
appropriate, to Verizon requesting disconnection of the 
Discontinued Facility and has not separately secured from 
Verizon an alternative arrangement to replace the 
Discontinued Facility, then Verizon, to the extent it has not 
already done so, may disconnect the subject Discontinued 
Faciiity without further notice to Bright House. In lieu of 
disconnecting the subject Discontinued Facility in the 
foregoing circumstances, Verizon, in its sole discretion, may 
elect to: (a) convert the subject Discontinued Facility to an 
arrangement available under a Verizon access tariff (in 
which case month-to-month rates shall apply unless a 
different rate applies under an applicable special access 
term/volume plan or other special access tariff arrangement 
in which Bright House is then enrolled), a resale 
arrangement, or other analogous arrangement that Verizon 
shall identify or has identified in writing to Bright House, or 
(b) in lieu of such a conversion, reprice the subject 
Discontinued Facility by application of a new rate (or, in 
Verizon's sole discretion, by application of a surcharge to an 
existing rate) to be equivalent to an arrangement available 
under a Verizon access tariff (at month-to-month rates 
unless a different rate applies under an applicable special 
access term/volume plan or other special access tariff 
arrangement in which Bright House is then enrolled). a 
resale arrangement, or other analogous arrangement that 
Verizon shall identify or has identified in writing to Bright 
House; provided, however, that Verizon may disconnect the 
subject Discontinued Facility (or the replacement service to 
which the Discontinued Facility has been converted) if 
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Bright House fails to pay when due any applicable new rate 
or surcharge billed by Verizon. 

1.7 TRRO Certification and Related Provisions. 

1.7.1 TRRO Certification. Before requesting unbundled access to a DS1 
loop, a DS3 loop, DS1 Dedicated Transport, DS3 Dedicated 
Transport, or Dark Fiber Transport, including, but not limited to, any of 
the foregoing elements that constitute part of a Combination or that 
Bright House seeks to convert from another wholesale service to an 
unbundled network element (collectively, "TRRO Certification 
Elements"), Bright House must undertake a reasonably diligent inquiry 
and, based on that inquiry, certify that, to the best of its knowledge, 
Bright House's request is consistent with the requirements of the 
TRRO and that Bright House is entitled to unbundled access to the 
subject element pursuant to section 251 (c)(3) of the Act. Bright House 
shall provide such certification using the automated method that 
Verizon makes available for that purpose. Bright House's reasonably 
diligent inquiry must include, at a minimum, consideration of any list of 
non-impaired UNE Wire Centers that Verizon makes or has made 
available to Bright House by notice and/or by publication on Verizon's 
wholesale website (the 'Wire Center List") and any back-up data that 
Verizon provides or has provided to Bright House under a non
disclosure agreement or that is otherwise available to Bright House. 

1. 7.2 Provision-then-Dispute Requirements. 

1.7.2.1 Upon receiving a request from Bright House for unbundled 
access to a TRRO Certification Element and the certification 
required by Section 1.7.1 above, and except as provided in 
Section 1.7.2.3 below, Verizon shall process the request in 
accordance with any applicable standard intervals. If 
Verizon wishes to challenge Bright House's right to obtain 
unbundled access to the subject element pursuant to 47 
U.S.C. § 251(c)(3), then (except as provided in Section 
1.7 .2.3 below) Verizon must provision the subject element 
as a UNE and then seek resolution of the dispute by the 
Commission or the FCC, or through such other dispute 
resolution process ·that Verizon elects to invoke under the 
dispute resolution provisions of this Agreement. 

1.7.2.2 If a dispute pursuant ~o section 1.7.2.1 above is resolved in 
Verizon's favor, then Bright House shall compensate 
Verizon for the additional charges that would apply if Bright 
House had ordered the subject facility or service on a 
month-to-month term under Verizon's interstate special 
access tariff (except as provided in section 1.7.2.2.1 below 
as to Dark Fiber Transport) and any other applicable 
charges, applicable back to the date of provisioning 
(including, but not limited to, late payment charges for the 
unpaid difference between UNE and access tariff rates). 
The month-to-month rates shall apply until such time as 
Bright House requests disconnection of the subject facility 
or an alternative term that Verizon offers under its interstate 
special access tariff for the subject facility or service. 
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1.7.2.2.1 In the case of Dark Fiber Transport (there being 
no analogous service under Verizon's access 
tariffs), the monthly recurring charges that 
Verizon may charge, and that Bright House shall 
be obligated to pay, for each circuit shall be shall 
be the charges for the commercial service that 
Verizon. in its sole discretion, determines to be 
analogous to the subject Dark Fiber Transport 
and, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
Parties, Verizon may, without further notice, 
disconnect the subject dark fiber facility within 
thirty (30) days of the date on which the dispute 
is resolved in Verizon's favor. In any case 
where Bright House, within thirty (30) days of the 
date on which the dispute is resolved in 
Verizon's favor, submits a valid ASR for a "lit" 
service to replace the subject Dark Fiber 
Transport facility, Verizon shall continue to 
provide the Dark Fiber Transport facility at the 
rates specified above, but only for the duration 
of the standard interval for installation of the "lit" 
service. 

1.7.2.3 Notwithstanding any other provision of the Agreement. 
Verizon may reject a Bright House order for a TRRO 
Certification Element without first seeking dispute 
resolution: (a) in any case where Bright House's order 
conflicts with a provision of a Verizon Tariff, (b) in any case 
where Bright House's order conflicts with a non-impaired 
UNE Wire Center designation set forth in a Wire Center List 
that Verizon has made available to Bright House by notice 
and/or by publication on Verizon's wholesale website, (c) in 
any case where Bright House's order conflicts with a non
impaired UNE Wire Center designation that the Commission 
or the FCC has ordered or approved or that has otherwise 
been confirmed through previous dispute resolution 
(regardless of whether Bright House was a party to such 
dispute resolution), or (d) as otherwise permitted under the 
Federal Unbundling Rules (including, but not limited to, 
upon a determination by the Commission, the FCC, or a 
court of competent jurisdiction that Verizon may reject 
orders for TRRO Certification Elements without first seeking 
dispute resolution). 

1.8 Limitation With Respect to Replacement Arrangements. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Agreement. any negotiations regarding any UNE
replacement arrangement, facility, service or the like that Verizon is not required 
to provide under the Federal Unbundling Rules (including without limitation any 
arrangement, facility, service or the like that Verizon offers under an access tariff) 
shall be deemed not to have been conducted pursuant to the Agreement, 47 
U.S.C. § 252(a)(1), or 47 C.F.R Part 51, and shall not be subject to arbitration or 
other requirements under to 47 U.S.C. § 252(b). Any reference in this 
Attachment to Verizon's provision of a arrangement, facility, service or the like 
that Verizon is not required to provide under the Federal Unbundling Rules is 
solely for the convenience of the Parties and shall not be construed to require or 
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permit: (a) arbitration pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252(b) of the rates, terms, or 
conditions upon which Verizon may provide such arrangement, facility, service or 
the like, or (b) application of 47 U.S.C. § 252 in any other respect. 

2. Verizon's Provision of Network Elements 

Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment, in accordance with, but 
only to the extent required by, the Federal Unbundling Rules, Verizon shall provide Bright 
House access to the following: 

2.1 Loops, as set forth in Section 3 of this Attachment; 

2.2 Line Splitting (also referred to as "Loop Sharing"), as set forth in Section 4 of this 
Attachment; 

2.3 (Intentionally Left Blank]; 

2.4 Sub-Loops, as set forth in Section 6 of this Attachment; 

2.5 Sub-Loop for Multiunit Tenant Premises Access, as set forth in Section 7 of this 
Attachment; 

2.6 Dark Fiber Transport (sometimes referred to as "Dark Fiber I OF"), as set forth in 
Section 8 of this Attachment; 

2. 7 Network Interface Device, as set forth in Section 9 of this Attachment; 

2.8 [Intentionally Left Blank]; 

2.9 Dedicated Transport (may also be referred to as "Interoffice Transmission 
Facilities") (or "IOF"), as set forth in Section 11 of this Attachment; 

2.10 [Intentionally Left Blank]; 

2.11 Operations Support Systems, as set forth in Section 13 of this Attachment; and 

2.12 Other UNEs in accordance with Section 14 of this Attachment. 

3. Loop Transmission Types 

3.1 Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment, Verizon shall 
allow Bright House to access Loops unbundled from local switching and local 
transport, in accordance with this Section 3 and the rates and charges provided 
in the Pricing Attachment. Verizon shall allow Bright House access to Loops in 
accordance with, but only to extent required by, the Federal Unbundling Rules. 
Subject to the foregoing and the provisions regarding FTTP Loops, in Section 3.5 
below, and Hybrid Loops, in Section 3.6 below, the available Loop types are as 
set forth below: 

3.1.1 "2 Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop" or "Analog 2W provides an 
effective 2-wire channel with 2-wire interfaces at each end that is 
suitable for the transport of analog Voice Grade (nominal 300 to 3000 
Hz) signals and loop-start signaling. This Loop type is more fully 
described in Verizon Technical Reference (TR)-72565, as revised from 
time-to-time. If "Customer-Specified Signaling" is requested, the Loop 
will operate with one of the following signaling types that may be 
specified when the Loop is ordered: loop-start, ground-start, loop-
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reverse-battery, and no signaling. Customer specified signaling is 
more fully described in Verizon TR-72570, as revised from time-to
time. Verizon will not build new facilities or modify existing facilities 
except to the extent required in Section 17 of this Attachment. 

3.1.2 "4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop" or "Analog 4W provides an 
effective 4-wire channel with 4-wire interfaces at each end that is 
suitable for the transport of analog Voice Grade (nominal 300 to 3000 
Hz) signals. This Loop type will operate with one of the following 
signaling types that may be specified when the Loop is ordered: loop
start, ground-start, loop-reverse-battery, duplex, and no signaling. 
This Loop type is more fully described in Verizon TR-72570, as 
revised from time-to-time. Verizon will not build new facilities or 
modify existing facilities except to the extent required in Section 17 of" 
this Attachment. 

3.1.3 "2-Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop" or "BRI ISDN" provides a channel 
with 2-wire interfaces at each end that is suital:!le for the transport of 
160 kbps digital services using the ISDN 2B1Q line code. This Loop 
type is more fully described in American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) .T1 .601-1998 and Verizon TR 72575, as revised from time-to
time. In some cases loop extension equipment may be necessary to 
bring the line loss within acceptable levels. Verizon will provide loop 
extension equipment only upon request. A separate charge will apply 
for loop extension equipment. The 2-Wire ISDN Digital Grade Loop is 
available only in the former Bell Atlantic Service Areas. In the former 
GTE Service Areas only, Bright House may order a 2-Wire Digital 
Compatible Loop using 2-wire ISDN ordering codes to provide similar 
capability. Verizon will not build new facilities or modify existing 
facilities except to the extent required in Section 17 of this Attachment. 

3.1.4 "2-Wire ADSL-Compatible Loop" or ''ADSL 2W provides a channel 
with 2-wire interfaces at each end that is suitable for the transport of 
digital signals up to 8 Mbps toward the Customer and up to 1 Mbps 
from the Customer. This Loop type is more fully described in Verizon 
TR-72575, as revised from time-to-time. ADSL-Compatible Loops will 
be available only where existing copper facilities are available and 
meet applicable specifications. Verizon will not build new facilities or 
modify existing facilities except to the extent required in Sections 3.2 
or 17 of this Attachment. The upstream and downstream ADSL power 
spectral density masks and de line power limits in Verizon TR 72575, 
as revised from time-to-time, must be met. The 2-Wire ADSL
Compatible Loop is available only in the former Bell Atlantic Service 
Areas. In the former GTE Service Areas only, Bright House may order 
a 2-Wire Digital Compatible Loop using 2-wire ADSL ordering codes to 
provide similar capability. 

3.1.5 "2-Wire HDSL-Compatible Loop" or "HDSL 2W consists of a single 2-
wire non-loaded, twisted copper pair that meets the carrier serving 
area design criteria. This Loop type is more fully described in Verizon 
TR-72575, as revised from time-to-time. The HDSL power spectral 
density mask and de line power limits referenced in Verizon TR 72575, 
as revised from time-to-time, must be met. 2-Wire HDSL-Compatible 
Loops will be provided only where existing facilities are available and 
can meet applicable specifications. The 2-Wire HDSL-Compatible 
Loop is available only in the former Bell Atlantic Service areas. In the 
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former GTE Service Areas only, Bright House may order a -2-Wire 
Digital Compatible Loop using 2-Wire HDSL ordering codes to provide 
similar capability. Verizon will not build new facilities or modify existing 
facilities except to the extent required in Sections 3.2 or 17 of this 
Attachment. 

3.1.6 "4-Wire HDSL-Compatible Loop" or "HDSL 4W consists of two 2-wire 
non-loaded, twisted copper pairs that meet the carrier serving area 
design criteria. This Loop type is more fully described in Verizon TR-
72575, as revised from time-to-time. The HDSL power spectral 
density mask and de line power limits referenced in Verizon TR 72575, 
as revised from time-to-time, must be met. 4-Wire HDSL-Compatible 
Loops will be provided only where existing facilities are available and 
can meet applicable specifications. Verizon will not build new facilities 
or modify existing facilities except to the extent required in Sections 
3.2 or 17 of this Attachment. 

3.1 . 7 "2-Wire IDSL-Compatible Metallic Loop" consi~ts of a single 2-wire 
non-loaded, twisted copper pair that meets revised resistance design 
criteria. This Loop is intended to be used with very-low band 
symmetric DSL systems that meet the Class l signal power limits and 
other criteria in the T1 E 1.4 loop spectrum management standard 
(T1E1.4/2000-002R3) and are not compatible with 2B1Q 160 kbps 
ISDN transport systems. The actual data rate achieved depends upon 
the performance of CLEC-provided modems with the electrical 
characteristics associated with the loop. This Loop type is more fully 
described in T1 E1.4/2000-002R3, as revised from time-to-time. This 
loop cannot be provided via UDLC. The 2-Wire IDSL-Compatible 
Metallic Loop is available only in the former Bell Atlantic Service 
Areas. In the former GTE Service Areas only, Bright House may order 
a 2-Wire Digital Compatible Loop using ISDN ordering codes to 
provide similar capability. Verizon will not build new faci lities or modify 
existing facilities except to the extent required in Sections 3.2 or 17 of 
this Attachment. 

3.1.6 "2-Wire SDSL-Compatible Loop", is intended to be used with low band 
symmetric DSL systems that meet the Class 2 signal power limits and 
other criteria in the T1 E1 .4 loop spectrum management standard 
(T1 E1.4/2000-002R3). This Loop consists of a single 2-wire non
loaded, twisted copper pair that meets Class 2 length limit in 
T1 E1 .4/2000-002R3. The data rate achieved depends on the 
performance of the CLEC-provided modems with the electrical 
characteristics associated with the loop. This Loop type is more tully 
described in T1 E 1.4/2000-002R3, as revised from time-to-time. The 
2-Wire SDSL-Compatible Loop is available only in the former Bell 
Atlantic Service Areas. In the former GTE Service A reas only, Bright 
House may order a 2-Wire Digital Compatible Loop to provide similar 
capability. SDSL-compatible local loops will be provided only where 
facilities are available and can meet applicable specifications. Verizon 
will not build new facilities or modify existing facilities except to the 
extent required in Sections 3.2 or 17 of this Attachment. 

3.1.9 "4-Wire 56 kbps Loop" is a 4-wire Loop that provides a transmission 
path that is suitable for the transport of digital data at a synchronous 
rate of 56 kbps in opposite directions on such Loop simultaneously. A 
4-Wire 56 kbps Loop consists of two pairs of non-loaded copper wires 
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with no intermediate electronics or it consists of universal digital loop 
carrier with 56 kbps DDS dataport transport capability. Verizon shall 
provide 4-Wire 56 kbps Loops to Bright House in accordance with, and 
subject to, the technical specifications set forth in Verizon TR-72575, 
as revised from time-to-time. Verizon will not build new facilities or 
modify existing facilities except to the extent required in Section 17 of 
this Attachment. 

3.1.1 0 "DS1 Loops" provide a digital transmission channel suitable for the 
transport of 1.544 Mbps digital signals. This Loop type is more fully 
described in Verizon TR 72575, as revised from time to time. The DS1 
Loop includes the electronics necessary to provide the DS1 
transmission rate. If, at the requested installation date, the electronics 
necessary to provide the DS1 transmission rate are not available for 
the requested DS1 Loop, then Verizon will not install new electronics 
except to the extent required in Section 17 of this Attachment. Verizon 
will not build new facilities and will not modify existing facilities except 
to the extent required in Section 17 of this Attachment. If the 
electronics necessary to provide Clear Channel (B8ZS) signaling are 
at the requested installation date available for a requested DS1 Loop, 
upon request by Bright House, the DS1 Loop will be furnished with 
Clear Channel (B8ZS) signaling. Verizon will not install new 
electronics to furnish Clear Channel (B8ZS) signaling. For purposes 
of provisions implementing any right Verizon may have to cease 
providing unbundled access to DS1-capacity Loops under the TRRO 
pursuant to Section 1 of this Attachment, the term "DS1 Loop" further 
includes any type of Loop described in Section 3.1 of the Network 
Elements Attachment that provides a digital transmission channel 
suitable for the transport of 1.544 Mbps digital signals, regardless of 
whether the subject Loop meets the specific definition of a DS1 Loop 
set forth in this section. 

3.1 .11 "DS3 Loops· will support the transmission of isochronous bipolar serial 
data at a rate of 44.736 Mbps (the equivalent of 28 DS1 channels) . 
This Loop type is more fully described in Verizon TR 72575, as revised 
from time to time. The DS3 Loop includes the electronics necessary 
to provide the DS3 transmission rate. If, at the requested installation 
date, the electronics necessary to provide the DS3 transmission rate 
are not available for the requested DS3 Loop, then Verizon will not 
install new electronics except to the extent required in Section 17 of 
this Attachment. Verizon will not build new facilities and will not modify 
existing facilities except to the extent required in Section 17 of this 
Attachment. For purposes of provisions implementing any right 
Verizon may have to cease providing unbundled access to DS3-
capacity loops under the TRRO pursuant to Section 1 of this 
Attachment, the term "DS3 Loop" further includes any type of Loop 
described in Section 3.1 of the Network Elements Attachment that 
provides a digital transmission channel suitable for the transport of 
44.736 Mbps digital signals, regardless of whether the subject Loop 
meets the specific definition of a DS3 Loop set forth in this section. 

3.1.12 In the former Bell Atlantic Service Areas only, "Digital Designed Loops" 
are comprised of designed loops that meet specific Bright House 
requirements for metallic loops over 18k ft. or for conditioning of 
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ADSL, HDSL. SDSL, IDSL, or SRI ISDN loops. "Digital Designed 
Loops" may include requests for: 

3.1.12.1 a 2W Digital Designed Metallic loop with a total loop length 
of 1 Bk to 30k ft., unloaded, with the option to remove 
bridged tap: 

3.1.12.2 a 2W ADSL Loop of 12k to 1 Bk ft. with an option to remove 
bridged tap (such a Loop with the bridged tap so removed 
shall be deemed to be a "2W ADSL Compatible Loop") ; 

3.1 .12.3 a 2W ADSL Loop of less than 12k ft. with an option to 
remove bridged tap {such a Loop with the bridged tap so 
removed shall be deemed to be a "2W ADSL Compatible 
Loop"); 

3.1 .12.4 a 2W HDSL Loop of less than 12k ft. with an option to 
remove bridged tap: 

3.1.1 2.5 a 4W HDSL Loop of less than 12k ft with an option to 
remove bridged tap; 

3.1 .12.6 a 2 W Digital Designed Metallic Loop with Verizon-placed 
ISDN loop extension electronics; 

3.1.12.7 a 2W SDSL Loop with an option to remove bridged tap: and 

3.1.12.8 a 2W IDSL Loop of less than 18k ft. with an option to 
remove bridged tap; 

Verizon shall make Digital Designed Loops available Bright House at 
the rates as set forth in the Pricing Attachment. 

In the former GTE Service Areas only, "Conditioned Loops" are 
comprised of designed loops that meet specific Bright House 
requirements for metallic loops over 12k ft. or for conditioning of 2-wire 
or 4-wire digital or SRI ISDN Loops. "Conditioned Loops" may include 
requests for: 

3.1.14.1 a 2W Digital Loop with a total loop length of 12k to 30k ft., 
unloaded, with the option to remove bridged tap (such a 
Loop, unloaded, with bridged tap so removed shall be 
deemed to be a "2W Digital Compatible Loop"); 

3.1.14.2 a 2W Digital Loop of 12k to 18k ft . with an option to remove 
load coils and/or bridged tap {such a Loop with load coils 
and/or bridged tap so removed shall be deemed to be a 
"2W Digital Compatible Loop"): 

3.1.14.3 a 2W Digital or 4W Digital Loop of less than 12k ft . with an 
option to remove bridged tap (such a 2W Loop with bridged 
tap so removed shall be deemed to be a "2W Digital 
Compatible Loop"): 

3.1.14.4 a 2W Digital Loop with Verizon-placed ISDN loop extension 
electronics (such a Loop with ISDN loop extension 
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electronics so placed shall be deemed to be a "2W Digital 
Compatible Loop"). 

Verizon shall make Conditioned Loops available to Bright House at the 
rates as set forth in the Pricing Attachment. 

3.2 The following ordering procedures shall apply to xDSL Compatible Loops, Digital 
Designed and Conditioned Loops: 

3.2.1 Bright House shall place orders for xDSL Compatible Loops, Digital 
Designed and Conditioned Loops by delivering to Verizon a valid 
electronic transmittal Service Order or other mutually agreed upon 
type of Service Order. Such Service Order shall be provided in 
accordance with industry format and specifications or such format and 
specifications as may be agreed to by the Parties. 

3.2.2 In former Bell Atlantic Service Areas, Verizon is conducting a 
mechanized survey of existing Loop facilities, on a Central Office by 
Central Office basis, to identify those Loops that meet the applicable 
technical characteristics established by Verizon for compatibility with 
xDSL Compatible or BRIISDN signals. The results of this survey will 
be stored in a mechanized database and made available to Bright 
House as the process is completed in each Central Office. Bright 
House must utilize this mechanized loop qualification database, where 
available, in advance of submitting a valid electronic transmittal 
Service Order for an xDSL Compatible or BRI ISDN Loop. Charges 
for mechanized loop qualification information are set forth in the 
Pricing Attachment. In former GTE Service Areas, Verizon provides 
access to mechanized xDSL loop qualification information to help 
identify those loops that meet applicable technical characteristics for 
compatibility with xDSL Services that the CLEC may wish to offer to its 
end user Customers. Bright House must access Verizon's 
mechanized loop qualification system through the use of the on-line 
computer interface at www.verizon.com/Wise in advance of submitting 
a valid electronic transmittal Service Order for xDSL service 
arrangements. The loop qualification information provided by Verizon 
gives Bright House the ability to determine loop composition and loop 
length, and may provide other loop characteristics, when present, that 
may indicate incompatibility with xDSL Services such as load coils or 
Digital Loop Carrier. Information provided by the mechanized loop 
qualification system also indicates whether loop conditioning may be 
necessary. It is the responsibility of Bright House to evaluate the loop 
qualification information provided by Verizon and determine whether a 
loop meets Bright House requirements for xDSL Service, including 
determining whether conditioning should be ordered, prior to 
submitting an Order. 

3.2.3 If the Loop is not listed in the mechanized database described in 
Section 3.2.2 of this Attachment, Bright House must request a manual 
loop qualification, where such qualification is available, prior to 
submitting a valid electronic Service Order for an xDSL Compatible or 
BRIISDN Loop. In general, Verizon will complete a manual loop 
qualification request within three (J} Business Days, although Verizon 
may require additional time due to poor record conditions, spikes in 
demand, or other unforeseen events. The manual loop qualification 
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process is currently available in the former Bell Atlantic Service Areas 
only. 

3.2.4 If a query to the mechanized loop qualification database or manual 
loop qualification indicates that a Loop does not qualify (e.g., because 
it does not meet the applicable technical parameters set forth in the 
Loop descriptions above), Bright House may request an Engineering 
Query, where available, as described in Section 3.2. 7 of this 
Attachment, to determine whether the result is due to characteristics of 
the loop itself (e.g., specific number and location of bridged taps, the 
specific number of load coils, or the gauge of the cable). 

3.2.5 Once a Loop has been pre-qualified, Bright House will submit a 
Service Order pursuant to Section 3.2.1 of this Attachment if it wishes 
to obtain the Loop. 

3.2.5.1 If the Loop is determined to be xDSL Compatible and if the 
Loop serving the serving address is .usable and available to 
be assigned as a xDSL Compatible Loop, Verizon will 
initiate standard Loop provisioning and installation 
processes, and standard Loop provisioning intervals will 
apply. 

3.2.5.2 If the Loop is determined to be xDSL Compatible, but the 
Loop serving the service address is unusable or unavailable 
to be assigned as an xDSL Compatible Loop, Verizon will 
search the Customer's serving terminal for a suitable spare 
facility. If an xDSL Compatible Loop is found within the 
serving terminal, Verizon will perform a Line and Station 
Transfer (or "pair swap") whereby the Verizon technician will 
transfer the Customer's existing service from one existing 
Loop facility onto an alternate existing xDSL Compatible 
loop facility serving the same location. Verizon performs 
Line and Station Transfers in accordance with the 
procedures developed in the DSL Collaborative in the State 
of New York. NY PSG Case 00-C-0127. Standard intervals 
do not apply when Verizon performs a Line and Station 
Transfer, and additional charges shall apply as set forth in 
the Pricing Attachment. 

3.2.6 If Bright House submits a Service Order for an xDSL Compatible or 
BRI ISDN Loop that has not been prequalified, Verizon will query the 
Service Order back to Bright House for qualification and will not accept 
such Service Order until the Loop has been prequalified on a 
mechanized or manual basis. If Bright House submits a Service Order 
for an xDSL Compatible or BRI ISDN Loop that is, in fact, not 
compatible with the requested service (e.g. ADSL, HDSL etc.) in its 
existing condition, Verizon will respond back to Bright House with a 
"Nonqualified" indicator and with information showing whether the non
qualified result is due to the presence of load coils, presence of digital 
loop carrier, or loop length (including bridged tap). 

3.2.7 Where Bright House has followed the prequalification procedure 
described above and has determined that a Loop is not compatible 
with xDSL technologies or BRIISDN service in its existing condition, it 
may either request an Engineering Query, where available, to 
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determine whether conditioning may make the Loop compatible with 
the applicable service; or if Bright House is already aware of the 
conditioning required (e.g., where Bright House has previously 
requested a qualification and has obtained loop characteristics). Bright 
House may submit a Service Order for a Digital Designed Loop. 
Verizon will undertake to condition or extend the Loop in accordance 
with this Section 3.2 of this Attachment upon receipt of Bright House's 
valid, accurate and pre-qua lifted Service Order for a Digital Designed 
Loop. 

3.2.8 The Parties will make reasonable efforts to coordinate their respective 
roles in order to minimize provisioning problems. In general, where 
conditioning or loop extensions are requested by Bright House, an 
interval of eighteen (18) Business Days will be required by Verizon to 
complete the loop analysis and the necessary construction work 
involved in conditioning and/or extending the loop as follows: 

3.2.8.1 Three (3) Business Days will be required following receipt of 
Bright House's valid, accurate and pre-qualified Service 
Order for a Digital Designed or Conditioned Loop to analyze 
the loop and related plant records and to create an 
Engineering Work Order. 

3.2.8.2 Upon completion of an Engineering Work Order, Verizon 
will initiate the construction order to perform the 
changes/modifications to the Loop requested by Bright 
House. Conditioning activities are, in most cases, able to 
be accomplished within fifteen (1 5) Business Days. 
Unforeseen conditions may add to this interval. 

After the engineering and conditioning tasks have been completed, the 
standard Loop provisioning and installation process will be initiated, 
subject to Verizon's standard provisioning intervals. 

3.2.9 If Bright House requires a change in scheduling, it must contact 
Verizon to issue a supplement to the original Service Order. If Bright 
House cancels the request for conditioning after a loop analysis has 
been completed but prior to the commencement of construction work, 
Bright House shall compensate Verizon for an Engineering Work 
Order charge as set forth in the Pricing Attachment. If Bright House 
cancels the request for conditioning after the loop analysis has been 
completed and after construction work has started or is complete, 
Bright House shall compensate Verizon for an Engineering Work 
Order charge as well as the charges associated with the conditioning 
tasks performed as set forth in the Pricing Attachment. 

3.3 Conversion of Live Telephone Exchange Service to Analog 2W Unbundled Local 
Loops (Analog 2W Loops). 

3.3.1 The following coordination procedures shall apply to "live" cutovers of 
Verizon Customers who are converting their Telephone Exchange 
Services to Bright House Telephone Exchange Services provisioned 
over Analog 2W Loops to be provided by Verizon to Bright House: 

3.3.1.1 Coordinated cutover charges shall apply to conversions of 
live Telephone Exchange Services to Analog 2W Loops. 
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When an outside dispatch is required to pertorm a 
conversion, additional charges may apply. If Bright House 
does not request a coordinated cutover, Verizon will 
process Bright House's order as a new installation subject 
to applicable standard provisioning intervals. 

3.3.1.2 Bright House shall request Analog 2W Loops for 
coordinated cutover from Verizon by delivering to Verizon a 
valid electronic Local Service Request ("LSR"). Verizon 
agrees to accept from Bright House the date and time for 
the conversion designated on the LSR ("Scheduled 
Conversion Time"), provided that such designation is within 
the regularly scheduled operating hours of the Verizon 
Regional CLEC Control Center ("RCCC") and subject to the 
availability of Verizon's work force. In the event that 
Verizon's work force is not available, Bright House and 
Verizon shall mutually agree on a New Conversion Time, as 
defined below. Bright House shall designate the Scheduled 
Conversion Time subject to Verizon standard provisioning 
intervals as stated in the Verizon CLEC Handbook, as may 
be revised from time to time. Within three (3) Business 
Days ofVerizon's receipt of such valid LSR, or as otherwise 
required by the Federal Unbundling Rules, Verizon shall 
provide Bright House the scheduled due date for conversion 
of the Analog 2W Loops covered by such LSR. 

3.3.1.3 Bright House shall provide dial tone at the Bright House 
collocation site at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to the 
Scheduled Conversion Time. 

3.3.1.4 Either Party may contact the other Party to negotiate a new 
Scheduled Conversion Time (the "New Conversion Time"); 
provided, however, that each Party shall use commercially 
reasonable efforts to provide four (4) business hours' 
advance notice to the other Party of its request for a New 
Conversion Time. Any Scheduled Conversion Time or New 
Conversion Time may not be rescheduled more than one 
{1) time in a Business Day, and any two New Conversion 
Times for a particular Analog 2W Loop shall differ by at 
least eight (B) hours, unless otherwise agreed to by the 
Parties. 

3.3.1.5 If the New Conversion Time is more than one (1) business 
hour from the original Scheduled Conversion Time or from 
the previous New Conversion Time, the Party requesting 
such New Conversion Time shall be subject to the following: 

3.3.1.5.1 If Verizon requests to reschedule outside of the 
one (1) hour time frame above, the Analog 2W 
Loops Service Order Charge for the original 
Scheduled Conversion Time or the previous 
New Conversion Time shall be credited upon 
request from Bright House; and 

3.3.1.5.2 If Bright House requests to reschedule outside 
the one (1) hour time frame above, Bright House 
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shall be charged an additional Analog 2W Loops 
Service Order Charge for rescheduling the 
conversion to the New Conversion Time. 

3.3.1.6 If Bright House is not ready to accept service at the 
Scheduled Conversion Time or at a New Conversion Time, 
as applicable, an additional Service Order Charge shall 
apply. If Verizon is not available or ready to perform the 
conversion within thirty (30) minutes of the Scheduled 
Conversion Time or New Conversion Time, as applicab le, 
Verizon and Bright House will reschedule and, upon request 
from Bright House, Verizon will credit the Analog 2W Loop 
Service Order Charge for the original Scheduled 
Conversion Time. 

3.3.1 . 7 The standard t ime interval expected from disconnection of a 
live Telephone Exchange Service to the connection of the 
Analog 2W Loops to Bright House is. fifteen (1 5) minutes per 
Analog 2W Loop for all orders consisting of twenty (20) 
Analog 2W Loops or less. Orders involving more than 
twenty (20) Loops will require a negotiated interval. 

3.3.1.8 Conversions involving LNP will be completed according to 
North American Numbering Council (NANC) standards, via 
the regional Number Portability Administration Center 
(NPAC). 

3.3.1.9 If Bright House requires Analog 2W Loop conversions 
outside of the regularly scheduled Verizon RCCC operating 
hours, such conversions shall be separately negotiated. 
Additional charges (e.g. overtime labor charges) may apply 
for desired dates and times outside of regularly scheduled 
RCCC operating hours. 

3.4 [lntentionallyLeft Blank]. 

3.5 FTTP Loops. 

3.5.1 New Builds. Notwithstanding any other provision of the Agreement or 
any Verizon Tariff, Bright House shall not be entitled to obtain access 
to a FTTP Loop, or any segment thereof, on an unbundled basis when 
Verizon deploys such a Loop to the Customer premises of an end user 
that has not been served by any Verizon Loop other than a FTTP 
Loop. 

3.5.2 Overbuilds. Notwithstanding any other provision of the Agreement or 
any Verizon Tariff, if (a) Verizon deploys an FTTP Loop to replace a 
copper Loop previously used to serve a particular end user's customer 
premises, and (b) Verizon retires that copper Loop and there are no 
other available copper Loops or Hybrid Loops for Bright House's 
provision of a voice grade service to that end user's customer 
premises, then in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, 
the Federal Unbundling Rules, Verizon shall provide Bright House with 
nondiscriminatory access on an unbundled basis to a transmission 
path capable of providing DSO voice grade service to that end user's 
customer premises. 
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3.6.1 Packet Switched Features. Functions. and Capabilities. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement or any Verizon 
Tariff or SGAT, Bright House shall not be entitled to obtain access to 
the Packet Switched features, functions, or capabilities of any Hybrid 
Loop on an unbundled basis. 

3.6.2 Broadband Services. Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of 
this Attachment, when Bright House seeks access to a Hybrid Loop for 
the provision of "broadband services", as such term is defined by the 
FCC, then in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the 
Federal Unbundling Rules, Verizon shall provide Bright House with 
unbundled access to the existing time division multiplexing features, 
functions, and capabilities of that Hybrid Loop, including DS1 or DS3 
capacity (but only where impairment has been found to exist, which, 
for the avoidance of any doubt, does not include instances where 
Verizon is not required to provide unbundled a9cess to a DS1 Loop or 
a DS3 Loop under Section 1 of this Attachment) to establish a 
complete time division multiplexing transmission path between the 
main distribution frame (or equivalent) in a Verizon End Office serving 
an end user to the demarcation point at the end user's Customer 
premises. This access includes access to all features, functions, and 
capabilities of the Hybrid Loop that are not used to transmit packetized 
information. 

3.6.3 Narrowband Services. Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 
of this Attachment, when Bright House seeks access to a Hybrid Loop 
for the provision to its Customer of "narrowband services", as such 
term is defined by the FCC, then in accordance with, but only to the 
extent required by, the Federal Unbundling Rules, Verizon shall, in its 
sole discretion, either (a) provide access to a spare home-run copper 
Loop serving that Customer on an unbundled basis, or (b) provide 
access, on an unbundled basis, to a DSO voice-grade transmission 
path between the main distribution frame (or equivalent) in the end 
user's serving End Office and the end user's Customer premises, 
using time division multiplexing technology. 

3.6.4 IDLC Hybrid Loops and Loops Provisioned via Loop Concentrator. 
Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment. if 
Bright House requests, in order to provide narrowband services. 
unbundling of a 2 wire analog or 4 wire analog Loop currently 
provisioned via Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (over a Hybrid Loop) or 
via Remote Switching technology deployed as a Loop concentrator 
Verizon shall, in accordance with but only to the extent required by the 
Federal Unbundling Rules, provide Bright House unbundled access to 
a Loop capable of voice-grade service to the end user Customer 
served by the Hybrid Loop. 

3.6A.1 Verizon will endeavor to provide Bright House with an 
existing copper Loop or a Loop served by existing Universal 
Digital Loop Carrier ("UDLC'). Standard recurring and non
recurring Loop charges will apply. In addition, a non
recurring charge will apply whenever a line and station 
transfer is performed. 
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3.6.4.2 If neither a copper loop nor a loop served by UDLC is 
available, Verizon shall, upon request of Bright House, 
provide unbundled access to a DSO voice-grade 
transmission path between the main distribution frame (or 
equivalent) in the end user's serving End Office and the end 
user's Customer premises via such technically feasible 
alternative that Verizon in its sole discretion may elect to 
employ. In addition to the rates and charges payable in 
connection with any unbundled Loop so provisioned by 
Verizon, Bright House shall be responsible for any of the 
following charges that apply in the event the technically 
feasible option involves construction, installation, or 
modification of facilities: (a) an engineering query charge 
for preparation of a price quote; (b) upon Bright House's 
submission of a firm construction order, an engineering 
work order nonrecurring charge; and (c) construction 
charges, as set forth in the price quote. If the order is 
cancelled by Bright House after construction work has 
started, Bright House shall be responsible for cancellation 
charges and a pro-rated charge for construction work 
performed prior to the cancellation. 

3.6.4.3 Verizon may exclude its performance in connection with 
providing unbundled Loops pursuant to this Section 3.6.4 
from standard provisioning intervals and performance 
measures and remedies, if any, contained in the Agreement 
or elsewhere. 

