LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
ORDER NO. U-22252 (E)

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, EX PARTE

Docket No. U-22252, Subdocket E - In re:  Consideration and  review  of  BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.’s preapplication compliance with Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and provide a recommendation to the Federal Communications
Commission regarding BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s application to provide interLATA
services originating in-region.

(Decided at the Business Session held on September 19, 2001)

At the Business and Executive Session of the Louisiana Public Service Commission (the
“Commission”) held on September 19, 2000, the Commission considered and voted to approve
Staff’s Final Recommendation with respect to BellSouth’s request that this Commission approve
its compliance with the 14-point checklist in Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
(the “1996 Act”) as well as its Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions
(“SGAT”) filed on April 20, 2001.

This proceeding was instituted by BellSouth’s April 20, 2001 filing of a Notice of Intent
to File Section 271 Application with the FCC, Brief in Support of BellSouth’s Pre-Application
Compliance with Section 271, and Revised SGAT. In response, the Commission opened Docket
No. U-22252 (Subdocket E), In re: Consideration and review of BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.’s preapplication compliance with Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and
provide a recommendation to the Federal Communications Commission regarding BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.’s application to provide interLATA services originating in-region.
The Commission published Docket No. U-22252 (E) in its April 27, 2001 Official Bulletin,
inviting interested parties to intervene and establishing a schedule to receive comments from
such parties. The following parties intervened in Docket No. U-22252 (E): Cox Louisiana
Telcom, LLC, Sprint Communications Company, COVAD Communications, MCI WorldCom,
KMC Telecom, Inc., AT&T Communications of the South Central States, SECCA, Xspedius
Corporation, NewSouth Communications, and Access Integrated Network.

By June 11, 2002, the following interveners had submitted comments, and in some cases
also affidavits, in response to BellSouth’s April 20, 2001 filings: COVAD Communications,

MCI WorldCom, KMC Telecom, Inc., AT&T, SECCA, Xspedius Corporation, New South
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Communications, and Access Integrated Networks. BellSouth filed reply comments and
affidavits in response to the interveners’ filings on June 25, 2001.

In addition, Staff ordered BellSouth to post performance data for the month of May in the
Monthly State Summary or “FCC” format by July 11, 2001, and June performance data on or
before August 11, 2001. All parties were permitted to file comments regarding the May and
June performance reports within 10 days after the filing of the data. See Staff Directive on Filing
Performance Data, dated July 10, 2001. BellSouth, AT&T and COVAD provided affidavits
and/or comments regarding BellSouth’s May performance data, and BellSouth filed an affidavit
regarding its July performance data.

On August 6, 2001, Staff issued its Proposed Recommendation. Parties were given until
August 20, 2001 to provide comments to Staff’s Proposed Recommendation. The following
parties submitted comments: Sprint Communications, AT&T, KMC Telecom, Inc., Covad
Communications Company, WorldCom, Inc., Access Integrated Networks, Inc., New South
Communications Corp., Xspedius Corporation, and BellSouth. On August 31, 2001, Staff issued
its Final Recommendation. In the Final Recommendation, Staff, for the reasons stated therein,
recommended that the Commission find BellSouth to be in compliance with the requirements of
the 1996 Act, including the checklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B) and the Federal
Communication Commission’s orders promulgated thereunder; and, therefore that the
Commission endorse the application of BellSouth to the FCC seeking authority under section
271 of the 1996 Act to provide interLATA service originating within the State of Louisiana.
Staff also recommended approval of BellSouth’s SGAT. Finally, Staff recommended that the
Commission take certain actions in order to insure that competition in the local
telecommunications market continues to flourish. To this end Staff recommended that the
Commission enter a separate order amending its Rules for Competition in the Local
Telecommunications Market as follows:

1. That the Commission adopt the conclusion in the Order issued by the Georgia
Public Service Commission in Docket No. 10692-U, dated February 1, 2000, that “currently
combines” means ordinarily combined within the BellSouth network, in the manner in which
they are typically combined. Staff further recommends that the Commission find that loop/port

and loop/transport combinations are ordinarily combined in BellSouth’s network. Thus,
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BellSouth must provide combinations of typically combined elements, even if the particular
elements being ordered are not actually connected at the time the order is placed.

The recurring rate for a new combination shall be the same as the recurring rate
for an exiting combination. The nonrecurring rate for a new loop/port combination shall be the
sum of the nonrecurring rate for the loop and the nonrecurring rate for the port as established in
Docket No. U-24714-A. The nonrecurring rate for a new loop/transport combination shall be the
rate for such combination in the New Orleans MSA as modified in Docket No. U-24714-A. To
the extent the Commission has not established nonrecurring rates for a particular new
combination, the nonrecurring rate shall be the sum of the nonrecurring rates for the individual
elements. The Commission shall reconsider these requirements immediately after any United
States Supreme Court decision regarding this issue.