4. Line Splitting (also referred to as "Loop Sharing") 

4.1 Line Splitting is a process in which one CLEC provides narrowband voice service 
over the low frequency portion of an unbundled copper Loop obtained from 
Verizon (such CLEC may be referred to as the "VLEC") and a second CLEC 
provides digital subscriber line service over the high frequency portion of that 
same Loop (such CLEC may be referred to as the "DLEC"). Line Splitting is 
accomplished through the use of a splitter collocated at the Verizon central office 
where the Loop terminates into a distribution frame or its equivalent. 

4.2 Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment, Bright House 
may engage in Line Splitting, in accordance with this Section 4 and the rates and 
charges provided for in the Pricing Attachment. Verizon shall provide access to 
Line Splitting in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the Federal 
Unbundling Rules. 

4.3 Any Line Splitting between Bright House and another CLEC shall be 
accomplished by prior negotiated arrangement between Bright House and the 
other CLEC. Bright House shall give Verizon written notice of this arrangement 
through the Verizon Partner Solutions Local Service Customer Profile Form 
(formerly referred to as the Verizon Wholesale Local Service Customer Profile 
Form) on the Verizon Partner Solutions website (formerly referred to as the 
Verizon wholesale website), or such other electronic notice mechanism that 
Verizon may make available, at least thirty (30) days prior to placing an order for 
a Line Splitting arrangement with such other CLEC. The other CLEC must have 
an interconnection agreement with Verizon that permits it to engage in Line 
Splitting with Bright House. The VLEC shall be responsible for all rates and 
charges associated with the subject Loop as weJJ as rates and charges 

03-10-10 Version w/Agreed Changes Accep1ed UNEs -104 



Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (T JG-3) Page 111 of 152 

associated with the DLEC's use of the high frequency portion of the loop, 
including, but not limited to, service order charges, provisioning and installation 
charges, central office wiring, loop qualification charges, and OSS charges. 

4.4 In order to facilitate Bright House's engaging in line Splitting pursuant to this 
Section 4, Bright House may order for use in a line Splitting arrangement, those 
Network Elements, Combinations, Collocation arrangements, services, facilities, 
equipment and arrangements, appropriate for line Splitting, that are offered to 
Bright House by Verizon under the other sections of this Agreement. Such 
Network Elements. Combinations, Collocation arrangements, services, facilities, 
equipment and arrangements, will be provided to Bright House in accordance 
with, and subject to, the rates and charges and other provisions of this 
Agreement and Verizon's applicable Tariffs. Verizon shall be obligated to 
pr9vide Network Elements, Combinations, Collocation arrangements, services. 
facilities, equipment and arrangements, for line Splitting only to the extent 
required by the Federal Unbundling Rules. 

4.5 Bright House and/or the other participating CLEC shall provide any splitters 
and/or Digital Subscriber line Access Multiplexers used in a line Splitting 
arrangement. 

4.6 The standard provisioning interval for the line Splitting arrangement shall be as 
set out in the Verizon Product Interval Guide; provided that the standard 
provisioning interval for a line Splitting arrangement shall not exceed the 
shortest of the following intervals: (1) the standard provisioning interval for a line 
Splitting arrangement if stated in an applicable Verizon Tariff; or, (2) the standard 
provisioning interval for a Line Splitting arrangement, if any, established in 
accordance with the Federal Unbundling Rules. The standard provisioning 
interval for a line Splitting arrangement shall commence only after any required 
engineering and conditioning tasks have been completed. The standard 
provisioning interval shall not apply where a line and Station Transfer is 
performed. 

4.7 Verizon shall not be liable tor any claims, damages, penalties, liabilities or the 
like of any kind for disruptions to either Bright House's or the other CLEC's 
respective voice or data services over a line Splitting arrangement. 

5. [This Section Intentionally Left Blank) 

6_ Sub-Loop 

Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment and upon request by 
Bright House, Verizon shall allow Bright House to access Sub-Loops unbundled from 
local switching and transport, in accordance with the terms of this Section 6 and the rates 
and charges set forth in the Pricing Attachment Verizon shall allow Bright House access 
to Sub-Loops in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the Federal 
Unbundling Rules. The available Sub-Loop types are as set forth below. 

6.1 Unbundled Sub-loop Arrangement- Distribution (USLAl. 

Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment and upon 
request by Bright House, Verizon shall provide Bright House with access to a 
Sub-Loop Distribution Facility in accordance with, and subject to, the terms and 
provisions of this Section 6.1, the rates set forth in the Pricing Attachment, and 
the rates, terms and conditions set forth in Verizon's applicable Tariffs. Verizon 
shall provide Bright House with access to a Sub-loop Distribution Facility in 
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accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the Federal Unbundling 
Rules. 

6.1.1 Bright House may request that Verizon reactivate (if available) an 
unused drop and NID or provide Bright House with access to a drop 
and NID that, at the time of Bright House's request, Verizon is using to 
provide service to the Customer (as such term is hereinafter defined). 

6.1 .2 Upon site-specific request, Bright House may obtain access to the 
Sub-Loop Distribution Facility at a technically feasible access point 
located near a Verizon remote terminal equipment enclosure at the 
rates and charges provided for in the Pricing Attachment. It is not 
technically feasible to access the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility if a 
technician must access the facility by removing a splice case to reach 
the wiring within the cable. Bright House may obtain access to a Sub
Loop Distribution Facility through any method required by the Federal 
Unbundling Rules, in addition to existing methods such as from a 
Telecommunications outside plant interconnection cabinet (TOPIC) or, 
if Bright House is collocated at a remote terminal equipment enclosure 
and the FDf for such Sub-Loop Distribution Facility is located in such 
enclos~;~re, from the collocation arrangement of Bright House at such 
terminal. If Bright House obtains access to a Sub-Loop Distribution 
Facility from a TOPIC, Bright House shall install a TOPIC on an 
easement or Right of Way obtained by Bright House within 100 feet of 
the Verizon FDI to which such Sub-Loop Distribution Facility is 
connected. A TOPIC must comply with applicable industry standards. 
Subject to the terms of applicable Verizon easements, Verizon shall 
furnish and place an interconnecting cable between a Verizon FDI and 
a Bright House TOPIC and Verizon shall install a termination block 
within such TOPIC. Verizon shall retain title to and maintain the 
interconnecting cable. Verizon shall not be responsible for building, 
maintaining or servicing the TOPIC and shall not provide any power 
that might be required by Bright House for any of Bright House's 
electronics in the TOPIC. Bright House shall provide any easement, 
Right of Way or trenching or supporting structure required for any 
portion of an interconnecting cable that runs beyond a Verizon 
easement. 

6.1.3 Bright House may request from Verizon by submitting a loop make-up 
engineering query to Verizon, and Verizon shall provide to Bright 
House, the following information regarding a Sub-Loop Distribution 
Facility that serves an identified Customer: the Sub-Loop Distribution 
Facility's length and gauge; whether the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility 
has loading and bridged tap; the amount of bridged tap (if any) on the 
Sub-Loop Distribution Facility; and, the location of the FDI to which the 
Sub-Loop Distribution Facility is connected. 

6.1.4 To order access to a Sub-loop Distribution Facility from a TOPIC, 
Bright House must first request that Verizon connect the Verizon FDI 
to which the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility is connected to a Bright 
House TOPIC. To make such a request, Bright House must submit to 
Verizon an application (a "Sub-Loop Distribution Facility 
Interconnection Application") that identifies the FDI at which Bright 
House wishes to access the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility. A Sub
Loop Distribution Facility Interconnection Application shall state the 
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location of the TOPIC, the size of the interconnecting cable and a 
description of the cable's supporting structure. A Sub-Loop 
Distribution Facility Interconnection Application shall also include a 
five-year forecast of Bright House's demand for access to Sub-Loop 
Distribution Facilities at the requested FDI. Bright House must submit 
the application fee set forth in the Pricing Attachment attached hereto 
and Veriz:on's applicable Tariffs (a "SuO-Loop Distribution Facility 
Application Fee") with Sub-Loop Distribution Facility Interconnection 
Application. Bright House must submit Sub-Loop Interconnection 
Applications to: 

[For VZEast States]: 

Collocation Applications 
Verizon 
Room 503 
185 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 02110 
E-Mail: collocation .applications@Verizon .com 

[For VZWest States]: 

Bright House's Account Manager 

6.1.5 Within sixty (60) days after it receives a complete Sub-Loop 
Distribution Facility Interconnection Application for access to a Sub
Loop Distribution Facility and the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility 
Application Fee for such application. Verizon shall provide to Bright 
House a work order that describes the work that Verizon must perform 
to provide such access (a "Sub-Loop Distribution Facility Work Order") 
and a statement of the cost of such work (a "Sub-Loop Distribution 
Facility Interconnection Cost Statemenf'). 

6. 1.6 Bright House shall pay to Verizon fifty percent (50%) of the cost set 
forth in a Sub-Loop Distribution Facility Interconnection Cost 
Statement within sixty (60) days of Bright House's receipt of such 
statement and the associated Sub-Loop Distribution Facility Work 
Order, and Verizon shall not be obligated to perform any of the work 
set forth in such order until Verizon has received such payment. A 
Sub-Loop Distribution Facility Interconnection Application shall be 
deemed to have been withdrawn if Bright House breaches its payment 
obligation under this Section. Upon Verizon 's completion of the work 
that Verizon must perform to provide Bright House with access to a 
Sub-Loop Distribution Facility, Verizon shall bill Bright House, and 
Bright House shall pay to Verizon, the balance of the cost set forth in 
the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility Interconnection Cost Statement for 
such access. 

6.1.7 After Verizon has completed the installation of the interconnecting 
cable to a Bright House TOPIC and Bright House has paid the full cost 
of such installation, Bright House can request the connection of 
Verizon Sub-Loop Distribution Facilities to the Bright House TOPIC. 
At the same time, Bright House shall advise Verizon of the services 
that Bright House plans to provide over the Sub-Loop Distribution 
Facility, request any conditioning of the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility 
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and assign the pairs in the interconnecting cable. Bright House shalt 
run any crosswires within the TOPIC. 

If Bright House requests that Verizon reactivate an unused drop and 
NID, then Bright House shalt provide dial tone (or its DSl equivalent) 
on the Bright House side of the applicable Verizon FDl at least twenty
four (24) hours before the due date. On the due date, a Verizon 
technician will run the appropriate cross connection to connect the 
Verizon Sub-loop Distribution Facility to the Bright House dial tone or 
equivalent from the TOPIC. If Bright House requests that Verizon 
provide Bright House with access to a Sub-loop Distribution Facility 
that, at the time of Bright House's request, Verizon is using to provide 
service to a Customer, then, after Bright House has looped two 
interconnecting pairs through the TOPIC and at least twenty four (24) 
hours before the due date, a Verizon technician shall crosswire the 
dial tone from the Verizon central office through the Veri:z:on side of the 
TOPIC and back out again to the Verizon FDl and Verizon Sub-Loop 
Distribution Facility using the "loop through" approach. On the due 
date, Bright House shall disconnect Verizon's dial tone, crosswire its 
dial tone to the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility and submit Bright 
House's lNP request. 

Verizon will not provide access to a Sub-Loop Distribution Facility if 
Verizon is using the loop of which the Sub-Loop Distribution Facility is 
a part to provide line sharing service to another CLEC or a service that 
uses derived channel technology to a Customer unless such other 
CLEC first terminates the Verizon-provided line sharing or such 
Customer first disconnects the service that utilizes derived channel 
technology. 

Verizon shall provide Bright House with access to a Sub-Loop 
Distribution Facility in accordance with negotiated intervals 

Verizon shall repair and maintain a Sub-loop Distribution Facility at 
the request of Bright House and subject to the time and material rates 
set forth in Pricing Attachment and the rates, terms and conditions of 
Verizon's applicable Tariffs. Bright House accepts responsibility for 
initial trouble isolation for Sub-Loop Distribution Facilities and 
providing Verizon with appropriate dispatch information based on its 
test results. If (a) Bright House reports to Verizon a Customer trouble, 
(b) Bright House requests a dispatch, (c) Verizon dispatches a 
technician, and (d) such trouble was not caused by Verizon Sub-loop 
Distribution Facility facilities or equipment in whole or in part, Bright 
House shall pay Verizon the charges set forth in the Pricing 
Attachment and Verizon's applicable Tariffs for time associated with 
said dispatch. In addition, these charges also apply when the 
Customer contact as designated by Bright House is not available at 
the appointed time. If as the result of Bright House instructions, 
Verizon is erroneously requested to dispatch to a site on Verizon 
company premises ("dispatch in"), the charges set forth in Pricing 
Attachment and Verizon's applicable Tariffs will be assessed per 
occurrence to Bright House by Verizon. If as the result of Bright 
House instructions, Veri:zon is erroneously requested to dispatch to a 
site outside of Verizon company premises ("dispatch out"), the charges 
set forth in Pricing Attachment and Verizon's applicable Tariffs will be 
assessed per occurrence to Bright House by Verizon. 
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6.2 [Intentionally Left Blank]. 

6.3 Collocation in Remote Terminals. 

To the extent required by Applicable Law, Verizon shall allow Bright House to 
collocate equipment in a Verizon remote terminal equipment enclosure in 
accordance with, and subject to, the rates, terms and conditions set forth in the 
Collocation Attachment and the Pricing Attachment. 

7. Sub-Loop for Multiunit Tenant Premises Access 

7.1 Upon request by Bright House, Verizon shall provide to Bright House or at Bright 
House's direction and on its behalf a Bright House affiliate Providing facilities 
used to provide Bright House End Users with interconnected VoiP services (for 
purposes of this Section 7 of this Attachment "Bright House"\ access to the Sub
Loop for Multiunit Premises Access in accordance with.47 U.S.C. § 251 (c)(3) and 
47 C.F.R. Part 51. 

7.1.1 House and Riser. Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of 
this Attachment and upon request by Bright House, Verizon shall 
provide to Bright House access to a House and Riser Cable in 
accordance with this Section 7 and the rates and charges provided in 
the Pricing Attachment. Verizon will provide access to a House and 
Riser Cable .where such facility is available and where Verizon Cal ..... . 
owns, operates, maintains and controls such facility pr fbl otherwise 
has the legal right to manage ooerate or control such facilitv Bright 
~may access a House and Riser Cable only between the MPOE 
tor such cable and the demarcation point at a technically feasible 
access point, .. 

7 .1.1.1 Bright House must satisfy the following conditions before 
ordering access to a House and Riser Cable from Verizon: 

7.1 .1.1.1 Bright House shall locate its facilities within 
cross connect distance of the point of 
interconnection on such cable. Facilities are 
within cross connect distance of a point of 
interconnection if they are located in the same 
room (not including a hallway) or within twelve 
(12) feet of such point of interconnection. 

7.1. 1. 1.2 It suitable space is available, Bright House shall 
install its facilities no closer than fourteen (14) 
inches of the point of interconnection for such 
cable, unless otherwise agreed by the Parties. 

7.1.1.1.3 Bright House's facilities cannot be attached, 
otherwise affixed or adjacent to Verizon's 
facilities or equipment, cannot pass through or 
otherwise penetrate Verizon's facilities or 
equipment and cannot be installed so that Bright 
House's facilities or equipment are located in a 
space where Verizon plans to locate its facilities 
or equipment. Any dispute regarding the 
application of this provision, including regarding 
Verizon's plans, shall be subject to the dispute 
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resolution procedures of Section 14 of the 
General Terms and Conditions. 

7.1.1.1.4 Bright House shall identify its facilities as those 
of Bright House by means of permanently
affixed externally-visible signage or markings. 

7.1 .1.1.5 To provide Bright House with access to a House 
and Riser Cable, Verizon shall not be obligated 
to (a) move any Verizon equipment, (b) secure 
any right of way for Bright House, (c) secure 
space for Bright House in any building, (d) 
secure access to any portion of a building for 
Bright House or (e) reserve space in any 
building for Bright House. 

7.1.1.1 .6 Verizon shall perform cutover of a Customer to 
Bright House service by means of a House and 
Riser Cable subject to a 'negotiated interval. 
Verizon shall install a jumper cable to connect 
the appropriate Verizon House and Riser Cable 
pair to Bright House's facilities, and Verizon 
shall reasonably determine how to perform such 
installation. Bright House shall coordinate with 
Verizon to ensure that House and Riser Cable 
facilities are converted to Bright House in 
accordance with Bright House's order for such 
services. 

7.1.1.2 If proper Bright House facilities are not available at the time 
of installation, Verizon shall bill Bright House, and Bright 
House shall pay to Verizon, the Not Ready Charge set forth 
in the Agreement and the Parties shall establ ish a new 
cutover date. 

7 .1. 1.3 Verizon shall perform all installation work on Verizon 
equipment in connection with Bright House's use of 
Verizon's House and Riser Cable. All Bright House 
equipment connected to a House and Riser Cable shall 
comply with applicable industry standards. 

7.1.1.4 Verizon shall repair and maintain a House and Riser Cable 
at the request of Bright House. Bright House shall be solely 
responsible for Investigating and determining the source of 
all troubles and for provid ing Verizon with appropriate 
dispatch information based on its test results. Verizon shall 
repair a trouble only when the cause of the trouble is a 
Verizon House and Riser Cable. If (a) Bright House reports 
to Verizon a Customer trouble, (b) Bright House requests a 
dispatch, (c) Verizon dispatches a technician, and (d) such · 
trouble was not caused by a Verizon House and Riser 
Cable in whole or in part, then Bright House shall pay 
Verizon the charge set forth in the Agreement for time 
associated with said dispatch. In addition, this charge also 
applies when the Customer contact as designated by Bright 
House is not available at the appointed time. If as the result 
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of Bright House instructions, Verizon is erroneously 
requested to dispatch to a site on Verizon company 
premises ("dispatch in"), a charge set forth in the 
Agreement will be assessed per occurrence to Bright House 
by Verizon. If as the result of Bright House instructions, 
Verizon is erroneously requested to dispatch to a site 
outside ofVerizon company premises ("dispatch out"), a 
charge set forth in the Agreement will be assessed per 
occurrence to Bright House by Verizon . 

7.1.2 Single Point of Interconnection. In accordance with, but only to the 
extent required by, the Federal Unbundling Rules, upon request by 
Bright House and provided that the conditions set forth in Subsections 
7.1.2.1 and 7.1.2.2 are satisfied, the Parties shall negotiate in good 
faith an amendment to the Agreement memorializing the terms, 
conditions and rates under which Verizon will provide a single point of 
interconnection at a multiunit premises suitable for use by multiple 
carriers: 

7.1..2. 1 Verizon has distribution facilities to the multiunit premises, 
and either owns and controls, or leases and controls, the 
House and Riser Cable at the multiunit premises; and 

7 .1.2.2 Bright House certifies that it will place an order for access to 
an unbundled Sub-Loop network element under the Federal 
Unbundling Rules via the newly provided single point of 
interconnection. 

8. Dark Fiber Transport and Transitional Provision of Embedded Dark Fiber Loops 

8.1 Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment and upon 
request by Bright House. Verizon shall provide Bright House with access to 
unbundled Dark Fiber Transport in accordance with, and sul;lject to, the rates, 
terms and conditions provided in the Pricing Attachment and rates, terms and 
conditions of Verizon's applicable Tariffs. Verizon shall not be required to 
provide, and Bright House shall not request or obtain, unbundled access to any 
dark fiber facility that does not meet the definition of Dark Fiber Transport (except 
to the extent Verizon is required to provide Bright House with unbundled access 
to Bright House's embedded base of Dark Fiber Loops under Section 8.3 below). 
For the avoidance of any doubt, notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Verizon Tariff, or otherwise, Verizon sha ll not be required to 
provide, and Bright House shall not request or obtain, Dark Fiber Transport that 
does not connect a pair of Verizon UNE Wire Centers. Access to unbundled 
Dark Fiber Transport will be provided by Verizon only where existing facilities are 
available except as provided in Section 17 below. Access to Dark Fiber 
Transport will be provided in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, 
the Federal Unbundling Rules. Dark Fiber Transport consists of Verizon optical 
transmission facilities without attached multiplexers, aggregation or other 
electronics. To the extent Verizon's Dark Fiber Transport contains any lightwave 
repeaters (e.g., regenerators or optical amplifiers) installed thereon, Verizon shall 
not remove the same. Except as otherwise required by the Federal Unbundling 
Rules, the following terms and conditions apply to Verizon's Dark Fiber Transport 
offerings. 

8.2 In addition to the other terms and conditions of this Agreement, the following 
terms and conditions shall apply to Dark Fiber Transport: 
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8.2.2 Bright House may access Dark Fiber Transport only at a pre-existing 
Verizon accessible terminal of such Dark Fiber Transport, and Bright 
House may not access Dark Fiber Transport at any other point, 
including, but not limited to, a splice point or case. Dark Fiber 
Transport is not available to Bright House unless such Dark Transport 
is already terminated on an existing Verizon accessible terminal. 
Unused fibers located in a cable vault or a controlled environment 
vault. manhole or other location outside the Verizon UNE Wire Center, 
and not terminated to a fiber patch panel, are not available to Bright 
House. 

8.2.3 Except if and, to the extent required by, the Federal Unbundling Rules 
and Section 17 below, Verizon will not perform splicing {e.g., introduce 
additional splice points or open existing splice points or cases) to 
accommodate Bright House's request. 

8.2.4 Verizon shall perform all work necessary to install a cross connect or a 
fiber jumper from a Verizon accessible terminal to a Bright House 
colloca!ion arrangement. 

8.2.5 A "Dark Fiber Inquiry Form" must be submitted prior to submitting an 
ASR. Upon receipt of Bright House's completed Dark Fiber Inquiry 
Form, Verizon will initiate a review of its cable records to determine 
whether Dark Fiber Transport may be available between the locations 
and in the quantities specified. Verizon will respond within fifteen (15) 
Business Days from receipt of the Bright House's Dark Fiber Inquiry 
Form, indicating whether Dark Fiber Transport may be available (if so 
available, an "Acknowledgement") based on the records search except 
that for voluminous requests or large, complex projects. Verizon 
reserves the right to negotiate a different interval. The Dark Fiber 
Inquiry is a record search and does not guarantee the availability of 
Dark Fiber Transport. Where a direct Dark Fiber Tramsport route is not 
available, Verizon will provide, where available, Dark Fiber Transport 
via a reasonable indirect route that passes through intermediate 
Verizon Central Offices at the rates set forth in the Pricing Attachment. 
In cases where Verizon provides Dark Fiber Transport via an indirect 
route as described in this section, Bright House shall not be permitted 
to access the Dark Fiber Transport at any intermediate central office 
between the two Verizon central offices that are the end points of the 
route. In no event shall Verizon be required to provide Dark Fiber 
Transport between two central offices that are the end points of a 
route on which Verizon is not required under the Federal Unbundling 
Rules to provide Dark Fiber Transport to Bright House. Verizon 
reseNes the right to limit the number of intermediate Verizon Central 
Offices on an indirect route consistent with limitations in Verizon's 
network design and/or prevailing industry practices for optical 
transmission applications, Any limitations on the number of 
intermediate Verizon Central Offices will be discussed with Bright 
House. If access to Dark Fiber Transport is not available, Verizon will 
notify Bright House, within fifteen (15) Business Days, that no spare 
Dark Fiber Transport is available over the direct route nor any 
reasonable alternate indirect route, except that for voluminous 
requests or large, complex projects, Verizon reserves the right to 
negotiate a different interval. Where no available route was found 
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during the record review, Verizon will identify the first blocked segment 
on each alternate indirect route and which segment(s) in the alternate 
indirect route are available prior to encountering a blockage on that 
route, at the rates set forth in the Pricing Attachment. 

8.2.5.1 Bright House shall indicate on the Dark Fiber Inquiry Form 
whether the available Dark Fiber should be reserved, at the 
rates set forth in the Pricing Attachment, pending receipt of 
an order for the Dark Fiber. 

8.2.5.2 Upon request from Bright House as indicated on the Dark 
Fiber Inquiry Form, Verizon shall hold such requested Dark 
Fiber Transport for Bright House's use for ten (10) Business 
Days from Bright House's receipt of Acknowledgement and 
may not allow any other party (including Verizon) to use 
such fiber during that time period. 

8.2.5.3 Bright House shall submit an order for the reserved Dark 
Fiber Transport as soon as possible· using the standard 
ordering process or parallel provisioning process as 
described in Section 8.2.5.5. The standard ordering 
process shall be used when Bright House does not have 
additional requirements for collocation. The parallel 
provisioning process shall be used when Bright House 
requires new collocation facilities or changes to existing 
collocation arrangements. 

8.2.5.4 If no order is received from Bright House for the reserved 
Dark Fiber Transport within ten (1 0) Business Days from 
Bright House's receipt of Acknowledgement, Verizon shall 
return to spare the reserved Dark Fiber Transport that 
Verizon previously notified Bright House are available. 
Should Bright House submit an order to Verizon after the 
ten (10) Business Day reservation period for access to Dark 
Fiber Transport that Verizon has previously notified Bright 
House was available, Bright House assumes all risk that 
such Dark Fiber Transport will no longer be available. 

8.2.5.5 Upon Bright House's request, the Parties will conduct 
parallel provisioning of collocation and Dark Fiber Transport 
in accordance with the following terms and conditions: 

8.2.5.5.1 Bright House will use existing interfaces and 
Verizon's current applications and order forms to 
request collocation and Dark Fiber Transport. 

8.2.5.5.2 Verizon will paraUel process Bright House's 
requests for collocation. including augments, 
and Dark Fiber Transport. 

8.2.5.5.3 Before Bright House submits a request for 
parallel provisioning of collocation and Dark 
Fiber Transport, Bright House will: 

8.2.5.5.3.1 
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from Verizon; and 

8.2.5.5.3.2 submit a collocation application 
for the Verizon Central Office(s) 
where the Dark Fiber Transport 
terminates and receive 
confirmation from Verizon that 
Bright House's collocation 
application has been accepted. 

8.2.5.5.4 Bright House will prepare requests for parallel 
provisioning of collocation and Dark Fiber 
Transport in the manner and form reasonably 
specified by Verizon. 

8.2.5.5.5 If Verizon rejects Bright House's Dark Fiber 
Transport request, Bright House may cancel its 
collocation application within five (5) Business 
Days of such rejection and receive a refund of 
the collocation application fee paid by Bright 
House, less the costs Verizon incurred to date. 

8 .2.5.5.6 If Verizon accepts Bright House's Dark Fiber 
Transport request. Verizon will parallel provision 
the Dark Transport to a temporary location in 
Verizon's Central Office(s). Verizon will charge 
and Bright House will pay for parallel 
provisioning of such Dark Fiber Transport at the 
rates specified in the Pricing Attachment 
beginning on the date that Verizon accepts each 
Dark Fiber Transport request. 

8.2.5.5.7 Within ten (1 0) days after Verizon completes a 
Bright House collocation application, Bright 
House shall submit a Dark Fiber change request 
to reposition Dark Fiber Transport from the 
temporary location in that Verizon Central 
Office(s) to the permanent location at Bright 
House's collocation arrangement in such 
Verizon Central OffiCe(s). Bright House will 
prepare such request(s) in the manner and form 
specified by Verizon. 

8.2.5.5.8 If Bright House cancels its collocation 
application, Bright House must also submit a 
cancellation for the unbundled Dark Fiber 
Transport provisioned to the temporary location 
in the Verizon Central Office(s). 

8.2.6 Bright House shall order Dark Fiber Transport by sending to Verizon a 
separate ASR for each A to Z route. 

8.2.7 Where a collocation arrangement can be accomplished in a Verizon 
premises, access to Dark Fiber Transport that terminates in a Verizon 
premises must be accomplished via a collocation arrangement in that 
Verizon premises. In circumstances where a collocation arrangement 
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cannot be accomplished in a Verizon premises, the Parties agree to 
negotiate for possible alternative arrangements. 

Except as provided in Section 17 below, Dark Fiber Transport will be 
offered to Bright House in the condition that it is available in Verizon's 
network at the time that Bright House submits its request (i.e., "as is"). 
Jn addition, Verizon shall not be required to convert lit fiber to Dark 
Fiber Transport for Bright House's use. 

Spare wavelengths on fiber strands, where Wave Division Multiplexing 
(WDM) or Dense Wave Division Multiplexing (DWDM) equipment is 
deployed, are not considered to be Dark Fiber Transport, and, 
therefore, will not be offered to Bright House as Dark Fiber Transport. 

Fiber that has been assigned to fulfill a Customer order for 
maintenance purposes or for Verizon's lit fiber optic systems will not 
be offered to Bright House as Dark Fiber Transport. 

Bright House shall be responsible for providing all transmission, 
terminating and lightwave repeater equipment necessary to light and 
use Da!k Fiber Transport. 

Bright House may not resell Dark Fiber Transport, purchased pursuant 
to this Agreement to third parties. 

Except to the extent that Verizon is required by the Federal 
Unbundling Rules to provide Dark Fiber Transport to Bright House for 
use for Special or Switched Exchange Access Services, Bright House 
shall not use Dark Fiber Transport, for Special or Switched Exchange 
Access Services. 

In order to preserve the efficiency of its network, Verizon may, upon a 
showing of need to the Commission, limit Bright House to leasing up to 
a maximum of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Dark Fiber Transport in 
any given segment of Verizon's network. In addition, except as 
otherwise required by the Federal Unbundling Rules, Verizon may 
take any of the following actions, notwithstanding anything to the 
contrary in this Agreement: 

8.2.14.1 Revoke Dark Fiber Transport leased to Bright House upon 
a showing of need to the Commission and twelve (12) 
months' advance written notice to Bright House; and 

8.2.14.2 Verizon reserves and shall not waive, Verizon's right to 
claim before the Commission that Verizon should not have 
to fulfill a Bright House order for Dark Transport because 
that request would strand an unreasonable amount of fiber 
capacity, disrupt or degrade service to Customers or 
carriers other than Bright House. or impair Verizon's ability 
to meet a legal obligation. 

Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, Bright House may not 
reserve Dark Fiber Transport. 

Bright House shall be solely responsible for: (a) determining whether 
or not the transmission characteristics of the Dark Fiber Transport 
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accommodate the requirements of Bright House; (b) obtaining any 
Rights of Way, governmental or private property permit, easement or 
other authorization or approval required for access to the Dark Fiber 
Transport; (c) installation of fiber optic transmission equipment needed 
to power the Dark Fiber Transport to transmit permitted traffic; and (d) 
except as set forth with respect to the parallel provisioning process 
addressed above. Bright House's collocation arrangements with any 
proper optical cross connects or other equipment that Bright House 
needs to access Dark Fiber Transport before it submits an order for 
such access. Bright House hereby represents and warrants that it 
shall have all such rights of way, authorizations and the like applicable 
to the location at which It wishes to establish a demarcation point for 
Dark Fiber Transport, on or before the date that Bright House places 
an order for the applicable Dark Fiber Transport. and that it shall 
maintain the same going forward. 

Bright House is responsible for trouble isolation before reporting 
trouble to Verizon. Verizon will restore continujty to Dark Fiber 
Transport that has been broken. Verizon will not repair Dark Fiber 
Transport that is capable of transmitting light, even if the transmission 
characteristics of the Dark Fiber Transport has changed. 

[Intentionally Left Blank]. 

Bright House may request the following , which shall be provided on a 
time and materials basis (as set forth in the Pricing Attachment}: 

8.2.19.1 [Intentionally Left Blank]. 

8.2.19.2 A f~eld survey that shows the availability of Dark Fiber 
Transport between two or more Verizon Central Offices, 
shows whether or not such Dark Fiber Transport is 
defective, shows whether or not such Dark Fiber Transport 
has been used by Verizon for emergency restoration 
activity, and tests the transmission characteristics of 
Verizon's Dark Fiber Transport. If a field survey shows that 
Dark Fiber Transport is available, Bright House may reserve 
the Dark Fiber Transport, as applicable, for ten (1 0} 
Business Days from receipt of Verizon's field survey results. 
If Bright House submits an order for access to such Dark 
Fiber Transport after passage of the foregoing ten ( 1 0} 
Business Day reservation period, Verizon does not 
guarantee or warrant the Dark Fiber Transport will be 
available when Verizon receives such order, and Bright 
House assumes all risk that the Dark Fiber Transport will 
not be available. Verizon shall perform a field survey 
subject to a negotiated interval. If a Bright House submits 
an order for Dark Fiber Transport without first obtaining the 
results of a fteld survey of such Dark Fiber Transport, Bright 
House assumes all risk that the Dark Fiber Transport will 
not be compatible with Bright House's equipment. including, 
but not limited to, order cancellation charges. 

8.3 Transitional Provision of Embedded Dart< Fiber Loops. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, Verizon is not required to 
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provide, and Bright House may not obtain, unbundled access to any Dark Fiber 
Loop; provided, however, that if Bright House leased a Dark Fiber Loop from 
Verizon as of March 11, 2005, Bright House may continue to lease that Dark 
Fiber Loop at transitional rates provided for in the TRRO until September 10, 
2006, and not beyond that date. The Parties acknowledge that Verizon, prior to 
the Effective Date, has provided Bright House with any required notices of 
discontinuance of Dark Fiber Loops, and that no further notice is required for 
Verizon to exercise its rights with respect to discontinuance of Dark Fiber Loops. 

9. Network Interface Device 

9.1 Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment and upon 
request by Bright House, Verizon shall permit Bright House to connect a Bright 
House Loop to the Inside Wiring of a Customer's premises through the use of a 
Verizon NID in accordance with this Section 9 and the rates and charges 
provided in the Pricing Attachment. Verizon shall provide Bright House with 
access to NIDs in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the 
Federal Unbundling Rules. Bright House may access a Verizon NID either by 
means of a connection (but only if the use of such connection is technically 
feasible} from an adjoining Bright House NID deployed by Bright House or, if an 
entrance module is available in the Verizon NID, by connecting a Bright House 
Loop to the Verizon NID. When necessary, Verizon will rearrange its facilities to 
provide access to an existing Customer's Inside Wire. An entrance module is 
available only if facilities are not connected to it. 

9.2 In no case shalt Bright House access, remove, disconnect or in any other way 
rearrange Verizon's Loop facilities from Verizon's NIDs, enclosures, or 
protectors. 

9.3 In no case shall Bright House access, remove, disconnect or in any other way 
rearrange, a Customer's Inside Wiring from Verizon's NIDs, enclosures, or 
protectors where such Customer Inside Wiring is used in the provision of ongoing 
Telecommunications Service to that Customer. 

9.4 In no case shall Bright House remove or disconnect ground wires from Verizon's 
NIDs, enclosures, or protectors. 

9.5 In no case shall Bright House remove or disconnect NlD modules. protectors, or 
terminals from Verizon's NID enclosures. 

9.6 Maintenance and control of premises Inside Wiring is the responsibility of the 
Customer. Any conflicts between service providers for access to the Customer's 
Inside Wiring must be resolved by the person who controls use of the wiring 
(e.g., the Customer). 

9.7 When Bright House is connecting a Bright House-provided Loop to the Inside 
Wiring of a Customer's premises through the Customer's side of the Verizon NID, 
Bright House does not need to submit a request to Verizon and Verizon shall not 
charge Bright House for access to the Verizon NID. In such instances, Bright 
House shall comply with the provisions of Sections 9.2 through 9.7 of this 
Attachment and shall access the Customer's Inside Wire in the manner set forth 
in Section 9.8 of this Attachment. 

9.8 Due to the wide variety of NIDs utilized by Verizon (based on Customer size and 
environmental considerations), Bright House may access the Customer's Inside 
Wiring, acting as the agent of the Customer by any of the following means: 
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9.8.1 Where an adequate length of Inside Wiring is present and 
environmental conditions permit, Bright House may wjthgut contacting 
Verizop and wjtbout charge remove the Inside Wiring from the 
Customer's side of the Verizon N 10 and connect that Inside Wiring to 
Bright House's NID. 

9.8.2 Where an adequate length of Inside Wiring is not present or 
environmental conditions do not permit. Bright House may wjthout 
coptactjgq Verjzgn and without charge enter the Customer side of the 
Verizon NID enclosure for the purpose of removing the Inside Wiring 
from the terminals of Verizon's NID and connecting a connectorized or 
spliced jumper wire from a suitable "punch out" hole of such NID 
enclosure to the Inside Wiring within the space of the Customer side of 
the Verizon NID. Such connection shall be electrically insulated and 
shall not make any contact with the connection points or terminals 
within the Customer side of the Verizon NID. 

9.8.3 Bright House may request Verizon to make ot'her rearrangements to 
the Inside Wiring terminations or terminal enclosure on a time and 
materials cost basis to be charged to the requesting party (i.e. Bright 
House~its agent, the building owner or the Customer). If Brig ht House 
accesses the Customer's Inside Wiring as described in this Section 
9.8.3, time and materials charges will be billed to the requesting party 
(i.e. Bright House. its agent, the building owner or the Customer). 

10. [This Section Intentionally Left Blank] 

11. Dedicated Transport 

11 .1 Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment, where facilities 
are available, at Bright House's request, Verizon shall provide Bright House with 
Dedicated Transport unbundled from other Network Elements at the rates set 
forth in the Pricing Attachment. Verizon shall provide Bright House with such 
Dedicated Transport in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the 
Federal Unbundling Rules. Except as provided in Section 17 below, Verizon will 
not install new electronics. and Verizon will not build new facilities. For the 
avoidance of any doubt, notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, 
Verizon shall not be required to provide, and Bright House shall not request or 
obtain, unbundled access to shared (or common) transport, or any other 
interoffice transport facility that does not meet the definition of Dedicated 
Transport. 

11 .2 If and, to the extent that, Bright House has purchased (or purchases) transport 
from Verizon under a Verizon Tariff or otherwise, and Bright House has a right 
under the Federal Unbundling Rules to convert (and wishes to convert) such 
transport to unbundled Dedicated Transport under this Agreement, it shall give 
Verizon written notice of such request (including, without limitation, through 
submission of ASRs ifVerizon so requests) and provide to Verizon all information 
(including, without limitation, a listing of the specific circuits in question) that 
Verizon reasonably requires to effectuate such conversion. In the case of any 
such conversion, Bright House shall pay any and all conversion charges (e.g., 
non-recurring charges), as well as any and all termination liabi lities, minimum 
service period charges and like charges in accordance with Verizon's applicable 
Tariffs. If the transport to be converted comprises a portion of a High Capacity 
EEL (as defined in Section 16.2.1 below), the applicable provisions of Section 16 
below shall apply. 
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12. [This Section Intentionally Left Blank] 

13. Operations Support Systems 

Subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this Attachment and in Section 8 of the 
Additional Services Attachment, Verizon shall provide Bright House with access via 
electronic interfaces to databases required for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, 
maintenance and repair, and billing. Verizon shall provide Bright House with such access 
in accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the Federal Unbundling Rules. All 
such transactions shall be submitted by Bright House through such electronic interfaces. 

14. Availability of Other Network Elements on an Unbundled Basis 

14.1 Any request by Bright House for access to a Verizon Network Element that is not 
already available and that Verizon is required by the Federal Unbundling Rules to 
provide on an unbundled basis shall be treated as a Network Element Bona Fide 
Request pursuant to Section 14.3, of this Attachment.. 

14.2 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 1~. Verizon shall not be 
required to provide a proprietary Network Element to Bright House under this 
Section 14 excep! as required by the Federal Unbundling Rules. 

14.3 Network Element Bona Fide Request (BFR). 

14.3.1 

14.3.2 

14.3.3 

14.3.4 

14.3.5 

14.3.6 

Verizon shall promptly consider and analyze access to a new 
unbundled Network Element in response to the submission of a 
Network Element Bona Fide Request by Bright House hereunder. The 
Network Element Bona Fide Request process set forth herein does not 
apply to those services requested pursuant to Report & Order and 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 91-141 (rei. Oct. 19, 1992) ~ 259 and 
n.603 or subsequent orders. 

A Network Element Bona Fide Request shall be submitted in writing 
and shall include a technical description of each requested Network 
Element. 

Bright House may cancel a Network Element Bona Fide Request at 
any time, but shall pay Verizon's reasonable and demonstrable costs 
of processing and/or implementing the Network Element Bona Fide 
Request up to the date of cancellation. 

Within ten (10) Business Days of its receipt, Verizon shall 
acknowledge receipt of the Network Element Bona Fide Request. 

Except under extraordinary circumstances, within thirty (30) days of its 
receipt of a Network Element Bona Fide Request, Verizon shall 
provide to Bfight House a preliminary analysis of such Network 
Element Bona Fide Request. The preliminary analysis shall confirm 
that Verizon will offer access to the Network Element or will provide a 
detailed explanation that access to the Network Element is not 
technically feasible and/or that the request does not qualify as a 
Network Element that is required to be provided by the Federal 
Unbundling Rules. 

If Verizon determines that the Network Element Bona Fide Request is 
technically feasible and access to the Network Element is required to 
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be provided by the Federal Unbundling Rules, it shall promptly 
proceed with developing the Network Element Bona Fide Request 
upon receipt of written authorization from Bright House. When it 
receives such authorization, Verizon shall promptly develop the 
requested services, determine their availability, calculate the 
applicable prices and establish installation intervals. Unless the Parties 
otherwise agree, the Network Element requested must be priced in 
accordance with Section 252(d)(1) of the Act. 

As soon as feasible, but not more than ninety (90) days after its receipt 
of authorization to proceed with developing the Network Element Bona 
Fide Request, Verizon shall provide to Bright House a Network 
Element Bona Fide Request quote which will include, at a minimum, a 
description of each Network Element, the availability, the applicable 
rates, and the installation intervals. 

Within thirty (30) days of its receipt of the Network Element Bona Fide 
Request quote, Bright House must either confi~m its order for the 
Network Element Bona Fide Request pursuant to the Network Element 
Bona Fide Request quote or seek arbitration by the Commission 
pursuaot to Section 252 of the Act. 

If a Party to a Network Element Bona Fide Request believes that the 
other Party is not requesting, negotiating or processing the Network 
Element Bona Fide Request in good faith, or disputes a determination, 
or price or cost quote, or is failing to act in accordance with Section 
251 of the Act, such Party may seek mediation or arbitration by the 
Commission pursuant to Section 252 of the Act. 

15. Maintenance of Network Elements 

If (a) Bright House reports to Verizon a Customer trouble, (b) Bright House requests a 
dispatch, (c) Verizon dispatches a technician, and (o) such trouble was not caused by 
Verizon's facilities or equipment in whole or in part, then Bright House shall pay Verizon a 
charge set forth in the Pricing Attachment for time associated with said dispatch. In 
addition, this charge also applies when the Customer contact as designated by Bright 
House is not available at the appointed time. Bright House accepts responsibility for 
initial trouble isolation and providing Verizon With appropriate dispatch information based 
on its test results. If, as the result of Bright House instructions, Verizon is erroneously 
requested to dispatch to a site on Verizon company premises ("dispatch in"), a charge set 
forth in the Pricing Attachment will be assessed per occurrence to Bright House by 
Verizon. If as the result of Bright House instructions, Verizon is erroneously requested to 
dispatch to a site outside of Verizon company premises ("dispatch out"), a charge set 
forth in the Pricing Attachment will be assessed per occurrence to Bright House by 
Verizon. Verizon agrees to respond to Bright House trouble reports on a non
discriminatory basis consistent with the manner in which it provides service to its own 
retail Customers or to any other similarly situated Telecommunications Carrier. 

16. Combinations, Commingling, and Conversions 

16.1 Subject to and without limiting the conditions set forth in Section 1 of this 
Attachment: 

16.1.1 Verizon will not prohibit the commingling of a Qualifying UNE with 
Qualifying Wholesale Services, but only to the extent and so long as 
commingling and provision of such Network Element (or combination 
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of Network Elements) is required by the Federal Unbundling Rules. 
Moreover, to the extent and so long as required by the Federal 
Unbundling Rules, Verizon shall, upon request of Bright House, 
perform the functions necessary to commingle Qualifying UNEs with 
Qualifying Wholesale Services. The rates, terms and conditions of the 
applicable access Tariff or separate non-251 agreement will apply to 
the Qualifying Wholesale Services, and the rates, terms and 
conditions of the Agreement or the Verizon UNE Tariff, as applicable, 
will apply to the Qualifying UNEs; provided, however, that a 
nonrecurring charge will apply for each UNE circuit that is part of a 
commingled arrangement. as set forth in the Pricing Attachment. In 
addition, if any commingling requested by Bright House requires 
Verizon to perfomn physical work that Verizon is required to perform 
under the Federal Unbundling Rules, then Verizon's standard charges 
for such work shall apply or, in the absence of a standard charge, a 
fee calculated using Verizon's standard time and materials rates shall 
apply until such time as a standard charge is established pursuant to 
the terms set forth in the Pricing Attachment. . 

Ratcheting, i.e., a pricing mechanism that involves billing a single 
circuit at multiple rates to develop a single, blended rate, shall not be 
required. UNEs that are commingled with Wholesale Services are not 
included in the shared use provisions of the applicable Tariff, and are 
therefore not eligible for adjustment of charges under such provisions. 
Verizon may exclude its performance in connection with the 
provisioning of commingled facilities and services from standard 
provisioning intervals and from performance measures and remedies, 
if any, contained in the Agreement or elsewhere. 

Limitation on Section 16.1. Section 16.1 is intended only to address 
the Parties' rights and obligations as to combining and/or commingling 
of UNEs that Verizon is already required to provide to Bright House 
under the Agreement and the Federal Unbundling Rules. Nothing 
contained in Section 16.1 shall be deemed to limit any right of Verizon 
under the Agreement to cease providing a facility that is or becomes a 
Discontinued Facility. 

16.2 Service Eligibility Criteria for Certain Combinations and Commingled Facilities 
and Services. Subject to the conditions set forth in Sections 1 and 16.1 of this 
Attachment: 

16.2.1 Verizon shall not be obligated to provide: 

16.2.1. 1 an unbundled DS1 Loop in combination with unbundled 
DS1 or DS3 Dedicated Transport, or commingled with DS1 
or DS3 access services; 

16.2.1.2 an unbundled DS3 Loop in combination with unbundled 
DS3 Dedicated Transport, or commingled with DS3 access 
services; 

16.2. 1.3 unbundled DS1 Dedicated Transport commingled with OS 1 
channel termination access service; 

16.2.1.4 unbundled DS3 Dedicated Transport commingled with DS1 
channel termination access service; or 
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16.2.1 .5 unbundled DS3 Dedicated Transport commingled with DS3 
channel termination service, 

(individually and collectively "High Capacity EELs") except to the extent 
Verizon is required by the Federal Unbundling Rules to do so, and then 
not unless and until Bright House, using an ASR, certifies to Verizon that 
each combined or commingled DS1 circuit or DS1 equivalent circuit of a 
High Capacity EEL satisfies each of the service eligibility criteria on a 
circuit-by-circuit basis as set forth in 47 C.F.R. § 51.318. Bright House 
must remain in compliance with said service eligibility criteria for so long 
as Bright House continues to receive the aforementioned combined or 
commingled facilities and/or services from Verizon and Bright House 
shall immediately notify Verizon at such time as a certification ceases to 
be accurate. The service eligibility criteria shall be applied to each 
combined or commingled DS1 circuit or DS1 equivalent circuit of a High 
Capacity EEL. If any combined or commingled DS1 circuit or DS1 
equivalent circuit of a High Capacity EEL is, becomes, or is subsequently 
determined to be, noncompliant. the noncomplial]t High Capacity EEL 
circuit will be treated as described in Section 16.2.2 below. The 
foregoing shall apply whether the High Capacity EEL circuits in question 
are being.,orovisioned to establish a new circuit or to convert an existing 
wholesale service, or any part thereof, to unbundled network elements. 
For existing High Capacity EEl circuits, Bright House, within thirty (30) 
days of the Effective Date to the extent it has not already done so prior to 
the Effective Date of this Agreement, must re-certify, using an ASR, that 
each DS1 circuit or DS1 equivalent circuit satisfies the service eligibility 
criteria on a circuit-by-circuit basis as set forth in 47 C.F.R. § 51.318. 
Any existing High Capacity EEL circuits that Bright House leased from 
Verizon as of the Effective Date of this Agreement that Bright House fails 
to re-certify as required by this Section by the end of such 30-day period 
shall be treated as a non-compliant circuit as described under Section 
16.2.2 below effective as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

Without limiting any other right Verizon may have to cease providing 
circuits that are or become Discontinued Facilities, if a High Capacity 
EEL circuit is or becomes noncompliant as described in this Section 
16.2 and Bright House has not submitted an LSR or ASR, as 
appropriate, to Verizon requesting disconnection of the noncompliant 
facility and has not separate ly secured from Verizon an alternative 
arrangement to replace the noncompliant High Capacity EEL circuit, 
then Verizon, to the extent it has not already done so prior to 
execution of this Agreement, shall reprice the subject High Capacity 
EEl circuit (or portion thereof that had been previously billed atUNE 
rates), effective beginning on the date on which the circuit became 
non-compliant by application of a new rate (or, in Verizon's sole 
discretion, by application of a surcharge to an existing rate) to be 
equivalent to an analogous access service or other analogous 
arrangement that Verizon shall identify in a written notice to Bright 
House. 

Each certification to be provided by Bright House pursuant to Section 
16.2.1 above must contain the following information for each DS1 
circuit or DS1 equivalent: (a) the local number assigned to each DS1 
circuit or DS1 equivalent; (b) the loca l numbers assigned to each DS3 
circuit (must have 28 local numbers assigned to it); (c) the date each 
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circuit was established in the 911/E-911 database; (d) the collocation 
termination connecting facility assignment for each circuit, showing 
that the collocation arrangement was established pursuant to 47 
U.S.C. § 251 (c)(6), and not under a federal collocation tariff; (e) the 
interconnection trunk circuit identification number that serves each 
DS1 circuit. There must be one such identification number per every 
24 DS1 circuits; and (f) the local switch that serves each DS1 circuit 
When submitting an ASR for a circuit, this information must be 
contained in the Remarks section of the ASR, unless provisions are 
made to populate other fields on the ASR to capture this information. 

The charges for conversions are as specified in the Pricing Attachment 
and apply for each circuit converted. 

All ASR-driven conversion requests will result in a change in circuit 
identification (circuit ID) from access to UNE or UNE to access. Jf 
such change in circuit ID requires that the affected circuit(s) be 
retagged, then a retag fee per circuit will apply _as specified in the 
Pricing Attachment. 

All reql,!ests for conversions will be handled in accordance with 
Verizon's conversion guidelines. Each request will be handled as a 
project and will be excluded from all ordering and provisioning metrics. 

16.3 Once per calendar year, Verizon may obtain and pay for an independent auditor 
to audit Bright House's compliance in all material respects with the service 
eligibility criteria applicable to High Capacity EELs. Any such audit shall be 
performed in accordance with the standards established by the American 
Institute for Certified Public Accountants, and may include, at Verizon's 
discretion, the examination of a sample selected in accordance with the 
independent auditor's judgment To the extent the independent auditor's report 
concludes that Bright House failed to comply with the service eligibility criteria, 
then (without limiting Verizon's rights under Section 16.2.2 above) Bright House 
must convert all noncompliant circuits to the appropriate service, true up any 
difference in payments, make the correct payments on a going-forward basis, 
and reimburse Verizon for the cost of the independent auditor within thirty (30) 
days after receiving a statement of such costs from Verizon. Should the 
independent auditor confirm Bright House's compliance with the service eligibility 
criteria, then Bright House shall provide to the independent auditor for its 
verification a statement of Bright House's out-of-pocket costs of complying with 
any requests of the independent auditor, and Verizon shall, within thirty (30) days 
of the date on which Bright House submits such costs to the auditor, reimburse 
Bright House for its out-of-pocket costs verified by the auditor. Bright House 
shall maintain records adequate to support its compliance with the service 
eligibility criteria for each DS1 or DS1 equivalent circuit for at least eighteen (18) 
months after the service arrangement in question is terminated. 

17. Routine Network Modifications 

17.1 General Conditions. In accordance with, but only to the extent required by, the 
Federal Unbundling Rules, and subject to the conditions set forth in Section 1 of 
this Attachment: 

17.1.1 Verizon shall make such routine network modifications, at the rates 
and charges set forth in the Pricing Attachment, as are necessary to 
permit access by Bright House to the Loop, Dedicated Transport, or 
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Dark Fiber Transport facilities available under the Agree;;ent 
(including DS1 Loops and DS1 Dedicated Transport, and DS3 Loops 
and DS3 Dedicated Transport), where the facility has already been 
constructed. Routine network modifications applicable to Loops or 
Transport are those modifications that Verizon regularly undertakes for 
its own Customers and may include, but are not limited to: 
rearranging or splicing of in-place cable at existing splice points; 
adding an equipment case; adding a doubler or repeater; installing a 
repeater shelf; deploying a new multiplexer or reconfiguring an existing 
multiplexer; accessing manholes; and deploying bucket trucks to reach 
aerial cable. Routine network modifications applicable to Dark Fiber 
Transport are those modifications that Verizon regularly undertakes for 
its own Customers and may include, but are not limited to, splicing of 
in-place dark fiber at existing sp~ce points; accessing manholes; 
deploying bucket trucks to reach aerial cable; and routine activities, if 
any, needed to enable Bright House to light a Dark Fiber Transport 
facility that it has obtained from Verizon under the Agreement. 
Verizon shall not be obligated to provide optrotlics for the purpose of 
lighting Dark Fiber Transport. Routine network modifications do not 
include the construction of a new Loop or new Transport facilities , 
trenchiAg, the pulling of cable, the installation of new aerial, buried , or 
underground cable for a requesting telecommunications carrier, the 
placement of new cable, securing permits or rights-of-way, or 
constructing and/or placing new manholes or conduits. Verizon shall 
not be required to build any time division multiplexing (TOM) capability 
into new packet-based networks or into existing packet-based 
networks that do not already have TOM capability. Verizon shall not 
be required to perform any routine network modifications to any facility 
that is or becomes a Discontinued Facility. 

17.2 Performance Plans. Verizon may exclude its performance in connection with the 

provisioning of Loops or Transport (including Dark Fiber Transport) for which 
routine network modifiCations are performed from standard provisioning intervals 
and performance measures and remedies, if any, contained in the Agreement or 

elsewhere. 

17.3 Nothing contained in this Section 17 shall be deemed: (a) to establish any 

obligation of Verizon to provide on an unbundled basis under the Federal 
Unbundling Rules any facility that this Agreement does not otherwise require 

Verizon to provide on an unbundled basis under the Federal Unbundling Rules, 

(b) to obligate Verizon to provide on an unbundled basis under the Federal 
Unbundling Rules, for any period of time not required under the Federal 
Unbundling Rules, access to any Discontinued Facility, or (c) to limit any right of 
Verizon under the Agreement. any Verizon Tariff or SGAT, or otherwise, to cease 

providing a Discontinued Facility. 

Rates and Charges 

The rates and charges for UNEs; Combinations, Commingling, routine network 

modifications, and other services, facilities and arrangements, offered under th is 
Attachment shall be as provided in this Attachment and the Pricing Attachment. 
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COLLOCATION ATTACHMENT 

1. Verlzon's Provision of Collocation 

Verizon shall provide to Bright House, in accordance with this Agreement, Verizon's 
applicable federal and state Tariffs and the requirements of Applicable Law, Collocation 
for the purpose of facilitating Bright House's interconnection with Verizon under 47 U.S.C. 
§ 251 ( c)(2) or access to Unbundled Network Elements of Verizon; provided, that 
notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement or a Tariff, Verizon shall be 
obligated to provide-Collocation to Bright House only to the extent requ ired by Applicable 
Law and may decline to provide Collocation to Bright House to the extent that provision of 
Collocation is not required by Applicable Law. Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Agreement or a Tariff, nothing in this Agreement or a Tariff shall be deemed to require 
Verizon to provide (and, for the avoidance of any doubt, Verizon may decline to provide 
and/or cease providing) Collocation that, if provided by Verizon, would be used by Bright 
House to obtain unbundled access to any network element: (a) that Verizon is not 
required to unbundle under 47 U.S.C. § 251 (c)(3) or (b) that Verizon is not required to 
unbundle under 47 C.F.R. Part 51 . 

[Note: Bright House has suggested that it would be appropriate to include actual 
collocation tenns and conditions, rather than simply tariff references, in 
this section.] 
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1.1 911/E-911 arrangements provide a caller access to the appropriate PSAP by 
dialing a 3-digit universal telephone number "911 ". Verizon provides and 
maintains such equipment and software at the 911 /E-911 Tandem 
Off~ee(s)/Selective Router(s), Verizon interface point(s) and All Database as is 
necessary for 911/E-911 Calls in areas where Verizon is the designated 911/E-
911 Service Provider. 

1.2 Verizon shall make the following information available to Bright House, to the 
extent permitted by Applicable Law. Such information is provided at the Verizon 
Partner Solutions website (formerly referred to as the Verizon wholesale 
website): 

1.2.1 a listing of the CLll code (and SS7 point code when applicable) of 
each 911/E-911 Tandem Office(s)/Selective Router(s) and associated 
geographic location served for areas where Verizon is the designated 
911/E-911 Service Provider; 

1.2.2 a listing of appropriate Verizon contact telephone numbers and 
organizations that currently have responsibility for operations and 
support ofVerizon's 911/E-911 network and All Database systems; 
and 

1.2.3 where Verizon maintains a Master Street Address Guide (MSAG) on 
behalf of the Controlling 911 Authority, Verizon shall make available to 
Bright House secured access via the Verizon 911 Information Manger 
electronic interface that will allow Bright House to download an 
electronically readable copy of such MSAG at no charge fo r each 
county within the LATA(s) in the State of Florida, where Bright House 
is providing Telephone Exchange Service or as otherwise required by 
Applicable Law, provided that Verizon is permitted to do so by 
Controlling 911 Authority. 

2. All Database 

2.1 Where Verizon manages the All Database, information regarding the All 
Database is provided electronically at the Verizon Partner Solutions website 
(formerly referred to as the Verizon wholesale website) . 

2.2 Where Verizon manages the All Database, Verizon shall: 

2.2.1 store .Bright House End User data provided by Bright House in the ALl .. -----{ Deleted: ... CLEC Acronym TE ... 

Database; l end user 

2.2.2 provide Bright House access to the ALl Database for the initial loading 
and updating of.Brjght House End User records in accordance with 
information contained in the Verizon Partner Solutions website 
(formerly referred to as the Verizon wholesale website); and 

2.2.3 provide Bright House an error and status report based on updates to 
the All Database received from Bright House. 

2.3 Where Verizon manages the All Database, Bright House shall: 
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2.3.1 
. - Q -

provide MSAG valid E-911 data for each of its .End Users for the initial ------{ Deleted: end users 

loading of. and any and all updates to the All database; 

2.3.2 utilize the appropriate Verizon electronic interface to update E-911 
data in the AU Database related its .End Users (and all such database ....... -- ·-{ Deleted: end users 

information in the AU Database shall conform to Verizon standards, 
which are provided at the Verizon Partner Solutions website (formerly 
referred to as the Verizon wholesale website)); 

2.3.3 use its company 1D on all End User..r:l:l.<!9.E.9.~in CI~~O!~Cin.~ .. '!'!'tt~--~-I;JI!t. .......... ---·( Deleted: end user 

standards; 

2.3.4 correct any errors that occur during the entry of E-911 data in the All 
Database; and 

2.3.5 enter E-911 data into the ALl Database in accordance with NENA 
standards for LNP. This includes, but is not limited to, using Bright 
House's NENA ID to lock and unlock records and the posting of the 
Bright House NENA ID to the ALl Database record where such locking 
and unlocking feature for E-911 records is available, or as defined by 
local standards. Bright House is required to promptly unlock and 
migrate its E-911 records in accordance with NENA standards. In the 
event that Bright House discontinues providing Telephone Exchange 

Service to any of its .End Users, _i~.S.~!i.!l .. f:l.!)~\JJ.:e.J~a.,t it~!:=:.~.~JJ . r.!lcorclS. ... 
for such .End Users are unlocked in accordance with NENA standards. 
The Partjes shalf fully ggmply with a!! industry,gujde!jnes regard jog the 

processes fgr lockjng and yo locking E-911 records and the jptervals 

appljs;able to such processes 

Deleted: end users 

Deleted: end users 

Deleted: NANC 

2.4 In the event Bright House uses an Agent to input its .End User's E-911 data to the .. . ------[Deleted: end user's 

ALl Database through the appropriate Verizon electronic interface, Bright House 
shall provide a Letter of Authorization, in a form acceptable to Verizon, identifying 
and authorizing its Agent 

3. 911/E-911 Interconnection 

3.1 Bright House may, in accordance with Applicable Law, interconnect to the 
Verizon 911/E-911 Tandem Office(s)/Selective Router(s) or Verizon interface 
point(s). Verizon shall designate interface point(s), e.g., digital cross connect 
systems (DCS), where Bright House may interconnect with Verizon for the 
transmission and routing of 911 /E-911 Calls to all subtending PSAPs that serve 
the areas in which Bright House provides Telephone Exchange Services and/or 
BOOht House End Users obtajn jnterconnected yoiP service. 

3.2 In order to interconnect with Verizon for the transmission and routing of 911/E-
911 Calls, Bright House shall: 

3.2.1 interconnect with each Verizon 911 /E-91 1 Tandem Office/Selective 
Router or V erizon interface point that serves the exchange areas in 
which Bright House is authorized to and will provide Telephone 
Exchange Service; 

3.2.2 provide a minimum of two (2) one-way outgoing 91 1/E-911 trunks over 
diversely routed facilities that are dedicated for originating 91 1/E-91 1 
Calls from the Bright House switch to each designated Verizon 911 /E-
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911 Tandem Office/Selective Router or Verizon interface point, using 
SS7 signaling where available, as necessary; 

3.2.3 [Intentionally Left Blank]; 

3.2.4 provide sufficient trunks and facilities to route 911/E-911 Calls from 
Bright House to the designated Verizon 911/E-911 Tandem 
Office(s)/Selective Router(s) or Verizon interface point(s). Bright 
House is responsible for requesting that trunks and facilities be routed 
diversely for 911/E-911 interconnection; 

3.2.5 determine the proper quantity of trunKs and facilities from its switch(es) 
to the Verizon 911/E-911 Tandem Office(s}/Selective Router(s) or 
Verizon interface point(s); 

3.2.6 engineer its 911/E-911 trunks and facilities to attain a minimum P.01 
grade of service as measured using the "busy day/busy hour" criteria 
or at such other minimum grade of service as required by Applicable 
Law or the Controlling 911 Authority; · 

3.2.7 monitor its 911/E-911 trunks and facilities for the purpose of 
determining originating network traffic volumes. If the Bright House 
traffic study indicates that additional trunks and/or facilities are needed 
to meet the current level of 911/E-911 Call volumes, Bright House 
shall order or otherwise provide adequate additional trunks and/or 
facilities; 

3.2.8 promptly test all 911/E-911 trunks and facilities between the Bright 
House network and the Verizon 911/E-911 Tandem Office(s)/Selective 
Router(s) or Verizon interface point(s) to assure proper functioning of 
911/E-911 arrangements. Bright House shall not transmit or route live 
911/E-911 Calls until successful testing is completed; and 

3.2.9 isolate, coordinate and restore all 911/E-911 network maintenance 
problems from its switch(es) to the Verizon 9111E-911 Tandem 
Office(s)/Selective Router(s) or Verizon interface points. Bright House 
shall advise Verizon of the circuit identification when notifying Verizon 
of a failure or outage. 

4_ 911/E-911 General 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

Verizon and Bright House shall work cooperatively to arrange meetings with the 
Controlling 911 Authorities to answer any technical questions the PSAPs, or 
county or municipal coordinators may have regarding the initial 911/E-911 
arrangements 

Bright House shall compensate Verizon for provision of 911/E-911 Services 
pursuant to the Pricing Attachment of this Agreement. 

Bright House and Verizon shall comply with all Applicable Law (including 911 
taxes and surcharges as defined by Applicable law) pertaining to 911/E-911 
arrangements. 

Bright House shall collect and remit, as required, any 911/E-911 applicable 
surcharges from its.Eod Users in accordance with Applicable Law. 

,, 
· ' u .. 

-'·' I ' 
f{ 
•I u 
!i 

_;; 
" i 

5. ~JI~n~re£n~taiHogn~a~!ly~L~e~ft~Bwla~n~k~1L_ ____________________________________________ ~·T--
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1. General 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

As used in this Attachment, the term "Charges" means the rates, fees, charges 
and prices for a Service. 

Jlntentionally left blankl ---------------------------------------· 
[Intentionally left blank] 

i i 

' 
/ 

,· 

.' 

.-
,. 

Charges for a Service shall be .,as stated in Appendix A of this Pricing •·/.. 
Attachment. .Except to the extent expressly and specifically provided jp tbi§ __________ , · ' 

Pricjgg Attachment agy rate element service or acJjvjtv for which ng price js ~---, 

1.5 

soecjfied hereig byt whjch is required to be proyjded under the terms of thjs 
Agreement shall be pmyjded at no ctJarge tt bejnq agreed that the Partjes 
numerous mutual obligations under this Agreement constitute full apd complete 
comoensation for sych rate element!sl service!sl or activjtvliesl . 

E xcept to the e?ctent !hat Appendix A of this Prjdpg Attachment expressly aQf! .... ...... :".1 

spedfica!ly states that a partjcular charoe shall be as specified in a Party's tarjff no I 
charge jn Aopendj8 A pf this prjcjng Ntacbment gr any gther prgyjs jgn gf tbjs \ 

Agreement shall be affected by anv Tariff \\_ 

1.6 (al Subject to sect jons 1 5 and 1 6_Lbl hereof jf during the time !hat Ibis 
l\greement is in effect the Commission or the FCC establishes a rate for a 
function which js charoeable yoder this Agreemegt then the newtv estab!jshed 

rate shall suoersede the rate established jn th js Agreement ---c-----------· ----, 

(b) The approyal gr establjshment by the FCC or the Commission of a cate ,in.a 
Party's tariff or the allgwjng gf such a rate to take effect wjthout express approyal 
or estab!ishcpent by the FCC gr the Commission sha!J haye nq effect on any rate 

t,QJI,e_charg.ed under tbis AaceemenL.except where..lb~a.ce.emen.t.expcessl¥ 
states that the rate for a partjcular function or Service shall be as stated jg a 

~~ta.cjjl ... __ ----------··-------- - - --- --------- ---·-· --·-· 

1 . 7 £Intentionally left blankl 

1.8 In the absence of Charges for a Service established pursuant to Sections 1.3 
through 1.7 of this Attachment, the Charges for the Service shall be mutually 
agreed to by the Parties in writing. 

2. Verlzon Telecommunications Services Provided to Bright House for Resale 
Pursuant to the Resale Attachment 

2.1 Verizoo Telecommunications Services for which Verizon is Required to Provide a 
Wholesale Discount Pursuant to Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act. 

2.1 .1 The Charges for a Verizon Telecommunications Service purchased by 
Bright House for resale tor which Verizon is required to provide a 
wholesale discount pursuant to Section 25 1 (c)(4) of the Act shall be 
the Retail Price for such Service set forth in Verizon's applicable 
Tariffs (or, if there is no Tariff Retail Price for such Service, Verizon's 
Retail Price for the Service that is generally offered to Verizon's 
Customers) . less. to the extent required by Applicable Law: (a) the 
applicable wholesale discount stated in Verizon's Tariffs for Verizon 
Telecommunications Services purchased for resale pursuant to 
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Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act; or (b) in the absence of an applicable 
Verizon Tariff wholesale discount for Verizon Telecommunications 
Services purchased for resale pursuant to Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act, 
the applicable wholesale discount stated in Appendix A for Verizon 
Telecommunications Services purchased for resale pursuant to 
Section 251(c)(4) of the Act. 

2.1.2 The Charges for a Verizon Telecommunications Service Customer 
Specific Arrangement ("GSA") purchased by Bright House for resale 
pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Resale Attachment for wh ich Verizon is 
required to provide a wholesale discount pursuant to Section 251 (c)(4) 
of the Act shall be the Retail Price for the GSA, less, to the extent 
required by Applicable.Law: (a) the applicable wholesale discount 
stated in Verizon's Tariffs for Verizon Telecommunications Services 
purchased for resale pursuant to Section 251(c)(4) of the Act; or (b) in 
the absence of an applicable Verizon Tariff wholesale discount for 
Verizon Telecommunications Services purchased for resale pursuant 
to Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act, the applicable discount stated in 
Appendix A for Verizon Telecommunications Services purchased for 
resale pursuant to Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act. Notwithstanding the 
foregoiog, in accordance with, and to the extent permitted by 
Applicable Law. Verizon may establish a wholesale discount for a GSA 
that differs from the wholesale discount that is generally applicable to 
Telecommunications Services provided to Bright House for resale 
pursuant to Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act. 

2.1.3 Notwithstanding Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of this Attachment, in 
accordance with, and to the extent permitted by Applicable Law, 
Verizon may at any time establish a wholesale discount for a 
Telecommunications Service (Including, but not limited to, a GSA) that 
differs from the wholesale discount that is generally applicable to 
Telecommunications Services provided to Bright House for resale 
pursuant to Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act. 

2.1.4 The wholesale discount stated in Appendix A shall be automatically 
superseded by any new wholesale discount when such new wholesale 
discount is required by any order of the Commission or the FCC, 
approved by the Commission or the FCC, or otherwise allowed to go 
into effect by the Commission or the FCC, provided such new 
wholesale discount is not subject to a stay issued by any court of 
competent jurisdiction. 

2.1 .5 The wholesale discount provided for in Sections 2.1.1 through 2.1.3 of 
this Attachment shall not be applied to: 

2.1.5.1 Short term promotions as defined in 47 CFR § 51 .613; 

2.1.5.2 Except as otherwise provided by Applicable Law, Exchange 
Access services jt bejng understood and agreed to by the 
Parties that the proyision gf point-to-point "Special Agcess" 
servjces tg End Users for purooses of data transmission dg 
not cgostitute "Excbange Access" services for th is purpose; 

2.1.5.3 Subscriber Line Charges, Federal Line Cost Charges, end 
user common line Charges, taxes, and government 
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Charges and assessment (including, but not limited to, 9-1-
1 Charges and Dual Party Relay Service Charges). 

2.1.5.4 Any other service or Charge that the Commission, the FCC, 
or other governmental entity of appropriate jurisdiction 
determines is not subject to a wholesale discount under 
Section 251 (c)(4) of the Act. 

2.2 Verizon Telecommunications Services for which Verizon is Not Required to 
Provide a Wholesale Discount Pursuant to Section 251(c){4) of the Act. 

2.2.1 The Charges for a Verizon Telecommunications Service for which 
Verizon is not required to provide a wholesale discount pursuant to 
Section 251(c}{4) of the Act shall be the Charges stated in Verizon's 
Tariffs for such Verizon Telecommunications Service (or, if there are 
no Verizon Tariff Charges for such Service, Verizon's Charges for the 
Service that are generally offered by Verizon). 

2.2.2 The Charges for a Verizon Telecommunications Service customer 
specific contract service arrangement ("CSA") purchased by Bright 
House pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Resale Attachment for which 
Verizon-is not required to provide a wholesale discount pursuant to 
Section 251(c)(4) of the Act shall be the Charges provided for in the 
CSA and any other Charges that Verizon could bill the person to 
whom the CSA was originally provided (including, but not limited to, 
applicable Verizon Tariff Charges). 

2.3 Other Charges. 

2.3.1 Bright House shall pay, or collect and remit to Verizon, without 
discount, all Subscriber Line Charges, Federal Line Cost Charges, and 
end user common line Charges, associated with Verizon 
Telecommunications Services provided by Verizon to Bright House. 

3. Bright House Prices 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, the Charges that Bright House 
bills Verizon for Bright House's Services shall not exceed the Charges for Verizon's 
comparable Services, except to the extent that Bright House's cost to provide such Bright 
House's Services to Verizon exceeds the Charges for Verizon's comparable Services and 
Bright House has demonstrated such cost to Verizon, or, at Verizon's request, to the 
Commission or the FCC. 

4. [This Section Intentionally Left Blank] 

5. Regulatory Review of Prices 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, each Party reserves its respective 
rights to institute an appropriate proceeding with the FCC, the Commission or other 
governmental body of appropriate jurisdiction: (a) with regard to the Charges for its 
Services (including, but not limited to, a proceeding to change the Charges for its 
services, whether provided for in any of its Tariffs, in Appendix A, or otherwise); and (b) 
with regard to the Charges of the other Party (including, but not limited to, a proceeding 
to obtain a reduction in such Charges and a refund of any amounts paid in excess of any 
Charges that are reduced). 
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[INSERT APPUCABLE STATE APPENDIX A HERE) 
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EXHIBIT ATO SECTION 3.1 (FIBER MEET ARRANGEMENT) OF THE INTERCONNECTION 
ATTACHMENT 

Technical Specifications and Requirements 

for 

Bright House - ***VERIZON COMPANY FULL NAME 1 TXT"** 
Fiber Meet Arrangement No. [XX] 

The following technical specifications and requirements will apply to Bright House - ***Verizon 
Company Full Name 1 TXT*** Fiber Meet Arrangement [NUMBER] ("FM No. [XX}"): 

1. FM No. [XX] will provide interconnection facilities for the exchange of j.raffi~Ji:IS. s~tfQrt~ 
in the Amendment) between Verizon's [NAME OF TANDEM/END OFFICE] and Bright 
House's [NAME OF TANDEM/END OFFICE] in the State of Florida. A diagram of FM 
No. [XX] is included as Exhibit A-1. 

2. Fiber Meet Points ("FMPs"). 

2.1 FM No. (XX] will be configured as shown on Exhibit A-1. FM No. [XX] will have 
two FMPs. ~-

2.2 Veri:mn will provision a Fiber Network Interface Device ("FNID") at (POLE XX, 
STREET YY, TOWN ZZ, STATE] and terminate L.J strands of its fiber optic 
cable in the FNID. The FNIO provisioned by Verizon will be a 
[MANUFACTURER, MODEL]. Verizon will bear the cost of deploying its fiber to 
the FNID, as well as the cost of installing and maintaining its FNID. The fiber 
patch panel within Verizon's FNID will serve as FMP No. l. Verizon will provide 
a fiber stub at the fiber patch panel in Verizon's FNID for Bright House to connect 
L_J strands of its fiber cable L_J connectors. Verizon's FNID will be locked, 
but Verizon and Bright House will have 24 hour access to their respective side of 
the fiber patch panel located in Verizon's FNID. 

2.3 Bright House will provision a FNID at [POLE XX, STREET YY, TOWN ZZ, 
STATE] and terminate L_J strands of its fiber optic cable in the FNID. The 
FNID provisioned by Bright House will be a [MANUFACTURER, MODEL). Bright 
House will bear the cost of deploying its fiber to the FNID, as well as the cost 
installing and maintaining its FNID. The fiber patch panel within Bright House's 
FNID will serve as FMP No. 2. Bright House will provide a fiber stub at the fiber 
patch panel in Bright House's FNfD for Verizon to connect L-1 strands of its 
fiber cable. Bright House's FNID will be locked, but Bright House and Verizon 
will have 24 hour access to their respective side of the fiber patch panel located 
in Bright House's FNJD. 