2. That the Commission order BellSouth to provide its ADSL service to end users
over the high frequency portion of the same loop being used by a CLEC to provide voice service
under the same terms and conditions that BellSouth offers the high frequency portion of its loops
to CLECs in line-sharing arrangements. Staff further recommends that the CLEC shall be
prevented from charging BellSouth for use of its UNE loop. Any issues regarding
implementation of this recommendation shall be referred to the regional line sharing/line
splitting collaborative for review and resolution. BellSouth may petition the Commission for a
stay of this requirement upon presentation of evidence regarding substantial operational issues
that must be resolved.

3. That the Commission prohibit BellSouth from engaging in any win back activities
for 7 days once a customer switches to another local telephone service provider, including (1)
prohibiting BellSouth’s wholesale divisions from sharing information with its retail divisions, at
any time, such as notice that certain end users have requested to switch local service providers,
and (2) prohibiting BellSouth from including any marketing information in its final bill sent to
customers that have switched providers.

4. That the Commission order BellSouth to waive any application fee or charges that
would otherwise be due from a CLEC that decides to reconfigure its existing collocation power
arrangement so as to purchase smaller increments of power from BellSouth’s BDFB, rather than
directly from BellSouth’s main power board. Where a CLEC decided to reconfigure its

collocation power so as to purchase smaller increments of power from BellSouth’s BDFB, Staff
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recommends that the Commission require the CLEC to submit an application to BellSouth
regarding such reconfiguration and order BellSouth to respond to the application and permit the
conversion with seven (7) calendar days.

Further, Staff recommends that the Commission order BellSouth to provide CLECs with
an additional option by allowing CLECs to purchase power directly from an electric utility
company. Under such an option, the CLEC would be responsible for contracting with the
electric utility company for their own power feed and meter, and would be financially
responsible for purchasing all equipment necessary to accomplish the arrangement, including
inverters, batteries, power boards, bus bars, BDFBs, backup power supplies and cabling. The
actual work to install this arrangement would be performed by a certified vendor hired by the
CLEC. Such CLEC must comply with all applicable safety codes, including the National Electric
Safety Codes, in installing this power arrangement. BellSouth shall waive any application fee or
charge that would otherwise be due from a CLEC that decides to reconfigure any existing
collocation power arrangement so as to purchase power directly from an electric utility company
as provided herein.

5. That the Commission order BellSouth to allocate security costs on a square foot
basis rather than on the basis of the number of occupants in the central office.

6. That the Commission establish a cageless collocation interval of sixty (60)
calendar days for ordinary arrangements and ninety (90) calendar days for extraordinary
arrangements. Such intervals shall run from date of firm order. The terms “ordinary” and
“extraordinary” shall have the same meaning as is ascribed to them in General Order dated
October 9, 2000. BellSouth shall be permitted to file for waiver of the applicable benchmarks in
appropriate circumstances.

7. That the Commission open a docket in accordance with Commission Order No.
U-22020 to review the wholesale discount rate previously established by the Commission.

8. That the Commission direct Staff to develop a monetary penalty in its six-month
interim review in Docket No. U-22252-C to be imposed upon BellSouth to ensure that the
implementation of fully parsed CSR data functionality occurs as scheduled. Such penalty should
take effect only after BellSouth has obtained FCC approval to offer interLATA service in

Louisiana.
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0. That the Commission order BellSouth to implement the C-Order process no later
than April 1, 2002. Further, Staff recommends that the Commission direct Staff in the six-month
review process in Docket No. U-22252-C to develop a measure to track the number of premature
disconnects resulting from the two-order process utilized by BellSouth for UNE-P conversions;
and to include the measure in Tier-1 and Tier-2 remedies as appropriate. Such penalties to be
implemented upon the FCC’s approval of BellSouth’s petition to provide interLATA service in
Louisiana.

On September 19, 2001, this Commission considered Staff’s Final Recommendation.
Commissioner Jay Blossman made a motion to adopt the Final Staff Recommendation with one
modification regarding the Staff’s Final Recommendation that BellSouth be required to provide
its ADSL service to end users over the high frequency portion of the same loop being used by a
CLEC to provide voice service. Commissioner Blossman’s modified this portion of the
Recommendation to provide instead that Staff shall further study this issue before requiring
BellSouth to provide such service. Commissioner Jimmy Field seconded the motion with
Commissioner Blossman’s concurrence that the motion would include a statement that BellSouth
shall be generally subject to fines and penalties to be imposed by the Commission if BellSouth is
found to be engaging in any anticompetitive activity related to the prohibition of the win-back
activities recommended by Staff. After discussion, Commissioner Blossman’s motion was
unanimously approved.