3. Transmission Characteristics. 

3.1 FM No. [XX) will be built (as a ring configuration]. 

3.2 The transmission interface for FM No. [XX] will be [Synchronous Optical Network 
("SONET")l 
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3.3 Terminating equipment shall comply with [SONET transmission requirements as 
specified in Telcordia Technologies document GR-253 CORE (Tables 4-3 
through 4-11 )]. 

3.4 The optical transmitters and receivers shall provide adequate power for the end
to-end length of the fiber cable to be traversed. 

3.5 The optical transmission rate will be [Unidirectional] OC-[XX]. 

3.6 The path switch protection shall be set as [Non-Revertive]. 

3.7 Verizon and Bright House shall provide (Primary Reference Source traceable 
timing]. 

4 . Add Drop Multiplexer. 

4.1 Verizon will, at its own cost, obtain and install (at its own premise) its own Add 
Drop Multiplexer. Verizon will use a [MANUFACTURER, MODEL] Add Drop 
Multiplexer with firmware release of [X.X] at the network level. Before making 
any upgrade or change to the firmware of its Add Drop Multiplexer, Verizon must 
provide Bright Hoose with fourteen (14) days advance written notice that 
describes tile upgrade or change to its firmware and states the date on which 
such firmware will be activated in Verizon's Add Drop Multiplexer. 

4.2 Bright House will, at its own cost, obtain and install (at its own premise) its own 
Add Drop Multiplexer. Bright House will use a [MANUFACTURER, MODEL] Add 
Drop Multiplexer with firmware release of [X.X] at the network level. Before 
making any upgrade or change to the firmware of its Add Drop Multiplexer, Bright 
House must provide Verizon with fourteen (14) days advance written notice that 
describes the upgrade or change to its firmware and states the date on which 
such firmware or software will be activated in Bright House's Add Drop 
Multiplexer. 

4.3 Bright House and Verizon will monitor all firmware upgrades and changes to 
observe for any failures or anomalies adversely affecting service or 
administration. If any upgrade or change to firmware adversely affects service or 
administration of FM No. [XX]. the firmware will be removed from the Add Drop 
Multiplexer and will revert to the previous version of firmware. 

4.4 The Data Communication Channel shall be disabled between the Verizon and 
Bright House Add Drop Multiplexers of FM No. (XX]. 

5. Testing. 

5.1 Prior to tum-up of FM No. [XX]. Verizon and Bright House will mutually develop 
and implement testing procedures for FM No. (XXJ 

6. Connecting Facility Assignment ("CFA") and Slot Assignment Allocation ("SAA"l. 

6.1 For one-way and two-way trunk arrangements, the SAA information will be 
turned over to Bright House as a final step of turn up of the FM No. [XX]. 

6.2 For one-way trunk arrangements, Verizon will control the CFA for the subtending 
facilities and trunks connected to Verizon's slots and Bright House will control the 

03-10-10 Version w/Agreed Changes Accepted Fiber Meet Appendix -136 



Docket No. 090501-TP 
:3: >~;ill House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit_ (T JG-3) Page 143 of 152 

CFA for the subtending facilities and trunks connected to Bright House's slots. 
Bright House will place facility orders against the first half of the fully configured 
slots (for example, slots 1-6 of a fully configured OC12) and Verizon will place 
orders against the second half of the slots (for example, slots 7 -12). If either 
Party needs the other Party's additional slot capacity to place orders, this will be 
negotiated and assigned on a case-by-case basis. For SAA, Verizon and Bright 
House shall jointly designate the slot assignments for Verizon's Add Drop 
Multiplexers and Bright House's Add Drop Multiplexer in FM No. (XX). 

6.3 For two-way trunk arrangements, Bright House shall control the CFA for the 
subtending facilities and trunks connected to FM No. [XX]. Bright House shall 
place facility and trunk orders against the total available SAA capacity of FM No. 
(XX). 

i'. Inventory Provisioning and Maintenance. Surveillance. and Restoration. 

7.1 Verizon and Bright House will inventory FM No. [XX] in their operational support 
systems before the order flow begins. 

7.2 Verizon and Bright House will notify each other's respective Maintenance Control 
Office of all troubleshooting and scheduled maintenance activity to be performed 
on FM No. [XX] facilities prior to undertaking such work, and will advise each 
other of the trouble reporting and maintenance control point contact numbers and 
the days and hours of operation. Each Party shall provide a timely response to 
the other Party's action requests or status inquiries. 

7.3 Verizon will be responsible for the provisioning and maintenance of the FM No. 
[XX] transport facilities on Verizon's side of the FMPs, as well as delivering its 
applicable traffic to the FMPs. Bright House will be responsible for the 
provisioning and maintenance of the FM No. [XX) transport facilities on the Bright 
House's side of the FMPs, as well as delivering its applicable traffic to the FMPs. 
As such, other than payment of any applicable intercarrier compensation charges 
pursuant to the terms of the Agreement, neither Party shall have any obligation to 
pay the other Party any charges in connection with FM No. [XX]. 

7.4 Verizon and Bright House will provide alarm surveillance for their respective FM 
No. (XX] transport facilities. Verizon and Bright House will notify each other's 
respective maintenance control office of all troubleshooting and scheduled 
maintenance activity to be performed on the facility prior to undertaking such 
work, and will advise each other of the trouble reporting and maintenance control 
point contact numbers and the days and hours of operation. 

8. Cancellation or Modification of FM No. [XX]. 

8.1 Except as otherwise provided in this Section 8, all expenses and costs 
associated with the construction, operation, use and maintenance of FM No. (XX] 
on each Party's respective side of the FMPs will be borne by such Party. 

8.2 If either Party terminates the construction of the FM No. (XX] before it is used to 
exchange traffic, the Party terminating the construction of FM No. [XXI will 
compensate the other Party for that Party's reasonable actual incurred 
construction and/or implementation expenses. 

8.3 If either Party proposes to move or change FM No. [XX) as set forth in this 
document, at any time before or after it is used to exchange traffic, the Party 
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requesting the move or change will compensate the other Party for that Party's 
reasonable actual incurred construction and/or implementation expenses arising 
from the move or change. Augments, moves and changes to FM No. (XX] as set 
forth in this document must be mutually agreed upon by the Parties in writ ing . 

- •cLEC Full Name TE,...* .,...VERIZON COMPANY FULL NAME 1 TXT"'"* 

I 
By: 

TO BE EXECUTED AT A LATER DATE 

Date: -----1 
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Bright House - ***VERIZON COMPANY FULL NAME 1 TXT-
Fiber Meet Arrangement No. (XX] 

City, State 
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Page 5: [l) Deleted Chris Savage 3/10/2010 11:20:00 AM 

Unless otherwise agreed by the Parties, the assurance of payment shall consist of an 
unconditional, irrevocable standby letter of credit naming Verizon as the 
beneficiary thereof and otherwise in form and substance satisfactory to Verizon 
from a financial institution acceptable to Verizon. The letter of credit shall be in 
an amount equal to two (2) months anticipated charges (including, but not limited 
to, both recurring and non-recurring charges), as reasonably determined by 
Verizon, for the Services to be provided by Verizon to ***CLEC Acronym TE*** in 
connection with this Agreement. If Bright House meets the condition in 
subsection 6.2(d) above or has failed to timely pay two or more bills rendered by 
Verizon or a Verizon Affiliate in any twelve (12)-month period, Verizon may, at its 
option, demand (and Bright House shall provide) additional assurance of 
payment, consisting of monthly advanced payments of estimated charges as 
reasonably determined by Verizon, with appropriate true-up against actual billed 
charges no more frequently than once per C.alendar Quarter. 

Page 5~ (2] Deleted Chris Savage 3/10/2010 11:20:00 AM 

The fact that a letter of credit is requested by Verizon hereunder shall in no way relieve 
Bright House from compliance with the requirements of this Agreement 
(including, but not limited to, any applicable Tariffs) as to advance payments and 
payment for Services, nor constitute a waiver or modification of the terms herein 
pertaining to the discontinuance of Services for nonpayment of any amounts 
payment of which is required by this Agreement. 

Page 65: [31 Deleted Author · 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic between the Parties' respective 

Telephone Exchange Service Customers; 

Translated LEC lntralATA toll free service access code (e.g. , 
800/888/877) traffic between the Parties' respective 
Telephone Exchange Service Customers; 

lntraLA TA Toll Traffic between the Parties' respective Telephone 
Exchange Service Customers; 

Tandem Transit Traffic; and 

Measured Internet Traffic. 

To the extent that a Fiber Meet arrangement established under this 
Agreement is used for the transmission and routing of traffic of the 
types set forth in Sections 3.1.3.1 and/or 3.1.3.5, other than the 
obligation to pay intercarrier compensation charges pursuant to the 
terms of the Agreement, neither Party shall have any obligation to pay 
the other Party any charges in connection with any Fiber Meet 
arrangements established under this Agreement. To the extent that a 
Fiber Meet arrangement establi!?hed under this Agreement is used for 
the transmission and routing of traffic of the type set forth in Section 
3.1.3.2, the transport and termination of such traffic shall be subject to 
the rates and charges set forth in the Agreement and applicable 
Tariffs. To the extent that a Fiber Meet arrangement established 
under this Agreement is used for the transmission and routing of traffic 
of the type set forth in Section 3.1.3.3, the Party originating such traffic 
shall compensate the terminating Party for the transport and 
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termination of such traffic at the rates and charges set forth in the 
Agreement and applicable Tariffs. To the extent that a F iber Meet 
arrangement established under this Agreement is used for the 
transmission and routing of traffic of the type set forth in Section 
3.1.3.4, Verizon shall charge (and ***CLEC Acronym TE**" shall pay) 
Verizon's applicable rates and charges as set forth in the Agreement 
and Verizon's applicable Tariffs, including transport charges to the 
terminating Verizon Tandem. 

At ***CLEC Acronym TE**•"s written request, a Fiber Meet arrangement 
established under this Agreement may be used for the transmission 
and routing of the following traffic types over the fallowing trunk types: 

Operator services traffic from ***CLEC Acronym TE**-'s Telephone 
Exchange Service Customers to an operator services 
provider over operator services trunks; 

Directory assistance traffic from ***CLEC Acronym TE***'s Telephone 
Exchange Service Customers to a directory assistance 
provider over directory assistance trunks; 

911 traffic from "**CLEC Acronym TE"""*'s Telephone Exchange 
Service Customers to 911/E-911 Tandem 
Office(s)/Selective Router(s) over 911 trunks; and 

Jointly-provided Switched Exchange Access Service traffic, including 
translated lnterLATA toll free service access code (e.g., 
800/888/877) traffic, between ***CLEC Acronym TE***'s 
Telephone Exchange Service Customers and third-party 
purchasers of Switched Exchange Access Service via a 
Verizon access Tandem over Access Toll Connecting 
Trunks. 

To the extent that a Fiber Meet arrangement established under this 
Agreement is used for the transmission and routing of any traffic of the 
types set forth in this Section 3.1.4 Verizon may bill (and ***CLEC 
Acronym TE*** shall pay) Verizon's applicable Tariff rates and 
charges. Except as otherwise agreed in writing by the Parties or as 
expressly set forth in Sections 3.1.3 and/or 3 .1.4 of this 
Interconnection Attachment, access services (switched and 
unswitched) and unbundled network elements shall not be provisioned 
on or accessed through Fiber Meet arrangements. 

"""CLEC Acronym TE*** 

P119e 69: [4] Deleted Chris'Savage 11/1/2009 6:07:00 PM 
***CLEC Acronym TE***. These rates are to be applied at the technically 
feasible Point(s) of Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA at which the 
Parties interconnect, whether such traffic is delivered by Verizon for termination 
by ***CLEC Acronym TE***, or delivered by ***CLEC Acronym TE*** for 
termination by Verizon. 

Page69: [s]Deletc!d Ci:hris Savage - . 11/1/2009 6:07:00 PM 
Bright House that is delivered via a direct End Office trunk to the terminating 
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Bright House End Office. In light ofVerizon's election set forth in Section 6.2 of 
this Interconnection Attachment above, f(no separate charges for transport, 
including, without limitation, charges for Tandem switching, shall apply to 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic exchanged between the Parties.]] 

{{OR}} 

[[in addition to the End Office traffic termination charges specified above, for 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic send from one Party to the other, the 
terminating Party shall bill, and the other Party shall pay, the charges for 
transport (including applicable Tandem Switching charges) specified in the 
Pricing Attachment. For avoidance of doubt, Verizon shall charge (and Bright 
House shall pay Verizon) the Tandem Reciprocal Compensation rate set forth in 
the Pricing Attachment for Reciprocal Compensation Traffic that Bright House 
delivers to Verizon and for which Verizon provides Tandem Switching or 
equivalent functions, and Bright House shall charge (and Verizon shall pay Bright 
House) the Tandem Reciprocal Compensation Rate set forth in the Pricing 
Attachment for Reciprocal Compensation Traffic that Verizon delivers to Bright 
House and for which Bright House provides Tandem Switching or equivalent 
functions. Any applicable distance-sensitive transport charges shall be 
determined based on the airline miles (using the V&H method} between the 
affected POl and the terminating Party's End Office. For avoidance of doubt, the 
Parties agree that Bright House's network serves an area comparable to the area 
served by Verizon's network, including its Tandem and End Office switches, so 
that Bright House is entitled to impose Tandem switching charges and any 
related transport charges in connection with traffic from Verizon to the same 
extent and in the same weighted proportion, as Verizon imposes Tandem 
switching and any related transport charges on Bright House. This equivalent 
proportion shall be calculated monthly based on the traffic that Bright House 
sends to Verizon.]) 

Page 69: [6] Deleted Cbris Selvage 11/1/2009 6:12:00 PM 

is delivered over the same Interconnection Trunks as Reciprocal Compensation 
Traffic, any port, transport or other applicable access charges related to the 
delivery of Toll Traffic from the technically feasible Point of Interconnection on 
Verizon's network in a LATA to the terminating Party's Customer shall be 
prorated so as to apply only to the Toll Traffic. The designation of traffic as 
Reciprocal Compensation Traffic for purposes of Reciprocal Compensation 

Page 70: [7] Deleted Chris Savage 11/1/2009 6:13:00 PM 

Bright House to Verizon shall not exceed the Reciprocal Compensation rates (including, 
but not limited to, Reciprocal Compensation per minute of use charges} billed by 
Verizon to 

Page 10: (8).Dell!ted Ctlris savage . . 11/1/2009 6:13:00 PM 
Bright House, and the Reciprocal Compensation rates (including, but not limited to, the 

Reciprocal Compensation per minute of use charges} billed by Verizon to Bright 
House shall not exceed the Reciprocal Compensation rates (including, but not 
limited to, Reciprocal Compensation per minute of use charges) billed by Bright 
House to Verizon. 
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Subject to Section 8.1 of this Attachment, interstate and intrastate Exchange Access, 
Information Access, exchange services for Exchange Access or Information 
Access, and Toll Traffic, shall be governed by the applicable provisions of this 
Agreement and applicable Tariffs . 

For any traffic originating with a third party carrier and delivered by ***CLEC Acronym 
TP** to Verizon, ***CLEC Acronym TE*** shall pay Verizon the same amount 
that such third party carrier would have been obligated to pay Verizon for 
termination of that traffic at the location the traffic is delivered to Verizon by 
**"CLEC Acronym TE•••. 

Page 10: [10]' Deleted .Author . 
treated as required by the applicable Tariff of the Party transporting andlor terminating 

the traffic. 

The Parties may also exchange Internet Traffic at the technically feasible Point(s) of 
Interconnection 

Page 70: [n]:oeieted ·, · · ·.. Autttor · 
Verizon's network in a LATA established hereunder for the exchange of Reciprocal 

Compensation Traffic. Any 

Page 1o:,[12]Deleted A~thor 

the Parties' exchange of Internet Traffic shall be applied at such technically feasible Point 
of Interconnection on Verizon's network in a LATA in accordance with the FCC 
Internet Orders and other applicable FCC orders and FCC Regulations 

P;ioe 74: {13J Deleted cthris ·~vage 2/26/20l(U1:26:oO AM · 

Bright House and Verizon will establish MPB arrangements in order to provide a common 
transport option to Switched Exchange Access Services customers via a Verizon access 
Tandem Switch, or via the tandem functionality of Bright House's switch, in accordance 
with the MPB guidelines contained in the OBF's ME CAB and ME COD documents 

Page 74: [14} Deleted Oiris Savage · 2}26/2.01.0 11:26:00 AM 

, except as modified herein, and in Verizon's applicable Tariffs 

Page 74: [lS]Oeleted O.HsSavqe 2/26{2010 11:26:00 AM 

The arrangements described in this Section 10 are intended to be used to provide Switched 
Exchange Access Service where a portion of the transport component of the Switched 
Exchange Access Service is routed through an access Tandem Switch that is provided 
by 

Page 74: (l6] Deleted . ctirJs S;ivqe 2(26/2010 11:26i00 AM 

as to which Direct End Office Trunks to any Verizon End Office Switches has been established. 
Bright House and Verizon will use reasonable efforts, individually and collectively, to maintain 

provisions in their respective state access Tariffs, and/or provisions within the National 
Exchange Carrier Association (NECA) Tariff No. 4, or any successor Tariff sufficient to 
reflect the MPB arrangements established pursuant to this Agreement. 

In general, there are four alternative MPB arrangements possible, which are: Single Bill!Single 
Tariff, Multiple BiiiiSingle Tariff, Multiple BiiiiMultiple Tariff, and Single Bill/Multiple Tari ff, 
as outlined in the OBF MECAB Guidelines. 

Each Party shall implement the "Multiple Bill/Single Taritr or "Multiple Bill!Multiple Taritr option, 
as appropriate. in order to bill an IXC for the portion of the MPB arrangement provided by 
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that Party. Alternatively, in former Bell Atlantic service areas, upon agreement of the 
Parties, each Party may use the New York State Access Pool on its behalf to implement 
the Single Bill/Multiple Tariff or Single Bill/Single Tariff option, as appropriate. in order to 
bill an IXC for the portion of the MPB arrangement provided by that Party. 

The rates to be billed by each Party to the IXC for the portion of the MPB arrangement provided 
by it shall be as set forth in that Party's applicable Tariffs, or other document that contains 
the terms under which that Party's access services are offered. For each 

Page 74: .[i:1) Deleted th.r(s : savag~. · 2/l6/201o u:26:oo AM 

one Party, but the remainder of the transport component, and all other components of the 
Switched Exchange Access Service is provided by the other Party . 

In each lATA, the Parties shall establish MPB arrangements for the applicable 

Page 74: (18] oeieted .. • 'ChriS Savage 

Serving Interconnection Wire Center combinations. 
Interconnection for the MPB arrangement shall occur at eac~ 

Page ~4: [19] Deleted ; C:hri$ savaoe 

, unless otherwise agreed !O by the Parties 

2/26/201011:26:00 AM 
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Tandem in the LATA as to which Bright House has subtending exchanges, and at each Bright 
House switch in the lATA 

Page 74~ [21J'Deleted Ctuis Savage. 2/26/2010 11:26:00 AM 

Serving Interconnection Wire Center combination, the MPB billing percentages for transport 
between the 

Page 74: [22] Deleted C:hris, Savaoe 2/26/'2010 11:26:00 AM 

Serving Interconnection Wire Center shall be calculated in accordance with the formula set forth 
in Section 10.17 of this Attachment. 

Each Party shall provide the other Party with the billing name, billing address, and Carrier 
Identification Code (CIC} of the IXC, and identification of the 

Page74: {~]Del~~ ; ' : . ? ... ~·'•!i' Chfi$5av. ,,;; ~;'' ''''· ··· ·'2/l6[2Ql(Ht :26i00 AM 

Interconnection Wire Center serving the IXC in order to comply with the MPB notification process 
as outlined in the MECAB document. 

Pagi:i.i74i[24l Deleted · C:hrls Savage 2/26/2010 11:26:00 AM 

The Party providing tandem functionality shall provide 
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the other Party with the Terminating Switched Access Detail Usage Data (EMJ category 1101XX 
records) recorded at the Verizon access Tandem on cartridge or via such other media as 
the Parties may agree to , no later than ten (1 0) Business Days after the date the usage 
occurred. 

Pii,ge 74: [26]Deleted · · · · Chris Saviig'e · 2i26}2010 11:26:00 AM 

The Party providing End Office functionality shall provide 

Page 74: [27] Deleted Chris $ali.ge l / 26/2010 11:26:00 AM 

the other Party with the Originating Switched Access Detail Usage Data (EMI category 1101XX 
records) on cartridge or via such other media as the Parties may agree, no later than ten 
(10) Business Days after the date the usage occurred. 

Page. 75: tiS] Deleted · 2/-26/20101.1:28:00 AM 

Bright House and Verizon shall coordinate and exchange the billing account 
reference (BAR) and billing account cross reference (BACR) numbers or 
Operating Company Number ("OCN"), as appropriate. for the MPB arrangements 
described in this Section 10. Each Party shall notify the other if the level of billing 
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or other BARIBACR elements change, resulting in a new BARIBACR number, or 
if the OCN changes. 

Each Party agrees to provide the other Party with notification of any errors it 
discovers in MPB data within thirty (30) calendar days of the receipt of the 
original data. The other Party shall attempt to correct the error and resubmit the 
data within ten (1 0) Business Days of the notification. In the event the errors 
cannot be corrected within such ten- (1 0) Business-Day period, the erroneous 
data will be considered lost. In the event of a loss of data, whether due to 
uncorrectable errors or otherwise, both Parties shall cooperate to reconstruct the 
lost data and, if such reconstruction is not possible, shall accept a reasonable 
estimate of the lost data based upon prior usage data. 

Either Party may request a review or audit of the various components of access 
recording up to a maximum of two (2) audits. per calendar year. All costs 
associated with each review and audit shall be borne by the requesting Party. 
Such review or audit shall be conducted subject to Section 7 of the General 
Terms and Conditions and during regular business hours. A Party may conduct 
additional audits, at its expense, upon the other Party's consent, which consent 
shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, nothing contained in this Section 
10 shall create any liability for damages, losses, claims, costs, injuries, expenses 
or other liabilities whatsoever on the part of either Party. 

MPB will apply for all traffic bearing the 500, 900, toll free service access code 
(e.g. 800/888/877) (to the extent provided by an IX C) or any other non
geographic NPA which may be designated for such traffic in the future. 

In the event Bright House determines to offer Telephone Exchange Services in a 
LATA in which Verizon operates an access Tandem Switch, Verizon shall permit 
and enable Bright House to subtend the Verizon access Tandem Switch(es) 
designated for the Verizon End Offices in the area where there are located Bright 
House Routing Point(s) associated with the NPA NXX(s) to/from which the 
Switched Exchange Access Services are homed. B right House shall provide 
reciprocal arrangements for Verizon. 

Except as otherwise mutually agreed by the Parties, the MPB billing percentages 
for each Routing PoinWerizon Serving Interconnection Wire Center combination 
shall be calculated according to the following formula, unless as mutually agreed 
to by the Parties : 

a I (a+ b) Bright House Billing Percentage 

and 

b I (a + b) Verizon Billing Percentage 

where: 
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a = the airline mileage between Bright House Routing Point and the 
actual point of interconnection for the M PB arrangement; and 

b = the airline mileage between the Verizon Serving Interconnection 
Wire Center and the actual point of interconnection for the MPB arrangement. 

Page 75: [29] Delet!!d Chris Savage 2/26/2010 11:27:00 AM 
**"CLEC Acronym TE*** shall inform Verizon of each LATA in which it intends to 
offer Telephone Exchange Services and its calculation of the billing percentages 
which should apply for such arrangement. 

l'aoe 75: [:JO] Deleted · · chris Savage 2/26/2010 11:27:00 AM 
In cases where Bright House performs the tandem switching functionality, the 
same formula shall be used to determine the Parties' respective billing 
percentages, substituting "Bright House" for "Verizon" and vice versa in the 
formula specified above. 

For LATA XXX, within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date, and for any other 
LATA. within thirty (30) days of the date on which Bright House notifies Verizon 
of its intention to interconnect in such other LATA, the Parties shall calculate and 
exchange the billing percentages which should apply for MPB arrangements 
within LATA XXX. Within ten (10) Business Days of 

Page 1:30: [31]Deleted Author 
The Charges stated in Appendix A of this Pricing Attachment shall be automatically 

superseded by any applicable Tariff Charges. The Charges stated in Appendix A 
of this Pricing Attachment also shall be automatically superseded by any new 
Charge(s) when such new Charge(s) are required by any order of the 
Commission or the FCC, approved by the Commission or the FCC, or otherwise 
allowed to go into effect by the Commission or the FCC (including, but not limited 
to, in a Tariff that has been filed with the Commission or the FCC), provided such 
new Charge(s) are not subject to a stay issued by any court of competent 
juris diction. 

In the absence of Charges for a Service established pursuant to Sections 1.3 through 1.5 
of this Attachment, if Charges for a Service are otherwise expressly provided for 
in this Agreement, such Charges shall apply. 

In the absence of Charges for a Service established pursuant to Sections 1.3 through 1.6 
of this Attachment, the Charges for the Service shall be the Providing Party's 
FCC or Com mission approved Charges. 
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ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

Copyright © 2003 by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions Inc. All rights 
reserved . 

The Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) document, Issue 8 dated January, 2003, is 
copyrighted, printed and distributed by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions 
(ATIS) on behalf of the A TIS-sponsored Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF). 

Except as expressly permitted, no part of this publication may be reproduced or distributed in any 
form, in an electronic retrieval system or otherwise, without the prior express written permission 
of ATIS. Permission may be obtained by contacting ATIS at 202-628-6380. OBF Funding 
Companies (which are defined in the OBF Guidelines) should refer to the OBF Guidelines 
(accessible from: http://www.atis.org/atis/clc/obf/obfbom.htm) regarding their rights to 
reproduce this publication. 

For ordering information, please contact: 
ATIS -
1200 G Street N.W., Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20005 
(800) 387-2199 
atis@abcgroup.com 

A complete OBF Document Catalog and On-line Document Store are a vailable on the ATIS Web 
Site at: http: /www.atis.org/atis/ docstore /index.asp 
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This document was developed by the Billing Committee of the Alliance for Telecommunications 
Industry Solutions' (ATIS) Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF)- The OBF provides a forum for 
customers and providers in the telecommunications industry to identify, discuss and resolve 
national issues which affect ordering, billing, provisioning and exchange of information about 
access services, other connectivity and related matters. The Billing Committee is responsible for 
identifying and incorporating the necessary changes into this document. All changes to this 
document shall be made through the OBF issue resolution process and adopted by the Billing 
Committee as set forth in the OBF Guidelines. 

Disclaimer and Limitation of Liability 

The information provided in this document is directed solely to professionals who have the 
appropriate degree of experience to understand and interpret its contents in accordance with 
generally accepted engineering or other professional standards and applicable regulations. No 
recommendation as to products or vendors is made or should be implied. 

NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IS MADE THAT THE INFORMATION IS TECHNICALLY 
ACCURATE OR SUFFICIENT OR CONFORMS TO ANY STATUTE, GOVERNMENTAL RULE OR 
REGULATION, AND FURTHER NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IS MADE OF 
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OR AGAINST 
INFRINGEMENT OF INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS. ATIS SHALL NOT BE LIABLE, BEYOND 
THE AMOUNT OF ANY SUM RECEIVED IN PAYMENT BY ATIS FOR THIS DOCUMENT, WITH 
RESPECT TO ANY CLAIM, AND IN NO EVENT SHALL ATIS BE LIABLE FOR LOST PROFITS OR 
OTHER INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES. ATIS EXPRESSLY ADVISES THAT ANY 
AND ALL USE OF OR RELIANCE UPON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS DOCUMENT IS 
AT THE RISK OF THE USER. 
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Effective January 1, 2001 the process outlined in MECAB Issue 7 , which allows companies 

to utilize their own recordings for access and interconnection billing, may be implemented. 

The use of EMI Category 11-50-01 through 04 and 11-50-21 through 24 meetpoint 

summary usage records, for billing of access and interconnection services, will be 

discontinued effective August 31, 2002. 

This document contains the recommended guidelines for the billing of access and 

interconnection services provided to a customer by two or more providers or by one 

provider in two or more states within a single LATA. Access and interconnection services 

may be billed as usage-sensitive and flat rated charges, which may include intraLATA non

subscribed toll, wireless and local services. Examples of Usage-Sensitive Services are 

Feature Group B (FGB), Feature Group C (FGC), Feature Group D (FGD), Wireless Services 

[Type 1 (Line Side Servicer, Type 2A (Trunk Side Tandem Service) and Type 2B (Trunk Side 

End Office Service)], trunk side connections (e.g., BSA), and Directory Assistance (DA) 

Transport. Examples of Flat-Rated Services are WATS Access Lines (WALs), Dedicated 

Access Lines (DALs), Hicap, two-point, multi-point services, direct/ local transport and DA 

transport. This document also addresses the billing of jointly provided Feature Group A 

(FGA) line side BSA services in Section 9 of this document. 

Types of customers and providers are as follows but are not limited to those below. 

• End User: A customer who occupies premises that utilizes re tail telephone services 

provided by telecommunications carriers. They may order other services such as 

access. 

• IXC: Interexchange Carrier (Also referred to as IC). A long distance company that 

carries traffic between local exchange carriers. 

• LEC: Local Exchange Carrier. A Company providing local telephone service. This term 

could include the following entities: 

1. CLEC: Competitive Local Exchange Carrier. A Company, which competes by 

providing it's own switching and/ or network, or by purchasing unbundled network 

elements from an established local telephone provider. This term is meant to 

distinguish a new or potential competitor from the established local exchange 

provider. 

2. ILEC: Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier. A Company providing the connection to 

the end user's premise and access to the long distance network prior to the 

introduction of local competition. It is the established Regional Bell Operating 
Company or Independent Company. 

3 . ULEC: Unbundled Local Exchange Carrier. A Company that provides local, 
intraLATA toll and access service by purchasing one or more unbundled network 

elements from another company. This includes only buying dial t one (port) or the 
entire platform of elements (UNE-P). 
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4. USP: Unbundled Service Provider. A Company (CLEC or ILEC) that has sold one or 
more network elements to another company in order for them to provide local, 
intraLATA toll and access services. 

5. WSP: Wireless Service Provider (which includes CMRS (Commercial Mobile Radio 
Service}, PCS (Personal Communication Services), etc.). A company whose 
network provides service to an end user through the use of airwave signals. 

These guidelines were developed by the Billing Committee of the Ordering and Billing 
Forum (OBF). The Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) document (dated 
November 9, 1987) was changed to reflect the FGA/FGB meet-point Billing Task Force 
Report dated December 8, 1988. The Federal Communications Commission requested 
the report in its October 4, 1988 Order in CC Doc~et No. 87-579. The Commission 
addressed the report in its Memorandum Opinion and Order (MO&O) of October 5, 1989. 
This revised MECAB document also incorporates the resolution statements of recent OBF 
issues. 

The OBF is a voluntary, self-policing group of provider and customer participants. They 
meet to identify, discuss, and resolve national issues concerning the ordering and billing of 
access and interconnection services. The OBF is under the auspices of the Carrier Liaison 
Committee (CLC) of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). The 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) authorized the CLC in a MO&O released 
.January 17, 1985. 

This document provides industry guidelines for meet-point Billing (MPB) options. This 
document addresses the following: 

• Common service identifiers 
• Calculation of transport mileage 
• Identification of the involved providers 
• Provider to provider transfer of adjustment information and usage data 
• MPB conversion and notification procedures. 

This document identifies common data elements critical for the provision of verifiable and 
auditable bills in multiple provider situations and provides procedures for making common 
data elements and other data available to all providers, depending on the billing option 
selected. 

The bill displays that appear are for illustrative purposes only. The Carrier Access Billing 
System Billing Output Specifications (CABS BOS©) documentation contains the industry 
standards for CABS access paper bills, bill data tapes and customer service records. The 
Small Exchange Carrier Access Billing (SECAB) Guidelines contain similar standards for 
paper and mechanized bills and inventory and rating information for the providers whose 
access bills do not conform to the CABS BOS. 

Refer to CABS BOS and the SECAB for the current standards for billing outputs. 
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2. GENERAL 

2.1 Scope 

These guidelines are for billing a ccess and interconnection services provided by two or more 

providers or by one provider in two or more states within a single LATA. It is to the mutual 

benefit of both customers (customers and end users) and providers that bills be accurate 

and auditable. This document addresses the concept of MPB and revenue sharing as 

detailed in the December 8, 1988 Report. As stated previously, access and interconnection 

services include Usage Sensitive and Flat Rates Services. Where intrastate tariffs and 

contracts permit, these guidelines are used for access and interconnection services. The 

determination of implementing a meet-point Billing arrangement between providers, which 

operate in the same territory, is based upon Provider-to-Provider n egotiations where the 

regulatory environment permits. When all involved providers agree to a meet-point Billing 

arrangement, these guidelines are used. 

2.2 MECAB Revision 

2.2.1 Reason for Revision 

OBF Issue 472 (the MECAB Change Management Document) recommends that the MECAB 

be updated to incorporate all resolved OBF issues affecting the MECAB document. This is 

the seventh revision to the MECAB based on OBF Issue 472. This revision contains 

updates to industry guidelines to reflect the resolution of the following OBF Issues:! 

Issue 1548- Billing Verification Process in an Unbundled Environment 
Issue 1667- Exchange of Billing Information 
Issue 1690- Notification oflnterconnecting Billing Information to the ULEC. 
Issue 2056- For Facility-Based LECs/CLECs & CMRS, Enhance the 

Meetpoint/ Meetpoint-Iike Record Exchange to be Consistent with 
Unbundled Processes 

Issue 2138- Redefine and Evaluate the Need for Existing MECAB Data Elements 

Issue 2162- Eliminate Pass Through meet-point Billing Options in MECAB 

Issue 1962- Multiple Providers ofTandem Access Interconnection 
Issue 2186 - Optional Use Retum Code for Category 11 Detail Records 

The following issues were reviewed but no changes were made to the document. 

Issue 1284- Long Term LNP Billing and Verification 
Issue 1287- Billing For Unbundled Network Elements 
Issue 1528- The Billing Impact Resulting From Access Reform 

Issue 1593- Guidelines Do Not Exist For Providing Historical PICC Detail Data to 
Verify PICC Charges 

I A record of resolved OBF Issues incorporated in MECAB revisions is contained in Section 11 - OBF 

Issues Included in MECAB Revisions . 
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MECAB standards represent policy guidelines approved by the OBF; the Billing Committee 
of the OBF is responsible for the MECAB document. MECAB is changed through the 
incorporation of resolved OBF issues. Proposed changes to MECAB are reviewed and 
approved by the OBF Billing Committee and the OBF General Session. In accordance with 
the MO&O in CC Docket No. 86-104, released July 31, 1987, the FCC will have the 
opportunity to review any revisions to the standards (MECAB) to the extent that further tariff 
revisions are necessary. 

2.2.3 Revision Process 

Proposed MECAB revisions are developed periodically by the OBF Billing Committee. This 
Committee normally assi~s a work group to draft the proposed MECAB revisions from 
resolved OBF issues. Resolved OBF issues for inclusion in MECAB are identified in the 
resolution by the entry "This resolution will be included in the MECAB document." 

If possible, OBF issues impacting MECAB should contain proposed MECAB language 
changes as part of the suggested resolution. This language is reviewed by the Billing 
Committee as part of the issue resolution process. 

2.2.4 MECAB and CABS BOS Coordination 

The MECAB document is coordinated with the CABS BOS. MECAB addresses broad matters 
of policy and procedure associated with all aspects of MPB. Billing output exhibits are 
included in MECAB for illustrative purposes only. The industry standard for access bills is 
the current effective version of CABS BOS. 

The SECAB Guidelines support those providers who currently do not conform to the CABS 
BOS. For those companies, references to the SECAB have been included in this document 
for general billing requirements and suggested formats. 

2.3 History 

2.3.1 

In the illustrative Access Tariffs an attempt was made to address the ordering and billing 
processes when access service was provided by more than one provider or by one provider 
in two or more states within a single LATA. The original proposal was to have one provider 
(the end user's end office, dial tone office, or hub office provider) accept the order for service 
and bill the overall access service. This version came to be known as End Office Billing or 
Tariff Option A. 

Several providers expressed interest in a second billing option, where each provider would 
bill the appropriate tariff rate for its portion of the access service in the appropriate 
jurisdiction. This concept was labeled meet-point Billing (MPB), or Tariff Option B, and 
added to the Access Tariff as filed with the FCC. Upon reviewing these billing plans, the FCC 
directed that Tariff Option .A be phased out and replaced by Tariff Option B. 
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Due to various implementation considerations, the providers requested a waiver to delay 
MPB until June 1, 1985. The provider industry decided, after considerable study, that 
Usage-Sensitive Access Feature Group A (FGA) and Feature Group B (FGB) were not suited 
to MPB concepts. In addition, the mechanics of rendering an accurate, auditable meet-point 
bill for other access services were becoming more complex, casting doubt as to whether 
every provider could meet the June 1, 1985 implementation date. 

As a result, the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA), along with several individual 
providers, filed a petition for extension of waiver (in January, 1985) to delay, indefinitely, 
FGA and FGB MPB, and to delay MPB of other Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access 
offerings until June 1, 1986. 

2 .3 .3 

On March 28, 1986, the FCC issued a MO&O extending the waiver for MPB of access 
services until January 1, 1988, in response to several petitioners who argued that serious 
implementation problems remained regarding the current MPB requirements. This 
extension did not prohibit providers, where it was agreed upon, from implementing MPB 
where the capability exists. 

Additionally, the FCC ordered the formation of an ad hoc industry group in cooperation with 
the CLC of the ECSA to study various MPB alternatives and develop an industry proposal. 
That Order required the CLC to submit an industry proposal to the Commission by 
December 1, 1986. 

Accordingly, the CLC assigned the task to the OBF. The Billing Committee prepared a 
statement outlining a plan of action that included the organization of an ad hoc industry 
group to investigate altematives to the proposed meet-point Billing plans. 

2 .3 .4 

On December 1, 1986, the ECSA filed the 86-104 Report adopted by the ECSA's Ordering 
and Billing Forum in response to the March 28, 1986 Order containing proposals for 
implementing meet-point Billing. The Commission adopted the 86-104 Report in a MO&O, 
released July 31, 1987. 

The Order allowed the current blanket waiver of MPB requirements for FGC, FGD, Flat
Rated Access and DA Transport to expire on January 1, 1988. Providers were required to file 
tariff revisions implementing MPB for FGC, FGD, Flat-Rated Access and DA Transport in 
their October 1987 annual access filings to be implemented by January 1, 1988. 
Furthermore, the FCC suggested the OBF study the feasibility of applying the MPB approach 
developed for FGC, FGD, Flat-Rated Access, and DA Transport to other Usage-Sensitive 
Access services (i.e., FGA and FGB) . 

2.3.5 

In the October 4, 1988 Order in CC Docket No. 87-579, the Commission requested that the 
ECSA submit a report on the possibility of meet-point Billing for FGA and FOB. The report, 
submitted to the FCC on December 8, 1988, recommended revenue sharing agreements as 

2 -3 



A TIS/ OBF -MECAB-08 
Issue 8 , 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (TJG-5) Page 18 of 131 

the most appropriate solution for FGA shared service and the establishment of meet-point 
Billing for FGB. The Commission agreed in a MO&O released October 5, 1989. 

The October 5, 1989 Order allows providers jointly providing FGA access services to avoid 
meet-point Billing for these FGA services by entering into binding revenue sharing 
agreements not later than one year after the release date of the Order. In addition, the 
Commission agreed with the December 8th Report that MPB of FGB access services be 
implemented by July 1, 1990. Providers were required to flle tariff revisions implementing 
MPB of FGB in their 1990 annual access tariff fllings. Furthermore, the FCC ordered that 
the OBF file a progress report not later than December 31, 1990 regarding the feasibility of 
establishing guidelines for MPB of Flat-Rated Access. 

To meet the requirements of the October 5, 1989 Order, the ECSA submitted the Issue 3 
Revision of the MECAB document to the FCC in December of 1990. MECAB, Issue 3 
incorporated resolutions t~ two Flat-Rated Access issues, OBF 591 and 592, that meet the 
requirements of the above-mentioned FCC requested report. A cover letter to the 
Commission that further explained the Flat-Rated Access revisions accompanied the 
revised MECAB. 

MECAB Issue 4 incorporates resolutions to OBF issues 465, 590, and 638. Wording was 
added to the document to clarify Flat-Rated Access meet-point Billing guidelines. 
MECAB Issue 5 incorporates resolutions to OBF issues 621, 733, and 792. Text changes 
were made to meet the requirements of the September 17, 1993 Order, Docket 91-213, 
addressing Equal Charge Per Unit of Traffic (a.k.a., Local Transport Restructure). A 
distinction was made to clarify the difference between usage-sensitive and flat-rated access 
as a result of the resolution of OBF issue 733. 

MECAB Issue 6 incorporates resolutions to OBF issues 945, 946, 970, 1140, 1142, 1185, 
1248 and 1304. Text changes were made to substitute the words provider and customer 
for LEC and IC. Section 17 (Sample forms) was created to provide a home for the Sample 
meet-point Notification Form (Section 17.1) and the Manual usage Exchange Form (Section 
17.2). 

MECAB Issue 7 incorporates resolutions to OBF billing issues 1548, 1667 and 1690 covering 
unbundled services. Section 14- Jointly Provided Services In an Unbundled Environment 
was developed, along with diagrams, to incorporate the process dealing with unbundled 
services in a local, intra-LATA toll, CMRS and access environments. 

MECAB Issue 7 also includes OBF Billing Committee Issue 2056, which eliminates common 
minutes for facility-based LECs/CLEC, and CMRS traffic and billing; Issue 2138, which 
evaluates meetpoint data elements; and Issue 2162, which eliminates the pass through 
billing options. The sections eliminated as a result of the above issues were 10 -
BAR/ BACR, 12 - IBC/SBC, 13 - The Usage Sensitive Access Matrix and 17 - Sample forms 
for Manual Summary Usage Records. Revision marks will not be reflected due to extensive 
modifications to the document. 
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MECAB Issue 8 incorporates resolutions to OBF Billing Committee Issues 1962 and 2186. 
Issue 1962 specifically addresses the situation where multiple tandem providers are 
involved in passing local and toll LEC traffic. Issue 2186 establishes applicable return codes 
in EMI Category 11 detail records exchanged between companies utilizing a 2 position return 
code ( 11 OXXX positions 70-71) to be consistent with the established Cat 10 and Cat 0 1 
process. 

2.4 Symbols 

The following symbols are used in the figures throughout this document: 

A . PcrtdTenmat~on r'POT"l ) Meet Point 

rn · SeNirll Wre oner r'S\'IC'I 

C8J -k1::aa Tarrlem f'Ar, ~ . E'n:IOIIicer'Ea, 

AT ID 

• • End User 
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3. NECA TARIFF FCC. NO. 4, PERCENT OWNERSHIP, BILLING PERCENTAGE AND 
COMPANY CODE 

3.1 General 

The industry reference for listing endpoint locations, billing percentages, and the providers 
involved in a MPB environment is NECA Tariff FCC. No.4. The information contained in this 
tariff specifies the apportionment of local transport or channel mileage rate element(s) among 
the providers and/ or jurisdictions involved in an access and interconnection services based 
on billing percentages. Each pair of end point locations, the related Billing Percentages, and 
the providers involved must be fl.led in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4 for access services. When 
billing percentages are required for interconnection services, the decision to file billing 
percentages in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4 is based upon Provider-to-Provider negotiations. 

3.2 Billing Percentage (BP) 

BPs are listed by service type for each pair of locations where access and interconnection 
services are provided on a meet-point basis. The sum of the BPs filed for each pair of end 
point locations must equal 100%. For each pair of locations, the involved providers must 
agree in writing to their respective BPs. This information must be submitted to NECA for 
inclusion in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4, per NECA filing requirements. 

3.3 Percent Ownership 

Each set of BPs may be develope d on a ny mutually agreeable ba sis amon g the providers in 
t he route. BPs m ay be developed using: 

1. Provider investmen t to total investmen t 

2 . Route miles to total rou te miles 

3 . Airline mile s t o m eet-point to total airline miles between loca tions 

T he b asis of this a ppor tionm ent s h ould consider each provider's ra te stru c tu re for ch ann e l 
m ileage or local transport and the meth od of BP a pp lication either approved by the FCC or 
locally n egotiated contract s . 

3.4 Transport or Mileage Charge Calculations 

The appropriate m eth od for calcula tion of MPB of the distance sensitive portion of Local 
T ranspor t (direct-trunk and t andem -switch ed), Ch ann e l Mileage (e .g. Special Transport), is as 
follows: 

l. The Vertical and Horizontal (V&H) coordinates (flled in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4) are used to 
calculate the airlin e distance between two wire centers . Fractional m ileage is rou n ded to 
the next w h ole nu m ber. 

2 . Each provider applies th e tariff rate for this overall mileage len gth to obtain a dollar 
amount. 

3. The BP is applied to t h e dollar amount calculated a bove . 
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See Figures 3-1 through 3-9 for examples of Usage-Sensitive Access (tandem-switched) and 
Flat-Rated Access (Switched and Special) mileage charge calculations. 

3 .5 Company Code 

Whenever company codes are used to identify companies associated with rate elements, 
usage detail or circuit locations on meet-point bills and Customer Service Records (CSRs) (if 
provided), the state level company code, as filed in NECA Tariff FCC_ No. 4, is provided. 
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3.5.1 Usage Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

~ETPOINT 

PROVIDER A PROVIDERS 

m ' X 400/o 

. ~ 
60% ... 

~ r' 

EO AT POT 
-

Usage-Sensitive 
... .. 

19.6 Miles Rounded to 20 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 20 ~)X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER 8 BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 20 MI)X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

Figure 3-1 - Usage-Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 
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3.5.2 Flat Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

MEET POINT 
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PROVIDER A 
40% 

---+ 
PROVIDER B ~ ' 60% w 

~~~--------------------------~c ~------
EO 

Flat-Rated 

19.6 Miles Rounded to 20 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (BP=.60) 

Figure 3-2- Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

3-4 

POT 



Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (T JG-5) Page 25 of 131 

ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8 , 

3 .5 .3 Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

MEET POINT 

~--P-R-O~V~ID~E-R~A~~----~~----~.~~~----~~------~ ~ 4Q% r -, r 

EO 

8.8 Miles 
ROLn!ed to 9 Miles 

Flat-Rated 

10.8 Miles 
Rounded to 11 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP,..40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP'".60) 

(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11MI) 

Figure 3-3 - Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage 
Charge Calculations (with the meet-point between the AT and the EO) 
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3.5.4 Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

MEET POINT 

r'\:71 PROVIDER A ~ PROVIDER A 

~----l~QAQ~%~--~~ 4Q% • 
~-PR-O~V~I~DE~R--B-4~~s, ______ ! 
... 60% B" 1 

EO AT 

Usage-Sensitive Flat-Rated 

8.8 Miles 10.8 Miles 
Rounded to 9 Miles Rounded to 11 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) 
(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.40) 

PROVIDER B BILLS: (11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.60) 

POT 

Figure 3-4 - Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage 
Charge Calculation s (with the meet-point between the AT and the SWC) 
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3 .5.5 Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

MEET POINT 

PROVIDER B 
60% 

Usage-Sensitive 

8.8 Miles 
Rounded to 9 Miles 

AT 

MEET POINT 

PROVIDER B PROVIDER C 
30% 70% 

Flat-Rated 

10.8 Miles 
Rounded to 11 Miles 

PROVIDER A BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP = .40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP =.60) 

(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.30) 
PROVIDER C BILLS: (11 Ml) X (PROVIDER CRATE FOR 11 Ml) X (BP=.70) 

POT 

Figure 3-5 - Combination of Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage 
Charge Calculations (Three Providers) 
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3.5.6 Host/Remote Usage- Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

HOST/REMOTE 
USAGE-SENSITIVE 

MEET POINT 

f-P-R...;O 40;::;VI~~::..E_R_A-+ l~lll ... ----~f--P-R_O,:;:~'-I:~&.E_R_B--~-' 
REMOTE 

EO 

HOST 
EO 

~Usage-Sensitive I 
9.8 Miles ~ IIIII 

(Rounded 10 Miles) 
(REMOTE to Hosn 

Usage-Sensitive 

19.6 MUes 
(Rounded 20 Miles) 

(HOST to S\1\tC) 

AT LTl 

~I 
PROVIDER A BILLS: (10 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 10 Ml) X (MOU) 

(20 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP.:.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER 8 RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

POT 

Figure 3-6 - Host/Remote Usage-Sensitive Access Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 
(with the meet-point between the HOST and AT) 
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3.5. 7 Host/Remote Usage Sensitive & Flat Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

REMOTE 
EO 

HOST 
EO 

HOST/REMOTE 
USAGE SENSITIVE & FLAT RATED 

MEET POINT 

PROVIDER A 
40% 

PROVIDER B 
60% .. .. 

AT 

PROVIDER B 
100% 

LTL 

Usage-Sensitive ~4llt----u_s_a_g_e-_s_e_ns-it-iv_e __ .,..,~I..,.IIIIII----F-Ia_t_R_at_ed __ .,..,~l 

9.8 Miles 8.6 Miles 10.8 Miles 
(Rounded 10 Miles) (Rounded 9 Miles) (Rounded 11 Miles) 
(REMOTE to HOST) (HOST to AT) (SWC to AT) 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (10 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 10 Ml) X (MOU) 
( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 

PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 
(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11 Ml) 

POT 

Figure 3-7 - Host/Remote Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations (with the meet-point between the HOST and AT) 
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3.5.8 Host/Remote Usage Sensitive & Flat Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations 

HOST/REMOTE 
USAGE SENSITIVE & FLAT RATED 

MEET POINT 

f\:71 PROVIDER A 

~4 40% ~ 
PROVIDER B r\:71 PROVIDER B M PROVIDER B •----l.l~~~r-~ ----j 4 6Q% ~ ~4 1QQ% ~ ~ 11lll0f. 

REMOTE 
EO 

14 
Usage-Sensitive 

9.8 Miles 
(Rounded 10 Miles) 
(REMOTE to HOST) 

HOST 
EO 

~ I· 
Usage-Sensitive 

8.8 Miles 
(Rounded 9 Miles) 

(HOST to AT) 

AT LTL POT 

~14 
Flat Rated 

~I 
10.8 Miles 

(Rounded 11 Miles) 
(SWC to AT) 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (10 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 10 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.40) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: ( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=.60) 

( 9 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 9 Ml) X (MOU) 
(11 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 11 Ml) 

Figure 3-8 - Host/Remote Usage-Sensitive and Fla t-Rated Access Transport Mileage Charge 
Calculations {with the meet-point between the REMOTE and HOST) 
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3.5.9 Non-Party LTR Rate Structure Transport Mileage Charge Calculations 

NON-PARITY LTR RATE STRUCTURE 

MEET POINT 

40%\60% 1+--------+-_.., ..,..______. 
20 Miles 60 Miles 

Usage Sensitive Flat-Rated 

PROVIDER A PROVIDER B 0 ! 
~ ------t·~ r·41111---~~r---------+~+-----~ 

EO AT 

80 Miles 

I 
10% \ 90% I 

PROVIDER A BILLS: (80 Ml) X (PROVIDER A RATE FOR 80 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=10%) 
PROVIDER B BILLS: (20 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 20 Ml) X (MOU) X (BP=60%) 

(60 Ml) X (PROVIDER B RATE FOR 60 Ml) 

PROVIDER A (non L TR) 
PROVIDER B (L TR) 

POT 

Figure 3-9 - Transport Mileage Charge Calculations for Providers with Non-Parity Rate 
Structures (with the meet-point between the EO and AT) 
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The meet-point Billing Task Force Report, (hereinafter, 86-104 Report) adopted in CC 
Docket No. 86-104, released July 31, 1987, specifies that either the single or multiple 
billing options would satisfy the requirements for MPB. Where providers are unable to 
reach agreement as to the method of billing, the multiple MPB option, as described in this 
document, is employed. The Common Carrier Bureau in CC Docket No. 87-579, Phase II, 
released October 4, 1988, established certain characteristics that must be present for the 
multiple bill option to be an appropriate selection. Upon determining the billing method, 
each provider notifies the customer of the method employed to render access bills in 
accordance with the notification instructions in Section 5. See the section entitled "Jointly 
Provided Service in an Unbundled Environment" for ULEC billing options. 

4.2 Meet-point Billing Selection 

One of the crucial activities associated with MPB is the responsibility of the providers to 
select a meet-point Billing option. The MPB options available are: 

1 . Single Bill 
2. Multiple Bill 

Under the Single Bill Option there are two alternatives. They are: 

1. Multiple Tariff (SM) 
2 . Single Tariff (SS) 

The payment altematives associated with Single Bill/Multiple Tariff are Single Check and 
Multiple Checks. 

Under the Multiple Bill Option there are two possible alternative implementation methods. 
They are: 

1. Multiple Bill reflecting a single tariff (MM) 
2. Multiple Bill reflecting multiple tariffs (MT) 

A provider may elect to use either or both MPB options when connecting with different 
providers. Providers may also elect to use either or both MPB options when connecting with 
the same provider for different types of service (e.g., Hicap, FGD). Providers may also elect to 
use either or both MPB options for different meet-point service arrangements (e.g., EO to 
POP/SWC, customer premises to customer premises). The MPB option selection is 
n egotiated exclusively between providers. 

The MPB method selection between providers has some fundamental restrictions. In order 
for providers to implement the Single Bill options, all providers involved in providing the 
access or interconnection service for a particular meet-point service arrangement must agree 
on one of the two Single Bill altematives. If providers were unable to reach agreement as to 
the billing option for a particular meet-point arrangement, each provider would be required 
to select the Multiple Bill option. 

Because of the complexities involved in providing and billing multiplexed and multi-point 
Flat-Rated access services by more than one provider, t h e combination of MPB options on an 
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individual service is allowed. For example, a segment of a multi-point service may be billed 

using one of the Single Bill alternatives, and another segment of the same multi-point service 

may be billed using one of the Multiple Bill implementation methods. 

4.3 Descriptions of meet-point Billing Options. 

4.3.1 Single Bill Option 

The Single Bill option allows the customer to receive one bill from one provider or its billing 

agent for access or interconnection services. To assist the reader in understanding the 

Single Bill option, the working definition of the Single Bill is as follows: 

A Single Bill consists of all rate elements applicable to access or interconnection services 

billed on one statement of charges under one billing account number (BAN). 

Although the Single Bill option suggests one means of bill rendering, the following billing 

alternatives are: 

1. Single Bill: Multiple Tariff 
2 . Single Bill: Single Tariff 

To implement any Single Bill alternative, all providers involved must agree to a particular 

alternative. The billing company's bill includes the applicable data elements listed in the 

CABS BOS or SECAB. The CABS BOS or SECAB format is recommended. For the customer 

to provide payment to an agent, the customer must be provided with a letter of authorization 

(LOA). The detailed requirements for rendering the Single Bill option are given in Sections 5 

through 8 of this document. 

Provider-to-Provider contractual agreements for the billing of Usage-Sensitive Access, Flat

Rated Access and/or interconnection services are required. These agreements can cover 

proprietary information/non-disclosure, liabilities for data accuracy and timeliness , 

inquiries, flow of tariff items, compensation for billing services, types of access or 

interconnection services included, payment options (e.g., purchase of accounts receivable by 

billing company vs. individual payments by customer to each provider), and flow of data. 

4.3.1.1 Single Bill-Multiple Tariff 

The billing company agrees to prepare a single access or interconnection bill, with each 

provider's charges separately identified by rate element and usage detail using the st ate 

level company code found in NECA Tariff FCC. No . 4. A summary page totaling the charges 

by provider state level company code is included. The tariff or contract rates provided to the 

billing company must include all charges applicable to the meet-point billed services. The 

provider charges refer to one-time charges, recurring charges, usage, OC&C, adjustments, 

etc. This alternative requires that the billing company administers in its billing system the 

applicable tariff or contract rates and rate changes for all providers involved in the 

provisioning of services Rate c hange dates may not coincide where multiple providers are 

involved in a service. A non-billing company should notify their billing company of its rate 

change in a timely manner. 

Separate checks can be rendered by the customer and mailed directly to each provider, or 

to the billing provider for distribution as indicated in the letter of authorization. If the non

billing provider receives payment directly from the customer, the non-billing provider must 
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notify the billing provider of the payment. The billing provider is then responsible for 
applying each payment to the appropriate provider's balance due. Where a single check is 
selected as the payment arrangement, the non-billing provider must provide a letter of 
authorization to notify the customer to send only a single check to the billing provider. 

Information must be communicated among the providers involved to render a single bill 
using the multiple tariff alternative. Application and interpretation of the non-billing 
company's rates must also be communicated to the billing company for incorporation into 
the billing system. The service order, payment and rate information must be maintained by 
the billing company on an ongoing basis and requires the cooperation of the providers. 
Usage data is transmitted to the billing company for input to the billing system. The billing 
company renders a single bill to the customer and retums fmancial information to the 
provider, which may include a copy of the bill. The c;ustomer then remits payment either 
directly to each provider or to the billing company for distribution based on the contractual 
arrangements between the providers. The customer is referred to the contact number on the 
bill for billing inquiries. Resolution of billing inquiries may involve all providers. 

4.3.1.2 Single Bill-Single Tariff 

The billing company agrees to prepare a single access or interconnection bill based upon 
their rate structure. Usage data is transmitted from the recording point for input into the 
billing system. The billing company renders a bill to the customer for all portions of the 
service. The other providers render a bill to the billing company for that portion of the 
service they provide. The customer remits payment to the billing company. The billing 
company remits payment to the other providers. 

4.3.2 Multiple Bill Option 

The Multiple Bill option allows each provider to bill the customer for its portion of a jointly 
provided access or interconnection service. In this scenario each provider establishes its 
own billing account. The bills under this option are rendered at a level previously 
established by the provider in a non-MPB environment. The detail requirements for 
rendering multiple meet-point bills are provided in Sections 5 through 8 of this document. 

Although the Multiple Bill option suggests one means of bill rendering, the following billing 
alternatives are: 

1. Multiple Bill: Single Tariff 2. Multiple Bill: Multiple Tariff 

4.3.2.3 Multiple Bill-Single Tariff 

Each company prepares and renders a meetpoint bill in accordance with its own tariff or 
contract for the portion of the service it provides. 

4.3.2.4 Multiple Bill-Multiple Tariff 

This method allows one provider to bill for other providers within the Multiple Bill option 
when there are more than two companies providing the service. The number of bills 
rendered is less than the total number of companies providing the service. Each provider's 
tariff or contract rates are applied and displayed separately for each company's portion of 
the service provided. 
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The tariff or contract rates provided to the billing company must include charges applicable 
to the Meet-point billed services. The provider charges refer to one-time charges, recurring 
charges, usage, OC&C, adjustments, etc. This alternative requires that the billing company 
administer in its billing system the applicable tariff or contract rates and rate changes for all 
providers involved in the provisioning of services. Rate change dates may not coincide 
where multiple providers are involved in a service. A non-billing company should notify 
their billing company of its rate change in a timely manner. 

4.4 Implementation Considerations 

4.4.1 Basic Implementation Considerations 

The following are basic implementation considerations between providers to establish meet
point billing relationships for switched, dedicated and 'local interconnection services. MPB 
and non-MPB services may be included on the same account. These considerations apply 
regardless of the billing option agreed upon: 

1. For all MPB services: 

a. All billing company's bills will include the applicable data elements listed in the 
CABS BOS or SECAB; whichever is appropriate, for the billing company. In addition, 
the CABS BOS or SECAB format is-recommended. 

b. The terms and conditions of the providers' tariffs or contracts should be reviewed to 
determine that there are no practical or regulatory prohibitions associated with 
implementing an option. In particular, review the general regulations and ordering 
sections of each provider's tariff or contract. 

c. Each provider is responsible for filing tariffs or price lists where appropriate. 

d . Provider-to-provider exchange of administrative data is required. Where proprietary 
restrictions do not exist, whenever a new provider establishes a switched point of 
interface directly subtending a tandem, the tandem company owner will provide the 
following information about interconnecting IXCs to the n ew provider: 

• billing company name 
• billing company address 
• billing company telephone number 
• ACTL location 
• industry assigned Carrier Identification Code(s) (CICs) 

The tandem company owner will provide the following information about localjintraLATA 
interconnector s to the new provider: 

con tact name 
• contact address 

contact telephone number or fax 
type of company 

• NECA assigned Operating Company Number (OCN) and/or industry assigned 
Carrier Identification Code(s) (CICs) 

Each time a new interconnecting company establishes a presence at a tandem, the 
tandem company will provide this information to the new interconnecting company and 
the existing directly interconnected companies on a one-time basis. Companies directly 
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interconnected to the tandem have the responsibility to pass notification information to 
companies directly interconnected behind them. 

e. In order to establish a billing relationship, providers that do not have a direct 
interconnection with each other, may need to exchange the following information: 

• billing company name 
• billing company address 
• billing company telephone number 
• Point of Interface (POI) 
• billing percentages, if applicable 

f. Review current OBF Multiple Exchange Carrier Ordering and Design (MECOD) 
Guidelines, particularly with respect to order intervals and access service 
coordination. 

g. Meet-point bills will contain a MPB identification. 

h. Identify what is Meet-point billed, e.g., End Office, Traffic Type, or circuit. 

1. In a single bill arrangement, provide detail of adjustments and charges for each 
provider identified on the bill. 

j. Provide billing percent when applied to rates. 

k. In a single bill arrangement, include a summary totaling the charges for each provider 
identified on the bill. 

1. During the ordering process, communicate billing account information in accordance 
with the Access Services Ordering Guidelines (ASOG) and Local Services Ordering 
Guidelines (LSOG). 

m. The Combination of Meet-point and non-Meet-point on a single bill with all options 
(e.g., Single Bill, Multiple Bill) is accepted. When mutually agreed upon by customer 
and provider, a single bill will be rendered for meet-point and non-meet-point access 
and interconnection services. This is applicable for both paper and BDT. At the 
account level, the bill should be identified as a Meet-point bilL Current requirements 
for usage billing displays at end office and summary levels remain unchanged. 

2. For Usage-Sensitive Service: 

a. End Office detail must be provided by COMMON LANGUAGE" Location Identification 
(CLLI) code. This must be an industry-recognized code. This information may be 
provided via LSR, ASR or other media. 

b. When the billing company is not the recording company, a relationship may need to 
be established between providers in order to exchange detailed usage records. 

c. If any or all Traffic Types within an End Office for a given customer are jointly 
provided, the entire End Office is billed on a MPB account. 

The following guidelines establish the level of Traffic Type display on multiple meet
point bills: 

• COMMON LANGUAGE is a registered trademark and CLEI, CLLI, CLFI and CLCI are trademarks of 
Telcordia Technologies. 

4-5 



ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit __ (T JG-5) Page 38 of 131 

1. If the provider displays usage by traffic type on its regular bills, it should do so on 
meet-point bills. 

2. If the provider does not render regular bills and only has meet-point bills, they 
should display usage by traffic type on its bills. 

d. When an account contains meet-point Billing, each meet-point billed End Office 
should be displayed on the bill with its appropriate MPB option or combination of 
options. If the end office is not owned by the billing company, the OCN of the end 
office owner should be listed on the bill. In effect, the Single Bill Option or Multiple 
Bill Option can be combined for usage-sensitive service on the same account, with: 

• Any Single Bill Option 
• Any Multiple Bill Option/ Alternative Implementation Method 
• Non-meet-point Billing 

• 
3. For Flat-Rated Service~ 

a. A provider is not required to establish separate MPB accounts for each provider with 
which it meet-point bills. 

b. The Single Bill Option or Multiple Bill Option can be combined within a circuit, or on 
the same account, with: 

• Any Single Bill Option 
• Any Multiple Bill Option/ Alternative Implementation Method 
• Non-meet-point Billing 

c . When a two-point service is provided by more than one provider, the two-point 
service will be identified as meet-point billed. 

d. When any segment of a multi-point service is provided by more than one provider, the 
entire circuit must be identified as meet-point billed. 

e . When a High Capacity (Hicap) service is provided by more than one provider, the 
Hicap service will be identified as meet-point billed. Services using channels derived 
from the Hica p m ay or m ay not be identified as m eet-point billed. There is no 
relationship between the meet-point billed status of a Hicap service and a two-point 
or multi-point service that uses a derived channel from that Hicap service. 

f. When considering the meet-point implications for a complex multi-point or 
multiplexed Flat-Rated service, it is recommended that the OBF Issues 59 1 and 592 
be referenced. These issues provided a complete explanation of the meet-point 
option arrangements and the billing scenarios that may be applicable. 

4. This matrix identifies the billing information requirements and the possible billing 
companies (Provider A, Provider B, Provider C, etc.) that may be involved in billing the 
customer: 

4-6 

----------------------------------------------------------------- ------



Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizonlnterccnnection 
Exhibit_ {T JG-5) Page 39 of 131 

ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

BILLING BILLING BILLING BILLING REQUIREMENTS 
ARRANGEMENT OPTIONS PROVIDER{s) a b c d e f g 

Between 2 ss A orB X X X - - - -
Providers 

SM A orB X X X X X X X 
MM A&B X X X X 

i\.mong more than 2 ss A orB or C X X X - - - -
Providers 

SM A orB or C X X X X X X X 
MM A&B &C, etc. X X X X 

- MT A orB or C X X X X X X X 

BILLING REQUIREMENTS (Bill and/ or CSR): 

a. Service must be identified by Exchange Carrier Circuit Identifier (EC CKTID) and, 
when available, by Interexchange Carrier Circuit Identifier (IC CKTID). 

b. Service will be identified as MPB and reflect the OCN where appropriate. 

c. The end locations for the MPB segment must be identified. 

d . Billing Percentages (BP) and, if required, Supplemental BP (fixed rate charges) must 
be displayed. 

e. Each provider's charges must be separately identified by rate element. 

f. Adjustments and charges must be identified for each provider. 

g. A summary totaling the adjustments and charges by provider will be included. 

4.4.2 Implementation Considerations for Single Bill-Multiple Tariff 

In a ddition to the basic implementation considerations under 4.4.1, the following also apply 
for the Single Bill-Multiple Tariff alternative: 

1. The customer sends a single check to the billing company unless otherwise instructed by 
the provider(s) through the proper notification procedures. 

2. If a CSR is provided, a state level company code, as filed in NECA Tariff FCC No. 4, 
should be associated with the data elements. 

3. Each provider (other than the billing provider) must be identified separately by ra te 
element and usage detail using the state/area level company codes. 

4 .4.3 Implementation Considerations for Single Bill-Single Tariff 

In addition to the basic implementation considerations in 4.4.1, the following also apply to 
the Single Bill-Single Tariff billing alternative: 

1 . The tariff or contract rate of the provider responsible for billing the customer must 
include the expenses associated with obtaining access from the other provider(s). These 
expenses include applicable tariff or contract charges of the other provider(s). 
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2. The tariffs or contracts of the other provider(s) may require review to determine that 
there are no practical or regulatory prohibitions, which would preclude the provision of 
services to another provider in this arrangement. 

4.4.4 Implementation Considerations for the Multiple Bill 

In addition to the basic implementation considerations in 4.4.1, the following also apply to 
the Multiple Bill option: 

1. Where a contractual relationship exists between providers, data exchange and process 
coordination is required. 

2. If a CSR is provided, a state level company code, as filed in NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4 
should be associated with data elements. 

3. For Usage-Sensitive Services: 

a. Exchange of usage. records (e.g. 11-0X-XX) occurs when a contractual relationship 
exists between providers, for FGB, FGC, FGD, trunk side BSA, DA Transport, 
wireless and local usage. 

b. The jurisdiction of usage must be determined by each provider. This may require the 
use of factors such as PIU, PLU, etc. 

c. Exchange the Office Tape Identification (OTID), Trunk Group Number (TGN), Percent 
Traffic Routed (PTR), and Percent Direct Routed (PDR) if applicable. 

d. Identify the Provider-to-Provider usage exchange procedures. The record layouts 
and pack requirements are defined in the ATIS/OBF EMI document. 

4. For Usage-Sensitive Multiple Bills reflecting multiple tariffs, the following additional 
considerations apply: 

a. Company check indicator. 

b. Provider State Level Company codes (Single Bill/ Multiple Tariff rules apply) . 

c. Summary of charges by provider (Single Bill/ Multiple Tariff rules apply) . 

d. Detail of charges by provider code (Single Bill/ Multiple Tariff rules apply). 

e. Rates per each provider. 

5. For Flat-Rated Service: 

a. Internally cross-reference High Capacity Facilities to accommodate the "ratcheting" 
process. 

b. Service will be identified by common EC Circuit Identifier (EC CKTID) and, when 
available, by IC Circuit Identifier (IC CKTID) . 

c. The service will be identified as MPB. 

d . The end locations (CKL/ CKLT) for the MPB segment must be identified. 

e. Billing Percentages (BPs) and, if required Supplemental BPs (e.g. Channel mileage 
termination) must be displayed. 

f. Each provider involved in the provisioning of a circuit must be identified. 
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6. For Flat-Rated Multiple Bills reflecting a multiple tariff, the following additional 
considerations apply: 

a. Internally cross-reference High Capacity Facilities to accommodate the "ratcheting" 
process. 

b. Adjustments and charges must be identified for each provider. 

c. A summary totaling the adjustments and charges by provider will be included. 

d. Each provider's charges must be separately identified by rate element. 

e. The industry assigned provider State/ Area Level Company codes (Single Bill/Multiple 
Tariff considerations apply). 
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To implement MPB, several cooperative activities are required among customers and 
providers involved on each jointly provided service. The customer is responsible for 
distributing a common ASR/LSR to all providers involved with the service in accordance 
with the standards documented in the ASOG/LSOG and the MECOD Guidelines. The 
ASR/ LSR is required by each provider to authorize billing. The providers involved with the 
service will provide confirmation to the customer in accordance with the standards 
documented in the ASOG/LSOG. The remainder of this section defines specific 
requirements and bill data elements that must be provided on all meet-point bills rendered 
from the providers. In addi~on to the implementation activities required by the providers, 
there is a need for the customers to receive written nbtification at least 30 days prior to 
implementation of any change (e.g. change to MPB option, elimination of common minutes, 
etc.). This time is needed by customers to prepare for the new or changed billing media 
they will receive. The notification will be given to the customer contact(s). 

5.2 General Conversion 

This section describes procedures and areas to consider when converting services that 
involve meet-point Billing. The following situations are applicable: 

1. Conversions from non-meet-point Billing to meet-point billing for a given service, e.g., 
access, local & CMRS. 

2. Establishing MPB for a given service arrangement, when a n ew provider becomes 
involved, for which no meet-point agreement exists. 

3. Changing an existing meet-point Billing option, or 

4. Changing from common minutes to non-common minutes between providers until the 
discontinuance of the use of summary usage records (11-50-01 through 04 and 11-50-
21 through 24) effective August 3 1, 2002 . 

Listed below a re joint provider conversion efforts that must be considered: 

1. Identify service arrangement(s) that will be converted to meet-point billing. 

2. Provider s must establish BPs for each MPB route for IC traffic. Esta blish BPs for each 
local interconnection route, if applicable. Formally concur on BPs in NECA Tariff FCC. 
No. 4. as described in Section 3 . 

3. Provide a cross reference for meet-point access/interconnection services: 

a. F lat-Rated Service: 

When a circuit number changes or appears for the first time due to implementation of 
MPB, a cross reference list of all old and new circuit identities should be provided, in 
advance if possible, to the customer. These lists should contain Billing Account Number 
(BAN), Access Customer Terminal Location (ACTL), EC CKTID, High Capacity Billing 
Account Number (HBAN)2 if applicable, the Connecting Facility Assignment (CFA) if 

2 HBAN is used when Usage-Sensitive and Flat-Rated Access services exist on a High Capacity facility. 
HBAN identifies the Flat-Rated Access BAN on which t h e High Capacity service is billed. HBAN is used 
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applicable, and the IC CKTID when available. During the ordering process, billing 
account information will be communicated in accordance with the ASOG/ LSOG. 

As new circuits are established, providers must exchange common EC CKTID. 

All providers that meet-point bill will use a common provider circuit identifier (e. g., 
CLCI-SS). Providers are required to coordinate with each other should a common 
provider circuit identifier change. (See OBF MECOD guidelines.) 

b. Usage-Sensitive Service: 

Prior to implementing MPB, providers must exchange End Office identifiers that appear 
on the bill in the form of a CLLI. The CLLI will be identified in industry documents (i.e. 
LERG, NECA). 

In addition, the companies will provide a list to the customers which includes: 

• the directly interconnected provider company code(s) 

• the type of service (e .g. switched a ccess, local, CMRS) 

• the old and new BANs (provided by the billing company(s)) when appropriate 

• the SWC/POI associated with the ACTL (LTL/ Customer SWC CLLI) 

• the End Office identifier (CLLI) 

• CFA, if applicable 

This information will be provided in advance when possible. 

4. Establish the Provider-to-Provider usage exchange procedures where contractual 
relationships exist between providers for receipt of records by the non-recording 
company (see Section 6). 

5. Exchange OTID, TGN, PTR for Usage-Sensitive Access, and PDR for local, if a pplicable. 

5 .2.1 Additional Data Exchange and Requirements 

5.2.1.1 Single Bill Option 

Section 10 contains a list of Single Billing Data Exchange Elements, which must be 
addressed by all providers in a Single Bill arrangement. 

1. Single Bill/Multiple Tariff Option: 

There is a need for Provider-to-Provider contractual agreements for the billing of Usage
Sensitive and Flat-Rated services. These agreement s may include proprietary 
information/non-disclosure, liabilities for data accuracy and timeliness, billing inquiries, 
flow of tariff or contract items, compensation for billing services, types of services, 
payment options and the flow of data. 

2. Single Bill/ Single Tariff Option: 

The tariff/ contract rate of the provider responsible for billing the customer should 
include the expense associated with obtaining access from the other provider(s). These 
expenses include applicable tariff or c ontract charges of the other providers. The 

as a means of Hnking the Usage-Sensitive service with the bill for High Capacity service, and appears 
on the Usage-Sensitive billing account. 
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tariffs/ contracts of the other providers may require review to determine that no practical 

or regulatory prohibitions exist, which would preclude the provision of service to another 
provider in this arrangement. 

5.2.1.2 Multiple Bill Option 

1. Usage-Sensitive Service 

a. Jurisdiction: 

The jurisdiction of usage must be determined by each provider. This may require the 

use of factors such as PIU, PLU, etc .. 

b. End Office Identifier 

Each company will bill using the same CLLI to identify an End Office. The CLLI will 
be identified in industry documents (i.e. LERG, NECA). 

2. Flat-Rated Service 

a . Jurisdiction: 

The jurisdictional separation must be consistent among all involved providers base 

on the customer provided factors (e.g. PIU, PLU) . 

5.2.1.3 Account Structure 

1. Usage-Sensitive Service Meet-point Billing Account: 

The multiple MPB option could include a unique Usage-Sensitive Service MPB account 

for each provider in support of the usage bill verification process. The bill will be 

rendered at the level previously established by the provider in a non-meet-point 

environment (i.e., Company, State, LATA, POP, or End Office) . End Offices, which are 

entirely non-MPB, may appear on a separate account. 

When mutually agreed upon by customer and provider, a combination single bill will be 

rendered for meet-point and Non-meet-point usage. This is applicable for both paper 

and BDT. At the account level, the bill should be identified as a meet-point bill. Current 

requirements for usage billing displays at end office and summary levels remain 

unchanged. 

2. Flat-Rated Service Meet-point Billing Account: 

Subsequent to the 86-104 Report, the OBF determined that a provider is not required to 

establish separate MPB accounts for each provider with which it meet-point bills. 

5.3 Notification 

5.3.1 Customer Notification 

Each company (billing and non-billing) will provide notification to the customer of the MPB 

option used to render bills. The notification requirement applies to the initial MPB 

implementation and any subsequent changes to an existing MPB option (e.g., Multiple Bill 
Option to Single Bill Option), change in bill rendering company, change from common 

minutes of use to non-common minutes of use, or payment arrangement. The customer 
notification must take place thirty days prior to the MPB implementation or change in 
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option. The elimination of common minutes between providers should be supplied at least 
thirty days prior to the change. 

The customer notification should be at the appropriate Company Code level. The MPB 
option concurred with the connecting companies will normally be the same for all End 
Offices. Jf there are exceptions, these exceptions should be identified separately, by End 
Office, in the customer notification. For example, Provider-A and Provider-B meet-point bill 
on a route. Provider-A selects Single Bill/Single Tariff when that company owns the End 
Office. Provider-B selects the Single Bill/Single Tariff bill option when it is Provider-B's End 
Office. In these situations, only one notification per provider is required for all End Offices 
to be billed in this manner. However, should there be any different billing arrangement 
between Provider-A and Provider-B, this will require additional notification for those 
different billing arrangements. 

Customer notification is required from each provider involved: 

a. For each unique combination of companies jointly providing service or a segment3 of 
a multi-point flat-rated service arrangement 

b. Per each meet-point option 

c. For all types of service 

d. Changing from common minutes to non-common minutes between providers until 
the discontinuance of the use of summary usage records (11-50-01 through 04 and 
11-50-21 through 24) effective August 31, 2002. 

This notification will be given to the customer contact(s). If the MPB Option/ Alternative is 
the same for all Usage-Sensitive and/or Flat-Rated services, then only one notification is 
required. A new notification is not required if the same MPB arrangement information has 
already been provided for a similar circuit type for the particular combination of involved 
providers. Each provider is required to report the following detailed information in the 
notification process: 

• Company Code of all LEC connecting companies 
• LEC Connecting company- Type of Provider (e.g. CLEC, CMRS, LEC) 
• LEC Connecting Company Name 
• LEC Connecting Company Address 
• LEC Connecting Company Contact Person 
• LEC Connecting Company Contact Telephone Number or FAX number 
• MPB option(s) by LEC connecting Co (e.g. Multiple Bill/Single Tariff). For Single 

Bill Options and Multiple Bill/Multiple Tariff options, the bill rendering company 
must also be provided. 

• MPB payment arrangement (LOA must be attached in a single check arrangement) 
• MPB option implementation date 
• Type of Service 
• Elimination of common minutes 

:~The term segment as used herein denotes the part of a circuit segment between two offices (i.e., hub 
or serving wire center) and is not necessarily synonymous with a circuit segment as defined by the 
Field Identified fFlD) SGN. 
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Each provider will notify other providers, on a one-time basis*, of lnterexchange Carriers who 
have direct connections to the providers' network. The notification requirement applies to 
the initial MPB implementation between the providers. Information will include the 
following data elements: 

• IXC Name 
• IXC Billing Address 
• IXC Billing Contact Telephone Number 
• IXC Type of Service 
• IXC ACTL 
• rxc ere 

*It is the responsibility of the IXC to notify (e.g. ASR) the provider of any changes in their 
access services. 

5.3.3 LEC Interconnection Provider Notification 

Each provider will notify other providers, on a one-time basis, of other LEC Interconnectors 
who have purchased unbundled services or have direct connections to the providers' 
network. * The notification requirement applies to the initial MPB implementation between 
the providers. Information will include the following data elements: 

• Comp any code 
• Type of provid er (e.g. CLEC, CMRS, LEC, ULEC) 
• ere {if applicable) 
• Company Name 
• Company Address 
• Company Contact Person 
• Company Con tact Teleph on e Num ber or FAX Number 
• MPB option s 
• Service Date 

*It is the res ponsibility of the exis ting LEC in itiating any ch ange impacting billing to their 
interconnection service to n otify all other providers with wh om they directly interconnect. 
Other provider s h ave the respon sibility to pass LEC interconnection n otification informa tion 
of companies who h ave purchased u n bun dled services or are d irectly interconnected with 
them so tha t the LECs can complete th eir cu stome r n otification process. 
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6. USAGE AND DATA EXCHANGE 

6.1 General 
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Providers may bill directly from their recordings. For Usage-Sensitive services under MPB, 
the exchange of usage data among providers, where recording capabilities do not exist, 
plays a critical role in providing the customer with an accurate, timely, and auditable bill. 
Various providers can be involved in recording the usage data for a single End Office 
location depending on the network architecture, type of office, type of service, and type of 
traffic. Regardless of the MPB option selected and where contractual relationships exist, the 
rdetailed usage records should be passed to the other provider(s) to process. Each provider 
is responsible to apply factors where appropriate and produce billable usage information. 
See Section 14 for usage applications involving ULECs. ' 

When providers do not have detailed recordings available for billing the IXC, the official 
recording company will provide the detailed usage record based on contractual 
relationships. 

The official recording company is defmed as the following: 

1. The end office company for originating traffic 

2. The end office company for terminating direct routed traffic 

3. The tandem company for terminating tandem routed traffic 

4. The SSP company for originating 800 traffic 

For local/intraLATA toll/wireless, each company generates their official recording. However, 
for 800 traffic, the SSP office owner is the official recording company. 

6.2 Paper Exchange 

Until conversion to billing non-common minutes of use between providers is implemented 
see Issue 6, Section 6.2 of the MECAB document. 

6.3 Mechanized Usage Exchange 

The ATIS Exchange Message Interface (EMI) document provides mechanized record formats 
that can be used to exchange usage information among providers. Category 11-0X series 
Access Usage Records (AURs) are used to exchange detailed usage information when 
recording capabilities do not exist and the provider has contractual relationships for receipt 
of their records with another provider. These records are forwarded on a daily basis or any 
other agreed upon timeline. Usage data should be validated by the receiving provider, to 
ensure accuracy. 

6.3.1 Return Codes 

Instances may exist where usage data received from the provider is inaccurate or 
in complete. In these cases, the data may be returned by the receiving company. The EMI 
document (Section 4) has a list of valid retum codes and valid values for Indicator 3. 

6-1 



A TIS/ OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit_ (TJG-5) Page 50 of 131 

While "00" and "09" are valid retum code values, companies are encouraged to use more 

descriptive return code values. 

Guidelines for retuming data to the provider are as follows: 

1. If all data on the medium (e.g. tape, FTP, CD ROM, etc.) is in error, Indicator 3 and a 

return code value must be populated on each record when returning to the provider. 

In lieu of populating a return code on each erred record, companies may negotiate an 

alternate method of retum. 

2. If any portion of the data on the medium (e.g. tape, FTP, CDROM, etc.) is in error, 

Indicator 3 and a return code value must be populated on each record. 

Only the erred records should be retumed to the provider. 

3. Companies should strive to retum inaccurate or incomplete records within 10 

business days, buf no later than 45 calendar days, from date of receipt. 

Upon receipt of retumed records, the provider will investigate, correct andre-send the data, 

as applicable, in a timely manner. 

6.4 Data Exchange 

6.4.1 Single Bill Option 

Providers must exchange data for all Single Bill altematives. The Single Bill data elements 
that are exchanged depend on the Single Bill option selected_ A list of potential elements to 

be exchanged is available in Section 10 - Provider Data Exchange Elements-

6.4.2 Multiple Bill Option 

In addition to usage exchange when required, it is necessary to exchange certain other data 

elements among the involved providers. Some of these items are dependent on individual 

circumstances and can include, but are not limited to the following items: 

1- Service Orders 

2 _ Customer Service Records (CSRs) 

3. Bills 

4. Originating Office Tape Identity {OTID) 

5. Percent Traffic Routed (PTR) 

6. Trunk Group Number (TGN) 

7. Percent Direct Routed (PDR) 
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The following diagrams pertain to LEC interconnection and customer notification, record 

exchange and bill verification in a facility-based environment. 

While the industry recognizes that settlement plans between LECs are used, these are state 

or contract specific and are not included in the MECAB guidelines. 

Current meet-point billing arrangements may exist where the tandem company is also the 

bill rendering company. Contracts may need to be renegotiated so that all participating 

companies consent to one or more compatible billing arrangements in a facility-based 

environment. 

Until the industry has resolved OBF Billing Issue 1182, which is the identity of all entities 

from originating to terminating point, it may not be possible to identify all facility-based 

providers. Companies that do not record need to make the applicable negotiations to obtain 

the records needed for them to render bills or perform bill verification. 

Due to the inconsistencies in where companies perform recordings, these diagrams do not 

reflect a designated point of recording for LEC to LEC traffic. Companies that do not record 

need to negotiate a process to obtain the records needed for them to render bills or pe rform 

bill verification. 

For IXC originating traffic, the originating end office switch generates the official record for 

billing. For IXC terminating traffic, the frrst point of switching into the LEC network (tandem, 

end office, or MSC switch) generates the official record for billing. For originating 800/8XX 

traffic the SSP switch generates the official record for billing. 
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LEC-B 

Figure 6-1- Originating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC to another LEC 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies 

Record Eltchan&e 
Record exchange will not be required, therefore, each company should use their own recording for 

billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (i.e. T /0 

ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The record generated by LEC-A will handle the verification requirements. 

Footnote 1: InJ.raLATA local and toll jurisdictions may be defined differently between LECs. 

Footnote 2: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-8 

Figure 6-2- Terminating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC to another LEC 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies. 

Record Exchange 
Re cord exch ange will not be r equire d, t h er efor e, each company sh ould u se th eir own r ecording for 
b illin g . 

Companies wh o do n ot have recor dings may h ave contractual relationships for r eceipt of recor ds. 

In lieu of r ecord ings, wh er e compen sation does exist , alternative methods and associated d a t a (e .g. 
T / 0 ratio, fla t rate , etc .) may be develope d and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The record generated by LEC-B will h andle the verification r equirements. When other meth ods of 
compensation exist, LEC-B will provide the T/0 r atio, flat ra t e, etc., to LEC-A. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs w ould include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Originating 
Local/lntraMATA and lntraLATA Toll (3 LECs) 

LEC-A 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

LEC-A Originated 
routed tnru LEC-8 

Tandem LEC-C 
Tenninated 

LEC-C 

Figure 6-3 - Originating local/intraMTA and intraLATA Toll from one LEC to another LEC 
through a 3rd LEC' tandem 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. In addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-C to LEC-A and LEC-B to LEC-A. These 
notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Elrr.:change 
Record exchange will not be requir ed. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relation ships for r eceipt of records for 
billing. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (i.e. T jO 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

BW Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the notification information received from LEC-B and 
LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing for transit 
charges (LEC-B) and termination charges (LEC-C). 

LEC-B may have their switch records to validate any billing they m ay receive from LEC-C. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have con tractual relationships for receipt of their records 
for ve rification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll (3 LECs) 

LEC-A 

LEC-B 
Tandem 

LEC-C Originated 
routed thru LEC-B 

tandem LEC-A 
Tenninated 

LEC-C 

Figure 6-4 - Terminating local/intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC to another LEC 
through a 3rd LECs' tandem 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. In addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A to LEC-C and LEC-B to LEC-C. These 
notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (i.e. T/0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-C and the notification information received from LEC-B and 
LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-C. Verification may include billing for transit 
charges (LEC-BI and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-B may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive fr om LEC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll (4 LECs) 

LEC-A 
LEC-A Originates and 

LEC-0 Terminates 
Through LECs B & C 

LEC-0 

Figure 6-5 - Originating local/_intraMTA and intraLATA toll from one LEC through 2 other 

LECs terminating to a 4th I.EC 

Notification lJlfonnation 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC

C. LEC-C will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B and LEC-D. In addition , 

customer notification would be required by LEC-B to LEC-A, LEC-D to LEC-A and LEC-C to LEC-A. 

These notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 

own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relation ships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate meth ods and associated data (e.g. flat 

rate, etc.l may be developed and shared between companies. 

BW Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 

LEC-B and LEC-D will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 

for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-C) and termination charges (LEC-D). 

LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any b illing they may receive from LEC-D. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relation ships for receipt of their records . 

. Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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6.5.6 Terminating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll (4 LECs) 

Terminating 
Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

(4 LECs) 
,..-'---, 

LEC-G 
T andem End Office 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (T JG-5) Page 57 of 131 

ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

LEC-A Terminates and LEC -D 
LEG-A LEC-D Originates 

Through LEGs B & C 

Figure 6-6- Terminating localfintraMTA and intraLATA toll to one LEC through 2 other LECs 
originating from a 4th LEC. 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-C will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B and LEC-D. In addition, 
customer notification would be required by LEC-B to LEC-D, LEC-A to LEC-D and LEC-C to LEC-D. 
These notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T/0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

BW Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-D and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-C and LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-D. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-C) and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-B and LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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POP 

Figure 6-7 - Originating access from a LEC to an IXC through another LEC 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5 . 

Record Exchange 
For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, they will use their recordings to bill 

the IXC. When LEC-B is the bill rendering company to the IXC, LEC-A may provide the access record to 

LEC-B. 

For a multiple bill option, LEC-A will use their recordings to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

LEC-A may provide the access record to LEC-B for them to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

Companies that do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

For additional information on billing options, refer to Section 4 of this document. 

Bill Verification 
The IXC has their recordings and the customer notification information to handle their verification 

requirements. 

Footnote 1: When 2 PIC exists for intra.LATA traffic, the process outlined in this diagram will apply. 
Footnote 2: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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POP 

Figure 6-8 - Terminating access from an IXC to a LEC through another LEC 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, LEC-8 will provide an access record 

to LEC-A to bill the IXC. When LEC-B is the bill rendering company, they will use their recordings to 

bill the IXC. 

For a multiple bill option, LEC-8 will u se their recordings to bill t heir portion of access to the IXC. 

LEC-8 will provide the access record to LEC-A for them to bill their port ion of access to the !XC. 

For additional information on billing options, refe r to Section 4 of this document. 

Bill Verification 
The IXC has their recordings and the customer notification information to handle their verification 

requirem ents . 

Footrwte: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-B 

Figure 6-9 - Originating 800 from a LEC to another LEC 800 provider (originating end office 
does not have SSP functionality) 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies. 

Record Exchange 
It is assumed that the originating SSP office company (LEC-B) would be accountable for generation and 
retention of the end user record unless negotiations dictate otherwise. 

When compensation does not exist, no access record is provided from LEC-B to LEC-A. 

When compensation does exist, LEC-B will provide LEC-A with an access record. 

Bill Verification 
LEC-B has their recordings to validate any billing they receive. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-C 

Figure 6-10 - Originating 800 from one LEC through another LEC's tandem, terminating to a 

3rd LEC (originating end office does not have SSP functionality} 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to the LEC-A and 

LEC-C. In addition, cu stomer notification would be required by LEC-A to LEC-C and LEC-B to LEC-C. 

These notifications will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchan&e 
It is assumed that the originating SSP office company (LEC-B) would be accountable for generation and 

transmission of the end u ser record to the 800 providing company (LEC-C), however, negotiations may 

dictate otherwise. 

LEC-B will pass the access record to LEC-A to bill LEC-C. LEC-B may also use the access record to bill 

transit charges to LEC-C. 

Bill Verification 
LEC-C has the end user record and the customer n otification information to validate any billing. LEC

C may also generate a terminating recording tha t could be used for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-B 

Figure 6 -11 - Originating 800 to a LEC {Terminating LEC is the 800 service provider and the 

originating end office has SSP functionality) 

Notification Information 
No notification process is needed since interconnection exists between the two companies. 

Record Exchange 
LEC-A will generate an end user record. LEC·A will pass this record to LEC-B. 

LEC-A will use their recordings to bill LEC-B. 

Bill Verification 
LEC-B has the end user record to validate any billing. LEC-B may also generate a terminating 

recording that could be used for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP 
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Figure 6-12- Originating 800 from aLEC to an IXC behind another LEC (The LEC tandem 
company is providing SSP functionality.) 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide the customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5. 

Reco.-d Exchange 
There are no end user records generated by the LECs. 

LEC-B will provide LEC-A with an access record. LEC-B will retain a copy of this record for billing. 

For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, they will use the access record 
provided by LEC-B to bill the IXC. When LEC-B is the bill rendering company they will use their access 
record to bill the IXC. 

For multiple bill option, LEC-A will use the access record provided by LEC-B to bill their portion of 
access to the IXC. LEC-B will use their access record to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

For additional information on billing options, refer to Section 4 of this document. 

BW Verification 
The IXC will have their records and the customer notification information to handle their verification 
requirements. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Originating 800/SXX 

Intra/Interstate- IXC Providedl---+i 

LEC-A 
LEC-A Originates and 

IXC Tenninates 

POP 

Figure 6-13 - Originating 800 from a LEC to an IXC behind another LEC (The end office 

company has SSP functionality.) 

Notification Information 
Both LECs will provide the customer notification information to the IXC in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
There are no end user records generated by the LECs. 

LEC-A will generate the access record. 

For a single bill option, when LEC-A is the bill rendering company, they will use the access record to 

bill the IXC. When LEC-B is the bill rendering company, LEC-A must provide t h e access record to LEC

B in order to bill the IXC. 

For a multiple bill option, LEC-A will use their recordings to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

LEC-A must provide the access r ecord to LEC-B for them to bill their portion of access to the IXC. 

For additional information on billing options, refer to Section 4 of this document. 

Bill Verification 
The IXC will have their records and the customer notification information to handle their verificat ion 

requirements. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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LEC-C 

Figure 6-14- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-8 and LEC-C will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be in 
accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will not be required. When compensation does exist, each company should use their 
own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have r ecordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
r ate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

BW Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-8 and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-8), and termination charges (LEC-C). 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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LEC-C 

Figure 6-15- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-A and LEC-C . In 
addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A and LEC-B to LEC-C. These notifications 
will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem-to-tandem, single trunk arrangement, record exchange will be requir ed from LEC- C to 
LEC-8. LEC-A should have their own recording. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-C and the customer notificat ion information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-C. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B) and termination charges (LEC-A) . 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizonlnterconnection 
Exhibit_ (T JG-5) Page 67 ol131 

ATIS/ OBF -MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

Originating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

---------------·~ 
Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-C 

Figure 6-16 - Multiple trunk groups between tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-B to LEC-C 
traffic only (for this diagram Trunk group 1 is not used). Trunk group 2 is FGD/ATC 
recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (LEC-A to LEC-C). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-B and LEC-C will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be in 
accordan ce with Section 5 . 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange is not required between LEC-8 and LEC-C because LEC-C has their own end office 
recording. When compensation does exist, each company should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for tr ansit charges (LEC-B) , and termination ch arges (LEC-C). 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.5.17 Terminating Local and lntraLATA Toll 
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LEC-G 

Figure 6-17- Terminating Local and IntraLATA Toll. Multiple trunk groups between access 
tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-C to LEC-B common group, trunk group 2 is a FGD/ATC 
recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (not used in this diagram). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. In addition, customer notification would be required by LEC-A and LEC-B to LEC-C. These 
notifications will be in accordance with Section 5 . 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem to tandem, multi trunk arrangement, record exchange will not be required from LEC-C to 
LEC-B because LEC-B knows that all traffic is from LEC-C. LEC-A should h ave their own recordings. 

When compensation does exist, each company should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have con tractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-C and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-A will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-C. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B) and termination ch arges (LEC-Aj. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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LEC-0 

Figure 6-18- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notiflcatiqn Information 
The LEC-B tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. The LEC-C tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B and 
LEC-D. LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be 
in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will be required from LEC-B to LEC-C. When compensation does exist, LEC-A, LEC-B 
and LEC-D should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data [e.g. flat 
rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-B and LEC-D will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include billing 
for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-C), and termination charges (LEC-D). 

LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they receive from LEC-D. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.5.19 Terminating Local and IntraLATA Toll 
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LEC-D 

Figure 6M19- Common trunk group between access tandems (this is a FGC inter-toll trunk) 

Notification Information 
The LEC-C tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-B and LEC-D. The LEC
B tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-A and LEC-C. In addition, 
customer notification would be required from LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C to LEC-D. These notifications 
will be in accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem to tandem, single trunk arrangement, record exchange will be required from LEC-C to 
LEC-B. LEC·A, LEC-C and LEC-D should have their own recordings. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 
ratio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-D and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-0. Verification may include 
billing for transit charges (LEC-B and LEC-q and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-B and LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-A. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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Originating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A MulUple Tandem 

LEC-C 
Tandem 

LEC-D 

Figure 6-20- Multiple trunk groups between tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-B to LEC-C 
traffic only (for this diagram Trunk group l is not used). Trunk group 2 is FGD/ATC 
recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (LEC-A to LEC-C or LEC-D). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-8 tandem owner will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-A and LEC
C. LEC-C will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 and LEC-D. In addition, 
LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D will send customer notification to LEC-A. These notifications will be in 
accordance with Section 5. 

Record Exchange 
Record exchange will be required from LEC-8 to LEC-C. When compensation does exist, LEC-A, LEC-8 
and LEC-D should use their own recordings for billing. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e.g. flat 
rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-A and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-8, LEC-C and LEC-D will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-A. Verification may include 
billing for transit charges (LEC-8 and LEC-C), and termination charges (LEC-D). 

LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-D. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6 .5.21 Terminating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll 
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Terminating Local/lntraMTA and lntraLATA Toll 

Trunk Group 1 

Trunk Group 2 

LEC-A Multiple Tandem LEC-0 

Figure 6-21- Terminating Local and IntraLATA Toll. Multiple trunk groups between 
tandems. Trunk group 1 is LEC-C to LEC-B common group (not used in this diagram). 
Trunk group 2 is a FGD/ATC recording trunk group for all other LEC traffic (LEC-D to LEC-B 

or LEC-A). 

Notification Information 
The LEC-C tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-B and LEC-D. The LEC
B tandem owner will provide the interconnection information to LEC-A and LEC-C. In addition, 
customer notification would be required from LEC-A, LEC-8 and LEC-C to LEC-D. These notifications 

will be in accordance with Section 5 . 

Record Exchange 
In a tandem to tandem, multi-trunk arrangement, record exchange will be required from LEC-C to 
LEC-8 because LEC-8 cannot identify LEC-D traffic. LEC-A, LEC-C and LEC-D should have their own 
recordings. 

Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of records. 

In lieu of recordings where compensation does exist, alternate methods and associated data (e .g. T /0 
r atio, flat rate, etc.) may be developed and shared between companies. 

Bill Verification 
The originating record generated by LEC-D and the customer notification information received from 
LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C will fulfill the verification requirements for LEC-D. Verification may include 
billing for transit charges (LEC-8 and LEC-C) and termination charges (LEC-A). 

LEC-8 and LEC-C may have their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-A. 

Comp anies who do not have recordings m ay h ave contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 
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6.6 800 Portability (Database Queries in a meet-point Environment) 

The determination of billing responsibility for 800 database query charges 1s based on 
Provider-to-Provider negotiation. 

When the end office and SSP are owned by different companies, positive confirmation of the 
end office owner as the billing company will be the "HD" (800 Series Query Charge Billing 
Location) indicator at the end office level as found in the NECA FCC No.4 Tariff section titled 
"Serving Wire Center V&H Coordinates". 

When the SSP Company is the billing company, it will notify the customer of all companies it 
will bill for by NECA state level company code. When the same company owns the SSP and 
end office, no action is required. 

In multiple SSP owner areas, when the SSP owner is billing, exceptions to normal billing 
policies will be reported as appropriate at the end office level. For Example: (see Figure 6-
14) 

PROVIDER A has two end offices, which subtend PROVIDER B's SSP/AT. For query 
billing, end office No_ 1 is routed to PROVIDER B's SSP, but end office No. 2 is routed 
to an SSP belonging to a third LEC (PROVIDER C). PROVIDER C will report end office 
No. 2 as an exception. 

PROVIDER B will report PROVIDER A at the NECA state company code level because 
it supports billing of other PROVIDER A end offices. 

This is the long term billing solution for query billing where restrainers preclude the ability 
to implement. Long term is defined as (a) after the expiration of existing contracts and/ or (b) 
after the alleviation of billing system constraints, which prohibit immediate implementation. 
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6.6.1 Multiple SSP Environment 
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Figure 6-22- Multiple SSP Environment 
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7. ADJUSTMENT PROCEDURES 

7.1 General 
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Adjustments can be initiated by a customer or a provider. S ituations involving multiple 

providers can require adjustment procedures by one or more of the providers involved . The 

billing company must provide applicable billing adjustment detail information, as addressed 

in CABS BOS or SECAS, whichever is appropriate. Where Provider- to-Provider billing 

occurs, procedures should be developed as discussed in Section 7.5. 

7.2 Claims Resolution 

When billing claims cannot be resolved through normal channels, the d ispute process 

outlined in the contract or a ppropria te tariffs should be followed. 

7.3 Single Bill Option 

Billing inquiries are made_ to the billing contact on the bill. The contact provider assumes 

responsibility for coordina ting resolution of billing disputes. Specific adju stment 

procedures depend on the Single Bill alternative selected and the implementation 

agreements between providers. For Single Bill-Multiple Tariff, the billing company will 

identify th e provider's charges being adjusted by company code. 

7.4 Multiple Bill Option 

Where Fla t-Rated bills are issued, billing inquiries are made to the billing contact on the bill. 

When Usage-Sensitive bills are involved the customer's point of contact is the billing 

company whose bill is in dispute. 

7.5 Multiple Bill Provider-to-Provider Adjustment Procedures 

Many situations involving multiple providers m ay require adjustment procedures by one or 

more of the providers involved. Some examples follow: 

1 . Customer Dispute on Minutes of Use 

The customer should contact the billing company whose b ill is in dispute. If an 

adjustment is made, a Customer Audit No. may be assigned to the case. 

When one provider is billing on behalf of another provider, adequate data is n eeded to 

administer and answer customer inquirers on the adjustment. Examples of data items 
for the calculation of the minutes of use adjustments may include: 

a. NPA-NXX 

b. Location ID (CLLI Code) of the End Office or the lead NPA-NXX 

c. CLLI Cod e of the serving wire center of the customer POI 

d. CLLI Code of the rating point (e.g. , host, tandem) 

e. Total minutes and messages per adjustment from and through dates of usage 

f. Debit/Credit Indicator 

g. Customer Identification (e.g. CIC, OCN) 

h. Recording Point Identification (e.g. tandem, operator platform, end office) 
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i. Routing Method (i.e. direct or tandem) 

j. Jurisdiction (e.g. local, interstate, intrastatejintraLATA) 

k. Usage Type (e.g. originating 800, operator, terminating MTS) 

l. Factors (e.g. PIU, PLU, BP) 
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Additional data items should be supplied for cross-reference on the providers' bill. 
Examples include: 

a. Reason for the adjustment (Adjustment Phrase Code) 

b. Customer audit number (if applicable) 

2. Service Outage 

In the event of custom~r service outage, adjustments for the service outage are in 
accordance with the provisions of the provider tariffs or contracts. 
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8. COMMON SERVICE IDENTIFICATION 

8.1 General 
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A common service identification is the principal reference to each service regardless of the 
billing option. In the Single Bill option, a common service identifier is inherent. In a Multiple 
Bill environment, a common service identifier provides the essential parameter for 
correlating the separate bills. To ensure cross verification of bills under MPB, a provider 
common service identifier is necessary to cross-reference the separate billing media from 
each provider for the service. The OBF Multiple Exchange Carrier Ordering and Design 
Guidelines contain the common provider circuit identifier specifications. 

8.1.1 Flat-Rated Service 

A common provider circuit identifier is established for the services and is provided to the 
customer and all providers involved. This identifier is used to coordinate billing among 
providers and to associate the services being provided to the customer. 

The OBF recommends that this common service identifier be established for ordering, 
design, installation and maintenance per the MECOD. If individual providers assign local 
circuit identifiers, providers must maintain a cross-reference file of the common service 
identifiers to communicate with other providers. 

8.1.2 Usage-Sensitive Service 

The CLLI code corresponding to the End Office provides an ad equate common service 
identifier to be used for cross-referencing. 

8.2 Customer Circuit Identifier 

For Flat-Rated service, it is recommended that each provider accepts and retains the 
customer's non-edited, non-sorted circuit identifier number. This field can consist of any 
customer-specified combination of alpha andjor numeric characters with or without 
delimiters . The provider does not process the field, and the ASR/LSR will not be rejected 
based on the content or absence of the field. Any creation or change of customer circuit 
identifier is transmitted via an ASR/LSR. 

The customer-provided circuit identifier is not intended to be the principle means of cross
referencing circuits. It is reflected by the providers in the bill media, to assist customers in 
bill verification. 
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9. FGA SERVICES 

9.1 Scope 
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This section reflects the billing arrangement for FGA/line side jointly provided services. 

9.2 General 

The industry consensus is that FGA services do not generally lend themselves to a meet
point Billing structure. This is because of the inordinate number of BPs required, the lack 
of End Office-specific call detail, and the multitude of routes available and providers 
involved because of LATA-wide termination. 

9.3 Revenue Sharing Agreements 

Non-MPB, through the use of revenue sharing arrangements, is the billing option 
recommended for jointly- provided FGA services. The Dial Tone Office (DTO) Company 
renders the bill for both originating and terminating usage. Provider-to-provider revenue 
sharing arrangements must be established. 

' 

In its MO&O of October 5, 1989, the Commission agreed with the recommendations 
outlined in the December 8th Report on FGA/FGB meet-point billing. That Order requires 
that providers jointly providing FGA access services have binding revenue sharing 
agreements negotiated and signed not later than one' year after the release date of the 
Order. Such agreements must be designed to compensate all participating providers for all 
relevant interstate access costs, and be implemented within six months of the date of 
signature.4 

4 In addition, the Commission will allow FGA meet-point billing to continue whenever provider has 
successfully implemented MPB of FGA. 
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10. PROVIDER DATA EXCHANGE ELEMENTS 

The requirements for all, or a portion, of the data elements listed below will be agreed to by 
the involved providers on a case by case basis when one provider is billing on behalf of 
another provider. 

Minutes of Use MOU billed to the customer during the billing 
company's current billing cycle. 

Additional Other Charges Charges related to hourly manpower, installation, and 
other equipment that can be allocated to the non-billing 
company. 

Adjustment Approvals 

BAN 

Bills 

Billing adjustment' procedures must be developed, and 
ongoing communication established, to secure proper 
adjustment approval. 

The BAN should be a minimum of 10 and maximum 13 
characters in length_ 

Copies of the bills can be sent to the non-billing 
provider for verification and record retention 
requirements. 

Compen sation and Contracts Con tracts must be n egotiated for billing com pany 
compensation and liability. 

De pos its and Advance Paym en t s Deposit and advance p ayment informa tion must b e 
p rovided to the non-billing comp any. 

La te Payment a nd Disconnect Late paym ent and disconnect information must be 
communicated among the com panies. 

Purch ase of Accounts Receivable Pu rch ase of accoun ts receivable may be required 
depending on the b illing m ethods e mployed by the 
billing company. 

Ra te Change Coordin a tion Rate changes for the n on-billing com pany must be 

Revenue Jou rnal 
Repor t s 

S ervice Order 

commu nica ted to the billing com pany for 
implemen tation . 

& Billing Th e non-billin g compa n y requires com pany specific 
revenue journals and earned reven ue rep or ts from the 
billing company to properly accoun t fo r revenue and 
eamings and to m eet FCC rep or ting require men ts. 

All service order da ta mu s t be commun ica ted to the 
n on-billing company for inventory, dem and analysis, 
and record keep ing purposes. 
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System Design Coordination 

Tariff/Contract Interpretation 

Tax/ Other Information 

Usage Information 
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Design change specifications must be communicated by 
the non-billing company to ensure proper billing 
methods. 

The non-billing company must be prepared to provide 
support for the billing company personnel for correct 
application of rates. 

Tax, revenue accounting, rate information and MOU 
factoring information must be maintained to meet 
fmancial and regu~atory reporting requirements. The 
non-billing company must establish the procedures to 
facilitate effective flow of this information to the billing 
company. 

The non-billing company requires the usage information 
for verification of the charges rendered on its behalf and 
for rate determination. 
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11. OBF ISSUES REVIEWED BY THE MECAB REVIEW GROUP (MRG) 

This section contains a record of all resolved OBF Issues referred to MECAB. 

Issue No. Description MECAB 
Revision 

7 Multi-EC Common Circuit ID February 1986 

10 PIU on the ASR February 1986 

68 Maintaining FCC #2 Information February 1986 

74 ECs Involved in the Same Access Service February 1986 

75 30 Day Notification of meet-point Billing February 1986 
-

76 meet-point Indicator for Special Access Legs on November 1987 
CABS Bill 

77 Adjustments Between ECs February 1986 

79 Identification of Each LEC on an Access Service November 1987 

80 Synchronization of Billing Cycles February 1986 

89 Common Service Identifier February 1986 

90 Percent of Charges Billed February 1986 

91 IdentifYing ECs Involved in meet-point Billing February 1986 

100 Circuit Identification Number (CKTID) February 1986 

133 Multi-Exchange Billing Altematives November 1987 

229 Tandem Ordering December 1989 

250 Usage Exchange (EMR) November 1987 

251 BACR for Switched Access meet-point Bills November 1987 

255 MECAB Distribution November 1987 

256 MECAB Update November 1987 

257 Cross Reference Bill Cycles November 1987 

258 Adjustments for Disputed Usage November 1987 
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310 "Ratcheting" of meet-point Billed Services 

312 Company Identification of Rate Element Level 

322 Level of Traffic Type Display on SBC Bill 

326 Access Billing Account Identification in Multi-EC 
Environment 

387 Multi-EC ASR, FOC Process and Distribution 

402 meet-point Billing for FGB 

403 meet-point Billing for FGA 

-
404 Defmition of Combination MPB 

434 MPB Agreement for Single Service 

463 MPB State Level Company Code on Usage Statistics 
Detail 

465 Greater Level of Detail on Adjustments 

472 MECAB Change Management 

502 CIC Specific Charge Display 

536 Overall Company Code vs. State Level Company 
Code on CSR 

538 Single Bill Pass Through MPB 

539 BAR/BACR for MPB Switched Access 

541 Separate (Multiple) Checks for Single MPB 

566 MPB Notification and Conversion 

577 MPB Rate Application Indicator 

590 Minimum Billing Requirements 

591 Application of meet-point Billing for Multiplexed 
Services 
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December 1989 

December 1989 

December 1989 

November 1987 

December 1989. 

December 1989 

December 1989 

December 1989 

December 1990 

December 1989 

December 1991 

December 1989 

June 1994* 

December 1989 

June 1994* 

June 1994* 

June 1994* 

December 1 990 

June 1994* 

December 1991 

December 1990 

• Issues marked with an asterisk (*) were reviewed by the MECAB Review Group but had no impact on 
the MECAB document. 
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592 Application of meet-point Billing for Multipoint 
Services 

593 MPB Account Restrictions 

621 ONA Billing Requirements 

638 IBC/SBC Identifier 

733 Equal Charge Per Unit 

792 BAR/ BACR Restructure 

945 800 Portability (Database Queries in a meet-point 
Environment) 

946 Billing of Multiple ECs on the Same Switched Access 
BAN foranAC 

970 Switched Access Usage Exchange Between APs 
Rendering Multiple Bills 

1140 ME CAB Document Language Revision for CLEC 
Status 

1142 AC Notification of Multiple Exchange Carrier Billing 
Arrangement 

1185 Expansion of NECA Company Code 

1248 Combination of meet-point and Non-meet-point on a 
Single BAN 

1284 Long term LNP Billing and Verification 

1287 Billing for Unbundled Network Elements 

1528 The Billing Impact Resulting From Access Reform 

1548 Billing Verification Process in an Unbundled 
Environment 

1593 Guidelines Do Not Exist for Providing Historical PICC 
Detail Data to Verify PICC Charges 

1667 ExchangeofBillinglnformation 

1690 Notification of Interconnecting Billing Information to 
the ULEC 

1962 Multiple Providers of Tandem Access 
Interconnection 
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December 1990 

December 1990 

June 1994 

December 1991 

June 1994 

June 1994 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 1998 

February 2001 * 

February 2 00 1 * 

February 200 1 * 

February 2001 

February 2001 * 

February 200 1 

February 2001 

January 2003 
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2056 For Facility-Based LECs/ CLEC, and CMRS Enhance 
the Meetpoint/Meetpoint Like Record Exchange to 
be Consistent with Unbundled Processes For 
Facility- Based 

2138 Redefine and Evaluate the Need for Existing MECAB 
Data Elements 

2162 Eliminate Pass-Through Meetpoint Billing Option in 
ME CAB 

2186 Optional Use Return Code for Category 11 Detail 
Records 
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12. FCC ORDERS AND OBF REPORTS CITED IN MECAB REVISIONS 

A. FCC Orders: 

1. CC Docket No. 86-104, Memorandum Opinion and Order (Memo No. 3402), In the 

Matter of Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 

Modifications, released March 28, 1986. 

2. CC Docket No. 86-184, Memorandum Opinion and Order (DA 87-252), In the Matter 

of Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 
Modifications, released July 31, 1987. 

3. CC Docket No. 87-579, Memorandum Opinion and Order (DA 87-1858), In the 

Matter of Waiver of Access Billing Requirements and Investigation of Permanent 

Modifications, released December 22, 1987. 

4. CC Docket No. 87-§79, Order Designating Issues for Investigation (DA 88-812), In the 

Matter of Access Billing Requirements for Joint Service Provision, released June 6, 

1988. 

5. CC Docket No. 87-579, Phase II, Order (DA 88-1544), In the Matter of Access Billing 

Requirements for Joint Service Provision, released October 4, 1988. 

6. CC Docket No. 87-579, Memorandum Opinion and Order (DA 89-1251), In the 

Matter of Access Billing Requirements for Joint Service Provision, released October 5, 

1989. 

7. CC Docket No. 89-79 and 87-313, Memorandum Opinion and Order In the Matter of 

Open Network Architecture Tariffs, released July 11, 1991. 

8. CC Docket No. 91-213, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking (FCC 92-442), In the Matter of Transport Rate Structure and Pricing, 

released October 16, 1992. 

9. CC Docket No. 91-213, First Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration In 

the Matter of Transport Rate Structure and Pricing, released July 21, 1993. 

B. OBF Reports: 

1. Report of the meet-point Billing Task Force Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier 

Liaison Committee, Exchange Carriers Standards Association, Inc. , CC Docket No. 

86-1 04, filed December 1, 1986. 

2. Report of the Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier Liaison Committee, Exchange 
Carriers Standards Association, Inc., on Feature Group A & B meet-point Billing, CC 

Docket No. 87-579, Phase submitted December 8, 1988. 

3. Report of the Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier Liaison Committee, Exchange 

Carriers Standards Association, Inc., on Special Access meet-point Billing, CC Docket 

No. 87-579, Phase filed March 23, 1989. 

4. Report of the Ordering and Billing Forum, Carrier Liaison Committee, Exchange 

Carriers Standards Association, Inc., on Progress of Special Access meet-point Billing, 
CC Docket No. 87-579, submitted in December, 1990 . 
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Following is an excerpt from the NECA Tariff FCC. No. 4, which illustrates the number of 
notifications expected by a customer from a provider when billing percentages are fl.led: 

TARIFF FCC. NO. 4 NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER ASSOCIATION, INC. 
DIRECTOR- TARIFF AND REGULATORY MATTERS 27TH REVISED SECTION 109 

CANCELS 26TH REVISED SECTION 109 100 S. JEFFERSON, RD. 
WHIPPANY, NJ 07981 PAGE 55 

ISSUED: MARCH 15, 2000 EFFECTIVE: APRIL 1, 2000 

WIRE CENTER AND INTERCONNECTION INFORMATION 

SINGLE STATE INTERCONNECTION INFORMATION- VIRGINIA 

Localitv LC - cc BP 01 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 11 END 
0254 37 INT 

ROCKVILLE RKVLVARK 5040 52 END 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 12 END 
0254 37 INT 

SANDSTON SNTNVASS 5040 51 END 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 12 END 
0254 40 INT 

VARINA VARNVAVR 5040 48 END 

BLACKRIDGE BCRGVAXA 0219 11 END 
0254 36 INT 

WAVERLY WVRLVAWV 5040 53 END 

BLACKSTON BLCSVAXA 0254 13 END 
E 
ASHLAND ASLDVAAS 5040 87 END 

svc 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

The example reflects three providers jointly providing service at four separate End Office 
locations and a fifth location where two of the three providers jointly provide the service. The 
same three providers (0219, 0254, and 5040) are involved in the first four combinations of 
End Offices. The customer would receive only one notification from each provider involved 
for the unique combination of company codes 0219, 0254, and 5040 in the first four 
combinations. There is no requirement for a notification for each of the four End Office 
combinations when the meet-point Billing arrangements for all four remain the same. 
However, the customer would receive a separate notification for the fifth combination where 
only companies 0254 and 5040 are involved. 
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14. JOINTLY PROVIDED SERVICE IN AN UNBUNDLED ENVIRONMENT 

14.1 General 

This section describes the billing options, record exchange and notification guidelines for 
jointly provided Usage-Sensitive Service in an unbundled environment. An unbundled 
environment exists when a provider purchases unbundled network elements from another 
provider in order to provide Usage-Sensitive Service in the same territory. Usage-Sensitive 
service includes FGB, FGC, FGD, trunk-side connections, DA and may include subscribed 
toll, non-subscribed toll local and wireless services. 

For the purpose of the billing options and associated diagrams described in this section, the 
provider that purchases the unbundled network elements is referred to as the Unbundled 
Local Exchange Carrier (ULEC). The provider that sells the unbundled network elements is 
referred to as the Unbundled Service Provider (USP). 

This section does not apply to a facility- based provider who only purchases the unbundled 
local loop. 

The decision to implement the billing options is based upon Provider-to-Provider (e.g., the 
USP and the ULEC) negotiations where the regulatory environment permits. When the USP 
and the ULEC agree to one of the billing options, these guidelines are used. 

These guidelines will not supercede state or contract specific intraLATA toll, local or wireless 
settlement plans. 

For the purpose of billing Usage-Sensitive Service, Provider-to-Provider contractual 
agreements are required. These agreements may include proprietary information/non
disclosure, liabilities for data accuracy and timeliness, inquiries, flow of tariff/contract items, 
compensation for billing services, types of services included, payment options, and exchange 
of data. 

14.1.1 Billing Options 

It is the responsibility of the ULEC and the USP to select a billing option. The following 
options are a vailable: 

1. Option 1 
Two alternatives (lA and lB) 

2. Option 2 
3. Option 3 

These above options are not applicable to flat rated transport purchased by the IXC under 
access reform and local transport restructure. 

Once a billing option has been selected, the ULEC and/or the USP will negotiate a billing 
arrangement with other providers as described in section 4 of MECAB. For example, the 
USP may negotiate Option 1B with the ULEC as well as a Multiple Bill/Single Tariff 
arrangement with the other provider(s) for interLATA services. 
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For all options, CABS BOS (maintained by Telcordia Technologies) or SECAB format is 
recommended. If the recommended format is not used, the bill should include applicable 
data elements as listed in CABS BOS or SECAB.Description of Billing Options 

14.1.2 Option 1 

There are two billing alternatives: 

1. Option lA - The USP bills the customer for the USP charges. 

2. Option lB- The USP or ULEC bills the customer for the USP and ULEC charges. 

14.1.2.1 Option lA 

The ULEC is invisible for bill rendering and bill receipt. The ULEC will not establish a 
relationship with the interconnection or access customer. Compensation to the ULEC, if 
applicable, is negotiated b~tween the USP and the ULEC. Charges billed by a third PartY to 
the USP may be passed through to the ULEC. Any existing compensation arrangements 
between the USP and the customer are not affected. 

14.1.2.2 Option 1B 

The USP or the ULEC will prepare a single access bill with the ULEC's and the USP's charges 
separately identified. The ULEC must establish a relationship with each customer. 

The billing company will pass any revenues due the provider for whom they are rendering a 
bill. 

This option requires that the billing company maintains and administers in its billing system, 
the applicable tariff/ contract rates for both providers in order to bill access services. 

Separate checks can be rendered by the customer based on Provider-to-Provider 
relationships and mailed directly to each provider, or to the billing company for distribution. 
If separate checks are rendered, the non-billing company must notify the billing company of 
the payment. The billing company is then responsible for applying each payment to the 
respective portion of the bill. 

14.1.2.3 Option 2 

The USP bills the ULEC for all charges (unbundled elements, access, and reciprocal 
compensation) and the ULEC bills the customer. 

The ULEC should receive compensation bills from third parties for ULEC originated traffic. 

The ULEC may elect to use MPB options as described in Section 4 when connecting with 
other providers. The MPB method selection between other providers must adhere to the 
restrictions identified in Section 4.2. If a multiple bill option is used, refer to Sections 14.3 
and 14.4 for the notification information and record exchange process. 
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Each provider (the USP and the ULEC) prepares and renders a bill in accordance with their 

tariff/ contract for their portion of the unbundled elements, access, and reciprocal 
compensation. 

The ULEC should receive compensation bills from third parties for ULEC originated traffic. 

14.2 Notification 

Providers are required to supply proper notification to the customer of the billing option , and 
the MPB method employed when rendering access bills to an IXC. The notification 
requirements for MPB are described in Section 5.3. In addition to the notification 
requirements in Section 5.3, the following notification requirements listed below should 
occur to establish billing relationships and render accurate bills to all customers. The 
notification requirement applies to the initial implementation and any subsequent changes 
to an existing billing option (e.g., Option lA to Option 2). The notification must take place 
thirty days prior to the implementation or change in option. 

More specifically, the following activities must occur prior to the implementation or change of 
an option; 

1. Where proprietary restrictions do not exist (for Billing Option lB, 2 , 3} , the USP will 
provide all interconnecting providers and customers with the Billing Name, Billing 
Address and Contact number of all interconnecting ULECs. 

2. In order for customers to validate or render their access and reciprocal compensation 
bills for Billing Option lB, 2, and 3, the ULEC should use the existing MECAB 
notification process, as described in Section 5.3, in addition to providing the following 
data elements: 

• Type of Provider- Unbundler 
• Billing Option ( lB, 2 , 3 ) 
• Elements to be billed 

3 . In addition to the notification process, the ULEC will provide the following data 
elements accompanying the Switched Access and reciprocal compensation bills: 

• Unbundled Serving End Office 
• Unbundled Line Number/Range Start Date 
• Unbundled Line Number/Range End Date 
• Unbundled NPA/NXX Line Number/Range 

This information need only be provided for unbundled numbers that have associated 
Switched Access or Local Interconn,ection charges. This information needs to be available in 

both paper and mechanized formats. The CARS document (printed and di st ributed by ATIS) 
may be used to provide this information. 
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In order for the ULEC to provide notification to the customers, the ULEC must be provided 
with specific information. Where proprietary restrictions do not prohibit, the following 
elements should be provided to the ULEC for the establishment of their billing relationships 
with companies interconnected within the LATA. The IXC elements will be provided by the 
USP, or when requested, from the tandem company. The IXC elements will be provided on 
an ongoing basis since the ULEC does not receive a copy of the Access Service Request 
(ASR). The local and IntraLATA interconnect elements will also be provided on an ongoing 
basis by the USP for companies {e.g. FB CLEC, ICO, WSP) directly interconnected with the 
USP. The interconnectors (e.g. FB CLEC, ICO, WSP) will identify companies in which they 
are directly interconnected so that the ULEC can identify all local/IntraLATA companies 
·within a LATA. While providing the same quality of data available to itself, all parties 
recognize that this data may not be the most current. Therefore, it is recommended the 
ULEC validate this information for accuracy. 

The following elements are required for interconnecting IXCs: 

a. ACNA associated with the Billing Name and Address 

b. Billing name 

c. Billing Address 

d. Contact Number/Fax Number 

e. Type of Provider 

f. CIC 

g. LTL (required for non-LTR states) 

The following elements are required for LocaljlntraLATA Interconnectors 

a. Company Name 

b. Contact Name 

c. Contact Address or fax number 

d. Contact Number 

e. Type of Provider (if it can be determined) 

f. CIC (if industry assigned) or Company Code 

The following elements (not inclusive) are preferred, however they may need to be 
negotiated: 

a. Bill Address for LocaljlntraLATA Interconnectors 

b. LTL 

c. Tandem 

d. Type of Service 

e. Billing Option 
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For Usage-Sensitive Access services in a ULEC environment, the exchange of usage data 

among providers plays a critical role in providing the customer with an accurate, timely bill. 

Various providers can be involved in recording the usage data for a single End Office 

location depending on the network architecture , type of office, feature group, and type of 

traffic. The following sections provide additional detail regarding the exchange of usage data. 

The diagrams contained in this section also provide additional detail. 

14.3.1 Mechanized and Paper Exchange 

The Exchange Message Interface (EMI) document provides mechanized record formats that 

can be used to exchange access usage information among providers. Category 11-0X series 

AURs (Access Usage Record) are used to exchange detailed access usage information. 

Each provider may elect tb forward a copy of its access bill or bill data as a substitute for 

mechanized access usage record exchange. While it is considered preferable for providers 

to move toward mechanized data exchange, nothing precludes timely manual or paper 

exchange of information. For each billing option, where exchange of usage is required, the 

timely exchange of access usage records from the recording company to other provider(s) 

will be on a daily basis or any other agreed upon timeline. 

14.3.2 MOU Exchange for Local/Toll/Wireless 

Providers will bill the customer based upon their own recordings. When a provider does not 

have detailed recordings available for billing, the provider may develop contractual 

relationships with a provider or customer for the detailed access usage records. 

14.3.3 MOU Exchange for InterLATA (Provider to IXC) 

Providers will bill the customer based upon their own recordings. When providers do not 

have detailed recordings available for billing, the official recording company, as outlined in 

Section 6.1, will provide the detailed access usage record to providers on the route. Please 

note that when the official recording company is not the end office company, the official 

recording company will provide the detailed access usage record to the end office for passage 

to the ULEC for Options lB, 2 and 3. Once complete line level detail information becomes 

available, then the tandem company will provide recordings directly to the ULEC. 

14.4 Usage Diagrams 

Following are diagrams addressing issues pertaining tb LEC interconnection and customer 

notification, record exchange and bill verification in an ULEC/ unbundled environment. 

These diagrams do not depict notification, record exchange and bill verification between the 

facility-based providers, which is defined in section 6.5. 

While the industry recognizes that local/intraLATA settlement plans are used, these are 
state or contract specific and are not included in the MECAB guidelines. In addition, 
contracts or settlement arrangements may also be in place with existing WSPs and are not 
included in these guidelines. 

Current meet-point billing arrangements may exist where the tandem company is also the 

bill rendering company. Contracts may need to be renegotiated so that all participa ting 
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companies consent to one or more compatible billing arrangements in an unbundled 
environment. 

Common minutes are not required for IntraLATA local/toll and access billing when a ULEC is 
involved. Billing for originating or terminating traffic to IXCs should include usage dates with 
ere, end office CLLI. 

Until the industry has resolved OBF Billing Issue 1182, where all entities from originating to 
terminating point are identified, the ULECs may not be able to be identified. For the Pre-
1182 resolution, it is possible that a record exchange process may not be available. 

Due to the inconsistencies in where companies perform recordings, these diagrams do not 
reflect a designated point of recording for intraLATA toll and local LEC/CMRS to LEC/CMRS 
traffic. Companies that do not record need to negotiate a process to obtain the records 
needed for them to render bills or perform bill verification. 

For intraLATA toll and local LEC/CMRS to LECfCMRS traffic, compensation may default to 
Option lA until identification of the ULEC can be made. Compensation includes either 
access charges or reciprocal compensation based on the negotiated arrangements between 
providers. The billing option between the ULEC and USP should be reflected in the 
Notification process and billing should be rendered or verified accordingly. Once ULEC 
identification can be made, a billing option default will not exist. 

For IXC originating traffic, the originating end office switch generates the official record for 
billing. For IXC terminating traffic, the first point of switching into the LEC/CMRS network 
(tandem, end office, or MSC switch) generates the official record for billing. For originating 
800 j Bxx traffic the SSP switch generates the official record for billing. 

The industry recognizes that an ICO (Independent Telephone Company) is also an ILEC. 
ICO is only used in the following diagrams for the purpose of describing the different 
scenarios between the types of providers. 
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ULEC 

Originating 
Local 
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Terminates 

Figure 14-1 - Originating local from a ULEC to a USP /LEC-A 
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LEC-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
The USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-X.Xfl0-01-XX). An access record 
(11-0X-XX) is not applicable between the ULEC and the USP/LEC-A. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01-X.Xfl0-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the 
verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and compensation bills. 

14-7 



ATIS/ OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

14.4.2 Originating IntraLATA Toll 

ULEC 

Originating 
lntraLATA Toll 

USP/LEC-A 
Tandem 

ULEC Originates and 
USP/LEC-A 
Terminates 
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LEC-A 

Figure 14-2- Originating intraLATA toll from a ULEC to a USP/LEC-A (ULEC is toll provider 

via the USP f LEC-A's network) 

Notification Information 
There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 

one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
The USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX). An access record 

(11-01-XX) is not applicable between the ULEC and the USP/LEC-A. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01 -XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the 

verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and compensation bills. 
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ULEC 

Terminating 
Local 

USP/LEC-A 
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USP/LEC-A Originates 
and ULEC Terminates 

Figure 14-3- Terminating local to a ULEC from a USP/LEC-A 

Notification Information 
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LEG-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC for any of the billing options. 

When there are no compensation charges, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A 
to the ULEC. 

When compensation does exist, the USP/LEC-A provides the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX). 
This record is preferred, however other methods may include T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc. 

Bill Verification 
When compensation does exist, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A 
would serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the USP /LEC-A will provide the T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to 
the ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T/0, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP /LEG-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 
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14.4.4 Terminating IntraLATA Toll 

ULEC 

Terminating 
lntraLATA Toll 

USPILEC-A 
Tandem 

USP/LEC-A Originates 
and ULEC Terminates 

Figure 14-4 -Terminating intraLATA toll to a ULEC from an USP/LEC-A 

Notification Information 
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LEG-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC for any of the billing options. 

When there are no compensation charges, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A 

to the ULEC. 

When compensation does exist, the USP/LEC-A provides the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX). 
This record is preferred, however other methods may include T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc. 

Bill Verification 
When compensation does exist, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A 
will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the T /0 ra tio, flat rate, etc., to 
the ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T/0, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP /LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

14-10 
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LEC-8 

Figure 14-5 - Originating localj intraMTA and intraLATA toll from a ULEC to LEC-B (ULEC is 

the local and toll provider via the USP/ LEC-A's network) 

Notification Information 
For all option s, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 

and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the LEC-B will provide the customer notification information to the ULEC in 

accordance with section 14.3, in addition to their bill data elements. 

Record Exchan&e 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01 -XX/10-01 -XX). 

In addition, no access record (11-01 -XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, noaccess record (11 -01-XX) is provided from the USP/LEC-A to LEC-B. LEC-B and the 

USP/LEC-A are able to bill the ULEC directly from their recordings. Companies who do not h ave 

recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

Bill Verification 
The end user r ecord (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/ LEC-A and the customer 

notification information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and 

compensation bills. 

The USP/LEC-A has their switch records to validate any billing they may receive from LEC-8. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LEGs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4.6 Terminating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll 
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LEC-8 

Figure 14-6- Terminating localfintraMTA and intraLATA toll to a ULEC from LEC-B 

Notification Infonnation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to LEC
B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC for any of the billing options. 

For option lA, whether or not the USP/LEC-A has recordings and compensation does exist, the 
USP/LEC-A will settle with LEC-B using the existing compensation arrangements. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when the USP /LEC-A does not have recordings but compensation does exist, 
altemative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be developed and shared 
between all participating companies. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when the USP /LEC-A has recordings and compensation does exist, the 
USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX) to bill LEC-B. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record (01-01-XX/ 10-01-XX) recorded by LEC-B and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirement for LEC-8. Companies who do not have 
recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their records. 

When other methods of compensation exist, LEC-B will provide the T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc., to the 
ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T /0, flat rate, etc., via an audit process 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

LEC-B has their switch records to validate any billing they may receive. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Figure 14-7 - Originating local/ intraMTA from a ULEC to LEC-C through LEC-B's tandem 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/ LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 

and the ULEC . LEC-B will provide LEC interconnection information to LEC-C in accordance with 

section 14.3. 

For options l B, 2 and 3, the LEC-B and LEC-C will provide the customer notification information to the 

ULEC in accordance with section 14.3 , in addition to their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an en d u ser record (01-01-XX/10-01 -XX). 

In addition, no access record (1 1-01-XX) is provided by the USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For option lA, whether or not LEC-B and LEC-C has recordings and compensation does exist , LEC-B 

and LEC-C will bill/settle with the USP/ LEC-A using the existing compensation arrangements. The 

USP / LEC-A m ay bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, when LEC-B and LEC-C do not have recordings but compensation does exist, 

alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T I 0 ratio, flat rate, et c .) will be developed a n d shared 

between all participating companies. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, when the LEC-B and LEC-C have recordings and compensation does exist, 

each company will use their records for billing. 
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The end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer 
notification information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and 
compensation bills. 

The USP /LEC-A has their switch records to validate any billing they receive from the LEC-C and LEC
B. Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual relationships for receipt of their 
records. 

F'ootn.ote: For- the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4.8 Terminating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll 
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Figure 14-8 -Terminating localj intraMTA and intraLATA toll from LEC-A to ULEC through 
LEC-B. 

N otiflcation lnforma tion 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection not ification information to LEC-8 
and the ULEC. LEC-B will provide LEC interconnection information to LEC-C in accordance with 

section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, th e ULEC, LEC-A, and LEC-8 will provide the customer notification 
information to LEC-C in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data 

elements . 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01 -XX) provided to the ULEC from the USP/ LEC-A. The 

USP/LEC-A will pass an access record (11-0 1-XX) to t he ULEC. 

For option lA, whether or n ot the USP / LEC-A and LEC-B has recordings and compensation does exist , 
the USP/LEC-A a nd LEC-8 will settle/bill with the LEC-C using the existing compensation 
arrangements. The USP/LEC-A m ay bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on their con tractual 
relationship or tariff. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A and LEC-8 do not h ave recordings but compen sation 
does exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat r ate, etc.) will be developed 
and shared between all participat ing companies. 

For options 18, 2 and 3 , when the USP/LEC-A and LEC-8 have recordings and compensation does 

exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (1 1-01 -XX) to bill the LEC-C. The 
LEC-8 will use their record to bill the LEC-C . 
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Bill Veflication 
The access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. Companies who do not have 
recordings may have contractual relation'ships for receipt of their records. The LEC-A may validate 
their bill with their originating recording. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the LEC-C provides the TfO ratio, flat rate, etc., to the 
ULEC. The ULEC may validate the TfO ratio, flat rate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-01-XX) provided to the ULEC 
by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

LEC-C may validate their bill with their originating recording. 

Footnote: For t h e p u v o s e  of this diagram LECs would indude CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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ULEC 
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ULEC Originates and 
LEC-D Terminates 

LEC-D 

Figure 14-9- Originating localfintraMTA and intraLATA toll from a ULEC to LEC-D through 3 
other LECs 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC. LEC-B will be responsible for passing LEC interconnection notification information to 
LEC-C who will pass the same information to LEC-Din accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D will provide the customer notification information to 
the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

Record Exchange 
Under all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). 
In addition, no access record (11-01-XX) is provided by the USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For option 1A, whether or not LEC-B, LEC-C, and LEC-D have recordings and compensation does exist, 
LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D will bill/settle with the USP/LEC-A using existing compensation 
arrangements. The USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual 
relationship or tariff. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D do not have recordings and compensation does 
exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be developed and 
shared between all participating companies. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when LEC-B, LEC-C and LEC-D have recordings and compensation does exist, 
each company will use their records for billing. 
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The end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-X.X) provided to the ULEC by th e USP/LEC-A and the customer 

notification information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC's unbundled and 

compensation bills. 

The USP/LEC-A has their switch records to validate any billing they receive from LEC-B, LEC-C and 

LEC-D. Companies who do not have recordings may have contractual rela t ion s hips for receipt of their 
records. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this d iagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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14.4 .10 Terminating Local/IntraMTA and IntraLATA Toll (4 LECs) 

ULEC 

Terminating 
Local/lntraMT A and lntraLAT A 

Toll (4 LECs) 
~--~ ~--~ 

Tandem 

ULEC Terminates and 
LEC-0 Oliginates 

LEC-C End 
Office 

LEC..Q 

Figure 14-10- Terminating local/intraMTA and intral..A.TA to a ULEC from one LEC through 
3 other LECs 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC. LEC-B will provide LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-C who will pass 
the same to LEC-D in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C will provide the customer notification 
information to LEC-D in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data 
elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided under any of the billing options from the 
USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. The USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11 -01 -XX) to the ULEC. 

For option lA, whether or not t he USP/LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C have recordings and compensation 
does exist, the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B, and LEC-C will settle/bill with LEC-D using the existing 
compensation arrangements. The USP /LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements based on 
their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, when the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B, and LEC-C do not have recordings and 
compen sation does exist, alternative methods and associated data (e.g. T /0 ratio, flat rate, etc.) will be 
developed and shared between all participating companies. 

For options 18, 2 and 3 , when the USP/LEC-A, LEC-B and LEC-C have recordings and compensation 
does exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-XX). All companies will 
use their recordings to bill. 
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The end user record (01-01-XX/10-0 1-XX) and the customer notification information will serve as the 

verification requirements for the LEC-D. 

When other methods of compensation exist, the LEC-D provides the T /0 ratio, flat r ate, etc to the 

ULEC. The ULEC may validate the T /0 ratio, flat r ate, etc., via an audit process. 

When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-0 1-XX) provided to the ULEC 

by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requ irem ents for t he ULEC. 

The LEC-D may validate their bill with their originatin g recording. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Figure 14-11 - Originating access from a ULEC to an IX.C 
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POP 

For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection n otification information to the I.XC 

in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to the 

IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements 

Record Exchange 
There is no end u ser record (01 -0X-XX/ 10-0X-XX) provided for any of the billing options from the 

USP/ LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A will continue to bill access to the !XC. The USP/ LEC-A may b ill t he 

ULEC for unbundled elements based on their con tractual relationship or tariff. 

For option lB, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will u se the access record (11-

0X-XX) to bill the IXC. When the USP/ LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 

the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. 

For options 2 and 3 , the ULEC will use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the !XC. The USP/ LEC-A 

will also use th e access record (11 -0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 

Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11 -0X-XX) provided t o the ULEC 

by the USP/ LEC-A will serve as the verification requiremen ts for t h e ULEC. 

The IXC has their r ecord and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 

requirements. 

Footnote: When 2 PIC exists for IntraLATA traffic, the p rocess outlined in this diagram will apply. 

14-2 1 



ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 

14.4.12 Terminating Access- Intra/Interstate 

ULEC 

Terminating 
Access - Intra/Interstate 

USP/LEC-A 
Tandem 

IXC Orig inates and 
ULEC Terminates 
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POP 

For all options, the USP /LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection n otification information to the IXC 

in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to the 

IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will p rovide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01 -0X·XX/10-0X-X.X) provided for any of the billing options between the 

USP /LEC-A and the ULEC. 

For all option s, the USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11 -0X-X.X) to the ULEC. 

For option 1A, the USP/ LEC-A will continue to bill access to the IXC. The USP/ LEC-A may bill the 

ULEC for unbundled elements based on their contractual r elationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when th e ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (1 1-

0X-X.X) to bill the IXC. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/ LEC-A will u se 

the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11 -0X-X.X) to bill the IXC. The USP/LEC-A 

will also use the access record (1 1-0X-X.X) to bill their portion of the access under option 3 . 

Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11 -0X-X.X) provided to t he ULEC 

by the USP /LEC-A will serve as the verification requiremen ts for t he ULEC. 

The lXC h as their record and the cu stomer notification information to serve as their verification 

requirements. 
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Figure 14-13- Originating access from a ULEC behind LEC-A to an IXC through the LEC-B 

tandem 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-8 

and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide th e customer notification information 

to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-0X-XX/ 10-0X-X.X) provided for any of the billing options from the 

USP/LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, the USP/ LEC-A will provide an access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC and the LEC-8. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A and LEC·B will use the access record (1 1-0X-X.X) to bill the IXC under 

their existing meet-point arrangement. 

For option lB, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-

0X-XX) to bill the IXC. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 

the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. In either case, the LEC-8 will use the access record (11-

0X-X.X) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will u se the access record (11 -0X-XX) to bill the IXC. LEC-B will use the 

access record (11-0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 

USP/LEC-A will use the access, record (11-0X-X.X) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 
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When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (1 1-0X-XX) provided to the ULEC 

by the USPJLEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The IXC has their recording and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 

requirements. 

Footnote: When 2 PIC exists for Intra.LA TA traffic, the process outlined in this diagram will apply. 
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Figure 14-14 - Terminating access from an IXC to a ULEC behind a LEC-B tandem through 

the LEC-A End Office 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification in formation to LEC-8 

and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3 , the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-8 will provide the customer notification information 

to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

RecoJ"d Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-0X-XX/ 10-0X-XX) provided for any of the billing options from t he 

USP/ LEC-A to the ULEC. 

For all options, the LEC-8 will provide an access record (11 -0X-XX) to th e USP/LEC-A and t he 

USP/LEC-A will pass the access record (11-0X-XX) to the ULEC. 

For option 1A, the USP/ LEC-A and LEC-8 will use the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC under 

their existing meet-point arrangement. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (1 1-

0X-XX) to bill the IXC. When the USP/LEC-8 is the bill rendering com pany, the USP/LEC-A will use 

the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. In either case, LEC-B will use the access record (11-0X

XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (1 1-0X-XX) to bill the IXC. The LEC-8 will 

u se the access record (11-0X-XX) to bill their portion of the access in a multip le bill arrangement. The 

USP/LEC-A will also use the access record (11-0X-XX) t o bill their p ortion of the access under option 3. 
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When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (11-0X-XX) provided to t he ULEC 

by the USP/LEC-A will serve as the verification requirements for t h e ULEC. 

The !XC has their recording and the customer n otification information to serve as their verification 

requirements. 
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LEC-A 

There is no notification process for any of the billing options since there is interconnection with only 
one company by the ULEC. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A and ULEC will determine whether the end user r ecord (01-01-25/10-
01-25) is retained by the USP/LEC-A or passed to the ULEC then back to the USP/LEC-A. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 
transmission of the end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 
negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

When compensation does not exist, no access record (11-01-25) is provided from the USP/LEC-A to the 
ULEC. 

When compensation does exist, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01 -25). 

Bill Verification 
The access record (11-01-25) provided between the ULEC and the USP/LEC-A will serve as the 
verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The USP/LEC-A also has their switch records to validate any billing they receive from the ULEC. 
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LEC-8 

Figure 14-16 - Originating 800 from a ULEC to LEC-B through a USP/LEC-A (The tandem 
company is providing the SSP functionality) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to LEC
B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A and ULEC will determine whether the end user record (01-01-25/10-
01-25) is retained by the USP/LEC-A or passed to the ULEC then back to the USP/LEC-A. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 
transmission of the end user record (01·01-25/10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 
negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

Under all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11 -01-25). 

For option 1A, the USP/LEC-A will bill the LEC-B under their existing compensation relationship. The 
USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the LEC-B. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 
the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-8. The USP/LEC-A 
will also use the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 
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The access r ecord (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 

information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-B has the end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25) and the customer notification information to 

validate any billing. The LEC-8 may also perform recording that would allow them to use their records 

for verification. 

Footnote: For the purpose of this diagram LECs would include CLEC, ILEC and WSP. 
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Figure 14-17 - Originating 800 to an LEC-B (LEC-B is the 800 service provider). (The 
tandem company is providing SSP functionality for LEC-A.) 

Notification Infonnation 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A will provide the customer notification information to LEC
B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
The LEC-B may provide the USP(LEC-A with an end user record (01-01-25/10-01 -25) or the LEC-B may 
retain this record. If the LEC-B provides a record to the USP /LEC-A, the USP /LEC-A may pass this 
record to the ULEC. The ULEC and USP/LEC-A will determine whether the end user record (01-01-
25/ 10-01-25) is passed to the LEC-B by either the USP/LEC-A or ULEC. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 
transmission of the end user record (01-01-25/ 10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 
negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

Under all options, the LEC-B will provide the USP/LEC-A with an access record (11-01-25). The 
USP/LEC-A will pass this record to the ULEC. 

For option lA, the USP/LEC-A will bill the LEC-B under their existing compensation relationship. The 
USP /LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 1B, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the LEC-B. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP will use the 
access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. The USP/LEC-A 
will also use the access record ( 11-0 1-2 5) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 
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The access record (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification 
information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-B has the end user record (01-01-25/ 10-01-25) and the customer notification information to 
validate any billing. The LEC-B may also perform recording, which would allow them to use their 
records for verification. 
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Figure 14-18- Originating 800 to LEC-B (LEC-B is the 800 service provider) (LEC-A has SSP 
functionality) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC and LEC-A wiil provide the customer notification information to LEC
B in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
The USP/LEC-A will generate an end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25). The USP/LEC-A may pass this 
record to the ULEC. The USP/LEC-A and ULEC will determine whether the end user record (01-01-
25/10-01-25) is passed to the LEC-B by the USP/LEC-A or the ULEC. 

It is assumed that the originating SSP office company would be accountable for generation and 
transmission of the end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25) to the 800 providing company, however, 
negotiations may dictate otherwise. 

Under all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC with an access record (11-01-25). 

For option 1A, the USP /LEC-A will bill the LEC-B under their existing compensation relationship. The 
USP/LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the LEC-B. When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, the USP/LEC-A will use 
the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-B. 
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For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the LEC-8. The USP/ LEC-A 

will also use the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3. 

Bill Verification 
The access record (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notificat ion 

information will serve as the verification requirements for the ULEC. 

The LEC-B has the end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25} and the customer notification information to 

validate any billing. The LEC-B may also r ecord, which allows them to use their record for verification. 
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Figure 14-19 - Originating 800 from a ULEC to an IXC behind another LEC (The tandem 
company is providing SSP functionality.) 

Notification Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to LEC-B 
and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3 . 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide the customer notification information 
to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01 -01-25/ 10-01-25) provided for any of the billing options. 

Under all options, the LEC-B will provide the USP/LEC-A with an access record (11-01-25). The 
USP /LEC-A will pass this record to the ULEC. The LEC-B should retain a copy of this record. 

For option 1A, the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the IXC under 
their existing meet-point arrangement. The USP/LEC-A m ay bill the ULEC for unbundled elements 
under their contractual r elationship. 

For option 1B, when the ULEC is the bill rendering company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-
01-25) to bill the IXC . When the USP/LEC-A is the bill rendering company, th e USP/LEC-A will use the 
access record (11-01 -25) to bill the IXC. In either case, the LEC-B will use the access record (11-01-
25) t o bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the lXC. The LEC-B will use 
the access r ecord (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 
USP/LEC-A will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the ir portion of the access under option 3. 
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When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC, the access record (1 1-01-25) provided to the ULEC 

by the USP/LEC-A and customer notification information will serve as the verification requirements for 

the ULEC. 

The IXC will h ave their records and the customer notification information to serve as their verification 

requirements. 
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Figure 14-20- Originating 800 from a ULEC to an IXC behind another LEC {LEC-A has SSP 

functionality.) 

Notification 
For all options, the USP/LEC-A wilJ provide the LEC interconnection n otification in formation to LEC-B 

and the ULEC in accordance with section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, the ULEC, LEC-A and LEC-B will provide the customer notifica tion information 

to the IXC in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, the ULEC will provide their bill data elements. 

Record Exchange 
There is no end user record (01-01-25/10-01-25) provided for any of the billing options. 

Under all options, USP/LEC-A will provide the ULEC and LEC-B With an access record (1 1-0 1-25). 

For option 1A, the USP/LEC-A and LEC-B will use the access record (11-01-25) to bill the IXC under 

their existing meet-point arrangement . The USP / LEC-A may bill the ULEC for unbundled elements 

under their contractual relationship or tariff. 

For option 18, when the ULEC is the bill renderin g company, the ULEC will use the access record (11-

01-25) to bill the IXC. When the USP/ LEC-A is the bill rendering company, th e USP/LEC-A will use the 

access record (11-01-25) to bill the IXC. ln either case, the LEC-B will use the access record {11 -01 -

25) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. 

For options 2 and 3, the ULEC will use the access record (11-01-25 ) to bill the IXC. The LEC-B will use 

the access record (11-01-25) to bill their portion of the access in a multiple bill arrangement. The 

USP/LEC-A will use the access record (1 1-01-25) to bill their portion of the access under option 3 . 

Bill Verification 
When unbundled elements are billed to the ULEC , the access record (11-01-25) provided to the ULEC 

by the USP/LEC-A and the customer notification information will serve as the verifica tion 
requirements for the ULEC. 

The IXC will have their records and the customer notification information to serve as t heir verification 
requiremen ts. 
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ULEC
A 

Figure 14-21- Terminating local/intraLATA ULEC to ULEC through other LECs 

N otifieation Information 
For all options, the USP/LEC-C will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to ULEC-A 
and LEC-B. USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC interconnection notification information to ULEC-B and 
LEC-B. LEC-B will pass the information to the USP/LEC-C and USP/LEC-A. All notifications will be in 
accordance with section 14.3. 

For options 18, 2 and 3, ULEC-B, USP/LEC-A, and LEC-B will provide the customer notifica tion 
information to ULEC-A in accordance with section 14.3. In addition, ULEC-B will provide their bill data 
elements. 

Record Exchange 
For all options, USP/LEC-C will provide ULEC-A with an end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX). There 
is no end user record (01-01-XX/10-01-XX) provided from USP/LEC-C to ULEC-B. 

For all options, USP/LEC-C will not provide an access record (11-01-XX) to ULEC-A. 
USP/LEC-A will provide an access record (11-01-XX) to ULEC-B. 

LEC-B should have their recordings. Companies who do not have recordings may have contrac tual 
relationships for receipt of their records. 

USP/LEC-C and ULEC-A 
For option 1, USP/LEC-C receives the bills from LEC-B and USP/LEC-A and/or ULEC-B depending on 
the options negotiated between USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B. 

For option 2, ULEC-A receives the bills from the LEC-B and USP/LEC-A and/or ULEC-B depending on 
the options negotiated between USP /LEC-A and ULEC-B. 
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For option 3, ULEC-A receives the bills from the LEC-B, USP/LEC-C, and USP/LEC-A and/or ULEC-B 
depending on the options negotiated between USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B. 

LEC-B will send the bill to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending on the option negotiated between 
USP /LEC-C and ULEC-A 

USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B For option lA, USP/LEC-A sends the bills to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending 
on the options negotiated between USP /LEC-C and ULEC-A. 

For option IB, when USP/LEC-A is rendering the bill, USP/LEC-A will send the bill to USP or ULEC-A 
depending on the options negotiated between USP/LEC-C and ULEC-A. When ULEC-B is rendering the 
bill, ULEC-B will send the bill to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A. 

For option 2, ULEC-B sends the bills to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending on the options negotiated 
between USP/LEC-C and ULEC-A-

For option 3, USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B sends the bills to USP/LEC-C or ULEC-A depending on the 
options negotiated between USP /LEC-C and ULEC-A. 

Bill Verification 
The end user record provided to ULEC-A by USP/LEC-C will serve as bill verification requirements for 
the ULEC-A. The USP /LEC-C also has their switch records to validate any billing they may receive 
from the LEC-B and USP/LEC-A and ULEC-B. 

The USP/LEC-C to ULEC-A and USP/LEC-A to ULEC-A provides the T/0 ratio. The ULEC-A and ULEC-B 
may validate the T/0 via an audit process. 

The access record (11-01-XX) exchange from USP/LEC-A to ULEC-B will serve as the verification 
requirements for ULEC-B 

For options 1A and 18, the USP/LEC-C and USP/LEC-A will provide the LEC-B and each other the 
minimum requirements listed in section 14.3. 

For options lB, 2 and 3, ULEC-A and ULEC-B will provide the LEC-B and each other the minimum 
requirements listed in section 14.3. 
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15. ACRONYMS 

ACNA 
ACTL 
ASOG 
ASR 
AT 
ATC 
ATIS 

AUR 
BAN 
BDT 
BOS 
BSA 
BP 
CABS 
CARS 
CFA 
CIC 
CKL 
CKLT 
CLC 
CLCI 
CLEC 
CLEI 
CLFI 
CLLI 
CMRS 
CSR 
DA 
DAL 
DTO 
EC 
EC CKTID 
ECSA 
EMI 
EO 
FB 
FCC 
FGA 
FGB 
FGC 
FGD 
FID 
FOC 
HBAN 
Hicap 

Access Customer Number Abbreviation 

Access Customer Terminal Location 
Access Service Ordering Guidelines 
Access Service Request 
Access Tandem 
Access to Carrier 
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Access Usage Record 
Billing Account Number 
BiJJing Data Tape 
Billing Output Specifica tions 
Basic..Service Arran_g_emen t l ON J\} 

Billing Percentage 
Carrier Access Billing System 
CABS Auxiliary Report Specifications 
Connecting Facility Assignment 
Carrier Identification Code assigned by NANPA 

Circuit Location 
Circuit Location Terminal 
Carrier Liaison Committee 
Common Language Circuit Identification 

Competitive Local Exchange Carrier 
Common Language Equipment Identifier 

Common Language Facility Identifier 
Common Language Location Identific ation code 

Comme rcial Mobile Radio Service 
Customer Service Record 
Directory Assistance 
Dedicated Access Lines 
Dial Tone Office 
Exchange Carrier 
EC Circuit Identifier 
Exchange Carrier Standards Association (now ATIS) 
Exchange Message Interface 
End Office 
Facility-Based 
Federal Communications Commission 
Switched Access Feature Group A 
Switched Access Feature Group B 
Switched Access Feature Group C 
Switched Access Feature Group D 
Field Identifier 
Firm Order Confirmation 
High Capacity Billing Account Number 
High Capacity 
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IC Interexchange Carrier 
IC CKTID IC Circuit Identifier 
ICO Independent Tele_phone Compan_y 

ID Identification 

ILEC Incumbent Local Exchan_ge Carrier 
IXC Interexchange Carrier 
LATA Local Access Transport Area 
LEC Local Exchange Carrier 
LERG Local Exchange Routing Guide 
LNP Local Number Portabili_!y_ 

LOA Letter of Authorization 
LRN Location Routin_g_Number 

LSOG Local Service Ordering Guidelines 

LSR Local Service Re_guest 
LTL Local Transport Location 
LTR Local Transport Restructure 
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ME CAB Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing [document! 

ME COD Multiple Exchan_ge Carrier Ordering and Design_ 
MM Multiple Bill reflecting Single Tariff 
MO&O Memorandum Opinion and Order 
MOU Minutes of Use 
MPB meet-point Billing 

MRG MECAB Review Group 
MSC Mobile Switchin_g Center 
MTA Major Trading Area 
MT Multiple Bill reflecting Multiple Tariff 
MTS Message Telephone Service 
NECA National Exchange Carrier Association 
NPA-NXX Numbering Plan Area- Central Office Unit 
OBF Ordering and Billing Forum 
OC&C Other Charges and Credits 
OCN Operating Comg_any Number 
ONA Open Network Architecture 
OTID Office Ta.pe Identification 
PCS Personal Communications Service 
PDR Percent Direct Routed 
PIU Percent Interstate Usage 
PICC Primary Interexchange Carrier Charge 
PLU Percent Local Use 
POI Point of Interconnection 
POP Point of Presence 
POT Point of Termination 
PTR Percent Traffic Routed 
SCP Switching Control Point 
SECAB Small Exchan_g_e Carrier Access Billing (document) 
SM Single Bill - Multiple Tariff 
ss Single Bill - Single Tariff 
SSP Signaling Switching Point 
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STP 
swc 
TGN 
T/ 0 
ULEC 
UNE 
USP 
V&H 
WAL 
WATS 
WSP 

Signaling Transfer Point 

Serving_ Wire Cent er 
Trunk Group Number 
Terminatin_g to Originating 
Unbundled Local Exchange Carrier 
Unbundled Network Elements 
Unbundled Servic e Provider 
Vertical and Horizontal 
WATS Access Line s 
Wide Area Telecommunications Service 

Wireless Service Provider 

15-3 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House.Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (TJG·S) Page 131 of 131 

ATIS/OBF-MECAB-08 
Issue 8, 



Docket No. 090501-TP 

fr!!!!-.!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!11~-!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!a- Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (TJG-6) Page 1 of 40 

• 

ATIS-0404120-0007 

Multiple Exchange Carriers 
Ordering and Design 

(MECOD) 
Guidelines for Access Service 

Version 7 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

c 
a:: 
<( 
c 
z 
~ 
en 
en -.... 
<( 

D OCKET No. 090501-TP EXHIBIT 20 

COMPANY BRIGHT HOUSE NETWORKS 

W ITNESS TIMOTHY J. GATES (TJG-6) 
D ATE 05/25110 

- ------ - ·-· -- - -·· 



ATIS-0404120-0007 
Issued September 25, 2009 

t . ~~ a IS., 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Vefizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 2 of 40 

Effective March 20, 20 10 
Implemented March 20, 20 10 

The Alliance for Telecommunication Industry Solutions (ATIS) is a technical 
planning and standards development organization that is committed to rapidly 
developing and promoting technical and operations standards for the 
communications and related information technologies industry worldwide 
using a pragmatic, flexible and open approach. Over 1,100 participants from 
more than 350 communications companies are active in ATIS ' 2 3 industry 
committees, and ATIS' Incubator Solutions Program. < http : I / www.atis.org / > 

ATIS - 0404120-0007 
Multiple Exchange Carriers Ordering and Design (MECOD) Guidelines for 
Access Service 

Is an ATIS standard developed by the ISOP Committee under the ATIS Ordering 
and Billing Forum (OBF) 

Published by 
Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions 
1200 G Street, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20005 

Copyright © 2009 by Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions 
All rights reserved. 

No part of this publication may be reproduced in any form , in an electronic 
retrieval system or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the 
publisher. For information contact ATIS at 202.628.6380. ATIS is online at < 
http: //www.atis.org >. 

Limited Exception for "Customized" Forms. In recognition of the business needs 
and processes implemented by companies throughout the industry, ATIS 
grants the following limited exception to the copyright policy . The forms 
contained within, once "Customized," may be reproduced, distributed and used 
by an individual or company provided that the following is placed on all 
"Customized" forms: 

. - . ------ - - - - ---- -----



ATIS-0404120-0007 
Issued April8, 2009 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _(f JG~) Page 3 of 40 

Effective April 8, 2009 
Implemented April 8, 2009 

"This form/ screen is based upon the Ordering and Billing Forum's 
(OBF) industry consensus approved guidelines, found in the 
Access Service Ordering Guidelines {ASOG) document. The ASOG 
may be obtained by contacting the Alliance for 
Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) at 1-800-387-2199 
or: https: /Jwww_atis.org/atis/docstore/index.asp." 

For purposes of this limited exception, the term "Customized" means, the 
modification, by a company, of an ASOG form to be issued to a trading partner 
to make it company specific by, for example, adding a company logo, graying
out optional fields not required by that specific issuing company, and 
converting into an electronic format/ screen. This limited exception does not 
affect the ASOG document itself which remains copyrighted and may not be 
reproduced in whole of part. 

Telcordia Technologies, Inc. was formerly known as Bell Communications 
Research, Inc. or Bellcore. Portions of this document, previously published by 
Bellcore, may still reflect the former name as it was embedded in the 
documentation under a prior license from the owners of the BELL trademark, 
which license has now expired. The use of this name does not suggest that 
Telcordia Technologies ha s licensed the n ames BELL, Bell Commu nications 
Research, or Bellcore for new u ses or that the owners of the BELL tradem ark 
spon sor, end orse or are affilia ted with Telcordia Technologies or its products . 

Printed in the Unit ed States of America . 

Notice of Disclaimer and Limitation of Liability 

Th e in formation provided in this document is directed solely to professionals 
who h ave the appropria t e degree of experience to unders tand and interpret its 
contents in accordance with generally a ccepted engineering or other 
p rofessional standards and a pplicable r egula tions. No recommendation as to 
product s or vendors is m a de or should be implied. 



ATIS-0404120-0007 
Is sued April 8 , 2009 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizoo lnterconnectioo 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 4 of 40 

Effective April 8, 2009 
Implemented April 8, 2009 

NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IS MADE THAT THE INFORMATION IS 
TECHNICALLY ACCURATE OR SUFFICIENT OR CONFORMS TO ANY 
STATUTE, GOVERNMENTAL RULE OR REGULATION, AND FURTHER, NO 
REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IS MADE OF MERCHANTABILITY OR 
FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OR AGAINST INFRINGEMENT OF 

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS. ATIS SHALL NOT BE LIABLE, BEYOND 
THE AMOUNT OF ANY SUM RECEIVED IN PAYMENT BY ATIS FOR THIS 
DOCUMENT, WITH RESPECT TO ANY CLAIM, AND IN NO EVENT SHALL A TIS 

BE LIABLE FOR LOST PROFITS OR OTHER INCIDENTAL OR 
CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES. ATIS EXPRESSLY ADVISES ANY AND ALL USE 
OF OR RELIANCE UPON THIS INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS DOCUMENT 

IS AT THE RISK OF THE USER. 



NEW 

REM 

FN 

FORMAT 

DEF 

DEFN 

VE 

VEN 

USE 

USEN 

DC 
DCL 
DCN 
EX 
EXN 

FORM 

MECOD VERSION 7 SYNOPSIS OF CHANGES 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon lnterconnection 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 5 of 40 

MECOD: Remove references to the Generic Design Layout Report (GDLR) in the Multiple 
Exchange Ca rriers Ordering and Design Document ~ ATIS-0404120~0006 

= Adding a new field 

Removing an existing field 

Field/Tag name change (e.g., EXEMPT REASON changed to ER) 

Field format change (e.g., moved to another section of the form, etc.) 

= Defmition change 

= Definition notes addition, change, deletion 

Valid entries addition, change, deletion 

= Valid entry notes addition, change, deletion 

= Usage statement change 

= Usage notes addition, change, deletion 

Data characteristics change (e.g., change from numeric to alpha/numeric) 

Data characteristics length change 

::= Data characteristics note addition, change, deletion 

= Example addition, change, deletion 

::::: Example notes addition, change, deletion 

= Changes made to the ASR forms (i.e. , additions, rearrangements, field length 

Page 1 of 2 



MECOD VERSION 7 SYNOPSIS OF CHANGES 

GLOSSARY 

TEXT 

Update section to remove Generic DLR Guidelines reference 

Page 2 of 2 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon lnlerc:onnectiOO 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 6 ol40 

or deletions of 



ATIS-0404120-0007 
Issued April 8, 2009 

Oocllet No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 7 of 40 

Effective April 8, 2009 
Implemented April 8, 2009 

MULTIPLE EXCHANGE CARRIERS ORDERING AND DESIGN 

(MECOD) GUIDELINES FOR ACCESS SERVICE 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page 

1. GENERAL 1-1 
2. ASSUMPTIONS 1-1 
3 . NEGOTIATION 2-1 
4. ORDERING PREPARATION AND ISSUANCE 3-1 

5. DESIGN 4-1 

6 . TSP PREEMPTION 5-1 
7 . INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE 6-1 

8 . COMPLETION 7-1 

9. BILLING 8-1 
10. ADDITIONAL POST-INSTALLATION ACTIVITIES 9-1 
11. EXHIBIT- ORDERING AND PROVISIONING FLOW CHART 10-1 
12. EXHIBIT- ACCESS SERVICE COORDINATION (ASC-EC) 

PROCESS MATRIX 11-1 



ATIS-0404120-0007 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Jnte.rronneclion 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 8 of 40 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 



ATIS-0404120-0007 
Issued April 8, 2009 

1. GENERAL 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Blight House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibii_(T JG~) Page 9 of 40 

Effective April 8, 2009 
Implemented April 8, 2009 

1.1 These guidelines establish methods for processing orders for access 
service which is to be provided to an Interexchange Carrier (IC) by two or more 
Exchange Carriers (ECs). No wording in this document is intended to 
represent or imply that the involved Exchange Carriers (ECs) must serve 
separate and discrete geographic areas. These guidelines cover the ordering 
and design process from submission of an Access Service Request (ASR) 
through issuance of work documents. These · guidelines are based on the 
concept of one of the involved ECs being placed in an access service 
coordination role. 

The determination of implementing a multiple Exchange Carrier ordering 
arrangement between ECs that operate in the same territory is based upon EC 
to EC negotiations where the regulatory environment permits. When all 
involved ECs agree to a multiple Exchange Carrier ordering arrangement, these 
guidelines are used. 

In an effort to insure that all possible providers, users and customers of Access 
Services are addressed in all issues and documentation maintained by or on 
behalf of the Ordering and Billing Forum, two terms describing these providers, 
users and customers will be used, AC (Access Customer} and AP (Access 
Provider}. 

Throughout this document, the term IC (Interexchange Carrier) covers activity 
associated with the Access Customer {AC) and EC (Exchange Carrier) covers 
activity associated with the Access Provider (AP). 

Their use, however, does not imply exclusivity within the AC and AP categories. 

1.2 All changes made to this document are reflected in the Summary of 
Change. 

1-1 
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1.3 Coordination requirements of all ECs may not be fully covered in this 
document because each EC has varying views and needs regarding its 
relationship with Other Exchange Carriers (OECs). This document does 
however, provide a framework for ordering and design requirements. 

All references in this document regarding Feature Group A (FGA) and/ or 
Feature Groups B, C, and D (FGB, FGC, FGD) include the equivalent lineside 
Basic Service Arrangement (BSA) or the equivalent trunkside BSA, respectively. 
The guidelines in this document apply to an individual service provided by 
more than one EC. 

1.4 An "Access Service Coordination" (ASC) concept will be utilized to 
provide the required c-oordination for each function, i.e., negotiation, design, 
installation and maintenance. These functions will have an EC designated to 
perform the ASC role; that EC will be identified by the term ASC-EC and may 
be a different EC for each of the functions. The ASC concept provides for (1) a 
single EC point of contact/interface between the IC and the ECs and (2) a 
coordinator for the activities of the involved ECs. 

Before an ASR is issued by the IC for an access service involving multiple ECs, 
the ECs involved should have developed a mutually agreeable working 
arrangement to allow one or more of the ECs to perform "Access Service 
Coordination" (ASC) for all services requested. The ASC-EC concept as 
embodied in this document will be utilized regardless of the method of billing 
employed by the involved ECs. It will be the responsibility of each EC to work 
cooperatively with the IC and other ECs to ensure that access services are 
installed, tested and turned up in a timely manner and that trouble conditions 
are resolved without undue delay. The ASC for Meet Point Services may be 
determined by the following method when not specifically designated by the 
responsible providers per paragraph 1.6 and Section 12. 

A. First point of switching for the service requested 

B. First point of bridging for the service requested 

C. Service Termination/Delivery Address (SECLOC) of the service 
requested 

1-2 
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1. 5 The EC to EC arrangements should also include the parameters for the 
exchange of various data elements that will ensure accurate and verifiable 
billing as outlined in the Ordering and Billing Forum's "Multiple Exchange 
Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) Guidelines." 

1.6 For greater clarity of the IC J EC relationship in a multiple EC 
environment, the OBF recommends that, on a LATA-by-LATA basis, the 
involved ECs, on a combined or individual basis, develop and furnish written 
notification to the ICs identifying by types of access services the ECs providing 
the ASC-EC function for negotiation, design, installation and maintenance, and 
the DLR distribution arrangement. The ASC-EC process matrix is provided in 
Section 12 as an exhibit of how this may be done. 

1. 7 The ASC-EC will provide the negotiation organization locations and the 
telephone numbers of the ASC-EC contact groups responsible for negotiations, 
design, installation and maintenance to the OECs. 

1.8 In the event the ASC responsibilities are changed for any of the four 
phases of the process as a result of EC-to-EC arrangements, notification as 
described m 1.6 and 1.7 should be provided within 30 days. 

1-3 
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2.1 The IC is responsible for distribution of a common/identical ASR to all 
known ECs between the ACTL/PRILOC to SECLOC involved with the access 
service for all activity types. If an access service is provided by more than one 
EC, the order will be processed as multi-EC. This includes ECs that provide 
that portion of the access service transiting between the ECs at either end of 
the overall access service. These access services comprise all Special and 
Switched Access Services including those where' the service between an IC POP 
and an EC Tandem switch is entirely provided by one EC and one or more End 
Offices subtending the -Tandem belong to another EC. 

2.2 The ASR will reflect the entire access service including associated 
options regardless of the number of ECs involved. 

2.3 The ASR issued to the ECs involved should include identical 
information that meets the ASC-ECs business process requirements to provide 
overall service. All other ECs involved with providing the overall service will 
accept the ASR as submitted by the IC. When exceptions to this requirement 
are determined to be necessary, the ASC-EC should coordinate the resolution 
with the IC and ECs. 

2.4 One of the ECs will assume the responsibility for performing the Access 
Service Coordination (ASC) role. This company will be identified as the ASC-EC 
while the other involved ECs will be identified as OECs in this document. 

2.5 The ASC-EC assignment(s) can vary both by types of service and by 
ECs involved. It will be locally determined by the involved ECs and will be 
made available to the IC prior to ASR issuance. 

2.6 The ASC-EC function 1) may be performed by the same EC for the life 
of the access order; or 2) may vary through the stages of the order depending 
on local agreements; e.g., in some situations there may be one ASC for 
negotiation and one for the design state. 

2.7 The ASC-EC will assume the lead coordination role to ensure that the 
access service provided satisfies what was ordered on the ASR. 
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2.8 The ASC-EC will establish the common circuit/facility identification for 
the access service and provide it to the IC and all involved ECs. For this to be 
a viable procedure, this assignment should conform to some standard. A long
term goal is to develop this standard (see note following). In the event that the 
ASC-EC is not presently using COMMON LANGUAGE® Codes for 
Circuit/Facility Identification (CLCI), and one or more of the OECs is using 
CLCI™-SS, CLCJTM-MSG or CLFin.~, the ASC-EC will obtain a Circuit/Facility ID 
from one of the involved OECs using CLCI-SS, CLCI-MSG or CLFI and pass 
that Circuit/Facility ID back to the IC and all involved ECs. For the 
subsequent steps of design, installation and maintenance, the OECs (and ASC
EC when they obtain CLCI-SS, CLCI-MSG ·or CLFI from an OEC) are 
responsible for maintaining the relationship between their internal 
identification and the ASC-EC established access service circuit/facility 
identification. 

The previous discussion does not address the case where the ASC-EC and 
none of the OECs are using CLCI-SS, CLCI-MSG or CLFI. In this situation the 
involved ECs should work out a circuit/facility ID suitable to their respective 
requirements. It would be desirable to use some scheme that could readily 
convert to an industry standard at some future date. 

The ASC-EC will coordinate with the OECs and will notify the IC of any 
changes to the common EC circuit or facility identification. 

NOTE: This assumption will remain effective while the industry works to 
establish a common circuit/facility identification process for a given 
access service. The Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) recommendation 
for common circuit/facility identification is CLCI-SS, CLCI-MSG and 
CLFI. 

2.9 The ASC-EC will negotiate common critical dates with the involved 
OECs and provide this information to the IC on the FOC. Common critical 
dates are identified in Paragraph 3.4. 

2 . 9.1 Escalation activity related to any one of the ECs meeting the overall 
service delivery requirements will be the direct responsibility of the IC. 

2.10 A common completion date will be utilized by all involved ECs. 
Therefore, with the exception of the case covered in paragraph 8.2, no EC may 
complete I start billing its portion of the access service until the entire service is 
completed and accepted by the IC. 

2-2 
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2.11 If one or more ECs cannot complete their portion of the overall access 
service on the Due Date, it should be considered a jeopardy situation by all 
ECs involved. A missed due date under these conditions should not be treated 
as a customer not ready miss. The ASC-EC is responsible for notifying all ECs 
of the status of the order (e.g. Due Date jeopardy or completion notification). 

2.12 The ASC-EC is responsible for notifying the IC of additional ECs 
identified during the negotiation andjor design functions. The IC is 
responsible for distributing the ASR to the additional ECs. 

2.13 Facilities involved in provisioning and restoration of the TSP services as 
defined in the Ordering and Billing Forum Telecommunications Service Priority 
(TSP) System document may involve more than one EC. While all ECs and ICs 
are expected to cooperate with each other, each EC/IC is obligated to provision 
and restore only the facilities of the service that it is providing. 

2.14 The context of this document outlines the flow for ordering and design 
of a new access service as depicted in Section 11 - Exhibit. The same 
guidelines should hold for a change to an existing service or disconnect orders. 
Critical dates, due dates, and intervals for these type orders also would 
generally be negotiated as presented in paragraph 3.3 following (OBF Issue 
#851). 

COMMON LANGUAGE is a registered trademark and CLEI, CLLI, CLFI, and 
CLCI are trademarks of Telcordia Technologies, Inc. 
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3.1 The IC will provide ASRs to the negotiation organizations of all ECs 
known to be involved in the access service as listed in the F.C.C. tariffs and 
other industry documents, e.g., Local Exchange Routing Guide {LERG}. The 
ASR issued to the ECs involved should include identical information that meets 
the ASC-ECs business process requirements to provide overall service, e.g., the 
same Purchase Order Number (PON), Network Channel (NC), Network Channel 
Interface (NCI), codes for all Points of Termination (POT). When TSP service is 
being requested on an access service, the ASR to the involved ECs will include 
the 12 character TSP Authorization Code. 

3.2 For trunk terminated feature groups, the ASC-EC will work with OECs 
to develop a serving plan which included traffic routing and the number of 
trunks required. 

3.3 The provisioning interval from Application Date (APP) to Due Date (DD) 
will be determined on a case-by-case basis unless previously determined by the 
involved ECs. However, all ECs should make a good faith effort to meet the 
IC's Desired Due Date (DDD). Common critical dates for all ECs will be 
negotiated by the ASC-EC with the OECs for Application Date (APP), 
Engineering Information Report Date (EIRD), Design Layout Report Date 
(DLRD), Confirming Design Layout Report Date (CDLRD), Plant Test Date 
(PTD), Due Date (DD), Facility Design Layout Report Date (FDLRD), Facility 
Confirming Design Layout Report Date (FCDLRD), Facility Plant Test Date 
(FPTD) and Facility Due Date (FDD). 

When TSP services are part of the Access order, the following must be 
considered for interval determination: 

1. A TSP Provisioning Code E, indicates the service ordered is in the 
emergency NSEP category and the involved ECs will allocate the 
resources necessary to provide this service as soon as possible, 
working outside of normal business hours when necessary 

2. A TSP Provisioning Code of 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 indicates the service is in 
the essential NSEP category and the involved ECs will make their 
best effort to meet the ICs desired due date 

3-1 
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3. When the proVIsiOning interval is extremely short, it may be 
necessary for the IC to provide the ASR information verbally to the 
involved ECs. In such cases a confirming ASR (including all of the 
information verbally provided) must follow at the earliest possible 
date 

3.4 The OECs will provide adequate information to the ASC-EC so that a 
Confirmation Notice (CN) can be sent to the IC by the ASC-EC. 

The ASC-EC will provide the common APP, EIRD, DLRD, CDLRD, PTD, DD, 
FDLRD, FCDLRD, FPTD, FDD and circuit/facility identification (e.g., CLCI-SS, 
CLCI-MSG or CLFI) to each involved OEC. 

3.4.1 The ASC-EC will be responsible for issuing the FOC that defines the 
overall critical dates utilized to coordinate and schedule end to end service 
delivery. This will include the common APP, DLRD, CDLRD, PTD, DO, FDLRD, 
FCDLRD, FPTD, FDD, EBD, and circuit/facility identification, as well as valid 
recording information (e.g., WRO, FSO, RTN, DTN, STN and PTN) as defined in 
ATIS-0404009 and ATIS-0404011 for WATS/800 access orders, and if 
applicable, the 12 character TSP Authorization Code. 

3.5 Additional ECs may be identified during the negotiation and/or design 
functions. When this occurs, the ASC-EC will: 

1. Notify the IC of all newly identified ECs to enable the IC to issue 
the ASR to the additional ECs 

2. Confirm the existing critical dates or negotiate new critical dates 

3. Notify all ECs of the changes 

Confirmation Notice (CN) supplements will be issued in the same manner as 
the original CN (i.e., see paragraph 3.4). 
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3.6 The ASC-EC will also be responsible for the following activities on 
behalf of all involved ECs: 

1. Negotiating on a day-to-day basis with the IC 

2. Notifying the IC of any jeopardy conditions on the order, as 
required 

3. 7 Situations may exist where the provisioning of TSP service(s) will 
involve more than one EC. These TSP services will be provisioned in 
accordance with Ordering and Design Guidelines for Access Services provided 
by Multiple Exchange Carriers. · 
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4. ORDERING PREPARATION AND ISSUANCE 

4.1 All ECs will issue their own service orders or equivalent documents for 
provisioning and/ or billing of the access service within their respective 
companies. All EC orders will carry the following: 

1. The same common critical dates described in Paragraph 3.4 

2. As found on the ASR, - same Purchase Order Number (PON), -
same Circuit Reference CKR). - same TSP Code, when applicable, 
and for purposes of design, installation and maintenance, the 
common circuit/facility identification 
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5.1 The ASC-EC or designated EC has the responsibility to ensure that the 
designed access service meets the ordering criteria including TSP requirements 
as previously stated in 3.3. Each OEC will provide an Engineering Information 
Report (EIR} by EIRD to the ASC-EC or designated EC. The EIR will contain all 
information including a 2 character TSP Code when applicable, required (e.g. 
for CLCI-SS, CLCI-MSG and CLFI) to assemble .a Design Layout Report (DLR). 
This would include but is not limited to the interoffice facilities and mileages, 
the transmission anc! signaling equipment, the local loop makeups, the 
Network Channel Termination Equipment, the last facility or equipment 
assignment at the Point of Termination and the OEC's design contact. 

5.2 If a DLR has been requested by the IC, the DLR content should be in 
accordance the DLR-ISI. The DLR information can be issued to the IC's design 
contact, on or before the DLRD, by one of the following procedures: 

1. The ASC-EC or designated EC will be responsible for issuing an 
overall DLR 

2. The ASC-EC or designated EC may bundle the individual EC 
DLR/EIRs and provide them as a package 

3. Each EC may provide its DLR for its portion of the access service, if 
mandated by tariff 

5.3 If the IC elects to provide a Confirming Design Layout Report (CDLR), 
the IC must make provisions so that the ASC-EC will receive the CDLR on or 
before the Confirming Design Layout Report Date (CDLRD). If the CDLR is not 
received by the CDLRD, the access service provisioning will stop. The contact 
person in the ASC-EC or designated EC who is responsible for the access 
design shall notify the OECs of the acceptance or rejection of the DLR or delay 
of the CDLR by the IC. 
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5.4 If any EC determines prior to installation work order issuance that 
there are inadequate facilities or equipment to provide the access service, the 
EC involved will obtain an estimated completion date and through their normal 
lines of communication notify the ASC-EC negotiation organization. It will be 
the responsibility of the ASC-EC to notify all other ECs involved and to 
coordinate resolving the jeopardy condition with the IC on behalf of all ECs. 
The EC that cannot satisfy the access service ordered will notify the ASC-EC 
and the provisioning process for the access service will stop until: 

1. The IC agrees the service ordered. can be provided with an EC 
identified rescheduled due date as coordinated by the ASC-EC 

2 . The IC initiates a change to the service ordered, based on a 
Customer /Provider negotiated solution 

3 . The service ordered is cancelled by the IC 

5.5 Once the EIR, DLR and CDLR have been satisfied, each EC will issue 
installation work orders for its portion on the access service to its installation 
work forces. The ASC-EC or designated ECs installation work force will receive 
an entire intraLATA access service work order. 
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6.1 When spare facilities are unavailable, it may be necessary for the 
IC/EC to preempt a service to obtain the facilities required to provision or 
restore a TSP service. 

A. When preemption is necessary, the sequence in which existing services 
may be reempted is as follows: 

L Non-TSP services 

2. TSP services, selected in the inverse order of their TSP priority level 
assignment 

B. When preemption is required to provision or restore a TSP service, the 
consent of the service user whose service will be preempted is not 
required. The EC will restore the preempted service following normal 
maintenance procedures and apply billing account credit, if applicable, 
and in accordance with the appropriate tariff. 

For these cases, in the event an IC must preempt an existing access service, 
the EC will notify the IC and ASC-EC and/ or OEC involved of the preemption. 
The IC will be responsible for notifying their preempted end user(s) on both 
ends of the interLATA service, if applicable. 
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7.1 Installation and maintenance procedures for Access Service provided by 
multiple exchange carriers are detailed in the following Network 
Interconnection Interoperability Forum - Network lnteroperability Committee 
Installation and Maintenance Operations Reference Documents: 

a Part I, Installation and Maintenance Responsibilities for Special Access 
Service, WATS Access Lines and Swit'ched Access Services Feature 
Group A. Docu!_D.ent #ATIS-0300009 

t Part II, Installation and Maintenance Responsibilities for Switched 
Access Service for Feature Groups B, C, and D. Document #ATIS-
0300010 
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8.1 When the access service is accepted by the IC, the ASC-EC will inform 
all OECs of the completion date thus ensuring that a common completion date 
is utilized by all involved ECs. Upon completion, the ECs having no physical 
circuit activity should ensure that appropriate billing (as outlined in the OBF 
MECAB) and record keeping activities are applied. Therefore, with the 
exception of the case covered in paragraph 8.2, no EC may complete/start 
billing its portion of the access service until the .entire service is completed and 
accepted by the IC. 

8.2 If, following issuance of installation work orders, an EC(s) cannot 
complete its portion of the overall access service on the due date; this should 
be considered a jeopardy situation by all ECs involved. The OECs should 
contact the ASC-EC when a jeopardy situation occurs and the ASC-EC is 
responsible for notifying the ICs as well as all other ECs. The ECs involved 
should not cancel or complete their service request nor request the IC to modify 
or cancel their service request without IC notification/negotiation. A missed 
due date under these conditions should not be treated as a Customer Not 
Ready. If, after a specified period of time past the due date, the overall access 
service remains incomplete due to EC problems, those ECs who have 
completed their portion of the access service will review the status of the 
incomplete portions via the ASC-EC to determine the actual or approximate 
duration of the existing jeopardy condition and negotiate an appropriate 
resolution with the IC. 

Based on this review, if it is established that the problem cannot be resolved 
within an additional reasonable period of time, the IC, at its option, may be 
required to either begin paying for those portions of the service which have 
been completed or cancel its entire request for service and resubmit ASRs at a 
later date. 

The OBF recommends that an Access Service Request (ASR) supplement be 
issued by the IC, if the service is to be canceled. It is further recommended 
that no cancellation charges be billed to the IC in the above situation. 
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9. 1 Billing and adjustments procedures for Access Services provided by 
Multiple Exchange Carriers are detailed in the current version of the Ordering 
and Billing Forum Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (MECAB) 
document. 

9 .2 The ASC-EC concept as embodied in this document will be utilized 
regardless of the method of billing employed by the involved ECs. The issue of 
potential billing of one Exchange Carrier by another in the case where an EC 
cannot meet the due date is an EC-EC matter and is not appropriate to be 
addressed in this document. 

9 - 1 



ATIS-0404120-0007 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Venzon Interconnection 
Exhibit _ (T JG..S) Page 31 of 40 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 

9-2 



ATIS-0404120-0007 
Issued April 8, 2009 

Docket No. 090501-TP 
Bright House-Verizon Interconnection 
Exhibit _(T JG-6) Page 32 of 40 

Effective April 8, 2009 
Implemented April 8, 2009 

10. ADDITIONAL POST-INSTALLATION ACTIVITIES 

10.1 The primary contractor will be responsible for reconciliation of TSP 
services with each involved EC. 
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11. EXHIBIT - ORDERING AND PROVISIONING FLOW CHART (CONT') 

AN ::::: Acceptance Notification EIR = Engineering Information Report 
ASC ::::: Access Service Coordinator FOC = Firm Order Confirmation 
ASR ::::: Access Service Request IC = Interexchange Carrier 
BILL = Billing Function INST = Installation Function 
CDLR = Confirming Design Layout Report NEG = Negotiation Function 
CN Completion Notification NIIF = Netwdrk Interconnection 

/ NI Interoperability Forum - Network 
oc Interoperability Committee 

CONF = Confirmation OBF = Ordering and Billing Forum 
DLR = Design Layout Report OEC = Other Exchange Carriers 
DSG = Design Function ORD ::::: Order Issuance Function 
EC = Exchange Carrier 
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12. EXHmiT - ACCESS SERVICE COORDINATION (ASC-EC) PROCESS MATRIX 

Company Name: __________ _ 

AGREEMENTS WITH 

SERVICE QUALIFYING Company Company Company 
DESCRIPTION Name Name Name 

Feature Group A 

Transport 

1. (SVC TYPE) 

2. 

3. 

Trunking 

WATS 

Fields are expandable as REQUIRED 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Company Name -

Service-

Qualifying Description-

Agreements With -
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Issuing company 

Service configuration or product 

Unique requirements for coordinating 
assignment (i.e. Dial tone office 
owner, mux office owner) 

Indicat~s the companies to which the 
qualifying description applies 
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10. Meet Point Billing (MPB) Arrangements 
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10.1 The Parties shall establish Meet Point Billing arrangements under which they shall jointly 
provide Switched Exchange Access services to third-party IXCs. To the extent nat inconsistent 
with this Section 1 0, such Meet Point Billing arrangements shall comply with the provisions of the 
MECOD and MECAB documents published by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry 
Solutions ("A TIS"), and, to the extent not inconsistent with the MECOD and MECAB documents, 
with each Party's Tariffs. 

10.2 For Meet Point Billing arrangements established under this Agreement, the Parties shall 
use the "Multiple Bill Option," under which each Party bills the third-party IXC for those portions of 
Switched Exchange Access service that Party provides to the IX C. The Parties shall exchange, 
at no charge, any administrative or billing information reasonably necessary to allow each Party 
to appropriately bill the IXC. 

10.3 For avoidance of doubt, in connection with any Meet Point Billing arrangement 
established under thiS-Agreement: 

(a) Subject to the Parties' obligations under Section 2.1 of this Interconnection 
Attachment, neither Party shall impose any charges on the other Party for any facilities, 
trunking, services, or serving arrangements. Instead, each Party shall bill the IXC for all 
such facilities, trunking, or services. 

(b) Each Party shall make available to third-party IXCs a jointly-provided Tandem-
Switched Transport service, under which transport is provided between the tandem or 
equivalent switch of one Party to the end office of the other Party, with the rating of the 
service to the IXC in accordance with each Party's respective Tariffs governing such 
Tandem-Switched Transport service. 

10.4 Subject to the provisions of Sections 10.2 and 1 0.3 hereof, the Parties shall, by mutual 
agreement, determine to route Meet Point Billing traffic over {a) interconnection facilities and 
trunks used to carry Reciprocal Compensation and other traffic; (b) the same interconnection 
facilities used to carry Reciprocal Compensation and other traffic, but isolate such Meet Point 
Billing traffic on separate trunk groups; (c) separate facilities and trunks; or (d) some combination 
of (a), (b) and (c) above. If the Parties are unable, through good faith negotiations undertaken for 
a commercially reasonable period, to determine the facility and trunking arrangements applicable 
to Meet Point Billing traffic, then the dispute resolution provisions of Section 14 of the General 
Terms and Conditions shall apply. 
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