Accordingly,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Commission adopts Staff’s Final
Recommendation that BellSouth be found to be in compliance with the requirements of the 1996
Act, including the checklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B) and the Federal
Communication Commission’s orders promulgated thereunder; and, therefore, endorse the
application of BellSouth to the FCC seeking authority under section 271 of the 1996 Act to
provide interLATA service originating within the State of Louisiana. The Commission also
adopts Staff’s recommendation that BellSouth’s SGAT be approved. A copy of Staff’s Final
Recommendation is attached hereto.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission adopts Staff’s recommendation that
the Commission take action in addition to finding that BellSouth is in compliance with existing

FCC requirements in order to insure that competition in the local telecommunications market
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continues to flourish. To this end, the Commission adopts Staff’s Recommendation that the
Commission enter a separate order amending its Rules for Competition in the Local
Telecommunications Market to include the additional requirements set forth in numbered
paragraphs 1-9 herein, as modified to reflect with respect to numbered paragraph 2 that Staff
shall be directed to further study the issue of requiring BellSouth to provide its ADSL service to
end users over the high frequency portion of the same loop being used by a CLEC to provide
voice service until such time as the operational and policy issues associated therewith are fully

explored.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA
September 21, 2001

/S/ JAMES M. FIELD
DISTRICT II
CHAIRMAN JAMES M. FIELD

/S/ JACK “JAY” A.. BLOSSMAN
DISTRICT 1
VICE CHAIRMAN JACK “JAY” A. BLOSSMAN

/S/ DON OWEN
DISTRICT V
COMMISSIONER DON OWEN

/S/IRMA MUSE DIXON
DISTRICT III
COMMISSIONER IRMA MUSE DIXON

SECRETARY
LAWRENCE C. ST. BLANC
/S/ C. DALE SITTIG
DISTRICT IV
COMMISSIONER C. DALE SITTIG
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BellSouth to provide unbundled local switching that included line-side and trunk-side facilities,
plus the features, functions and capabilities of the switch. See Second Louisiana Order, at q 207.
The features, functions, and capabilities of the switch include the basic switching function as
well as the same basic capabilities that are available to the incumbent LEC’s customers. /d.
Additionally, local switching includes all vertical features that the switch is capable of providing,
as well as any technically feasible customized routing features. Id; see also Texas Order, at
336. The FCC requires that a BOC demonstrate in order to meet checklist item 6 that it provides
(1) line-side and trunk-side facilities; (2) basic switching functions; (3) vertical features (4)
customized routing; (5) shared trunk ports; (6) unbundled tandem switching (7) usage
information for billing exchange access and (8) usage information for billing for reciprocal
compensation. See New York Order, at 4346, Texas Order, § 339, Kansas/Oklahoma Order,
9242.

In the Second Louisiana Order, the FCC stated that to comply with the requirements of
unbundled local switching, a BOC must also make available trunk ports on a shared basis and
routing tables resident in the BOC’s switch, as necessary to provide access to shared transport
functionality. Second Louisiana Order, § 209, SWBT-TX Order, 9 338. The FCC also stated
that a BOC may not limit the ability of competitors to use unbundled local switching to provide
exchange access by requiring CLECs to purchase a dedicated trunk from an interexchange
carrier’s point of presence to a dedicated trunk port on the local switch. /d.

In the Second Louisiana Order, the FCC concluded that BellSouth proved that it
provides, or can provide, the line-side and trunk-side facilities of the switch, the basic switching
function, trunk ports on a shared basis, and unbundled tandem switching. See Second Louisiana

Order, 99 210; 212-215; 228-29.  BellSouth continues to provide unbundled switching in
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accordance with the requirements of the FCC. See NewSouth Agmnt., Att. 3; Att. 6. BellSouth
provides CLECs unbundled switching capability with the same features and functionality
available to BellSouth’s own retail operations, in a nondiscriminatory manner. Milner Affidavit,
9§ 124. This offering is proved through actual commercial usage, as BellSouth has furnished over
9,345 unbundled switch ports in Louisiana through February 28, 2001, most as part of the
loop/port combination. Milner Affidavit, § 133. BellSouth also provides CLECs with unbundled
tandem switching, and unbundled packet switching in accordance with FCC rule 51.391(c)(3).
Milner Affidavit, § 131-132.

BellSouth’s rates for unbundled local switching comply with this Commission’s Order
No. U-22022/22093. In connection with BellSouth’s second Louisiana application to the FCC,
the DOJ questioned BellSouth’s switching and vertical features rates. See Second Louisiana
Order, fn. 677. The LPSC is reexamining those rates in Docket No. U-24714-A, and to the
extent necessary, BellSouth will true-up the rates set forth in Attachment A to the SGAT in
accordance with the LPSC’s decision.

Despite finding that BellSouth provided the basic switching functionality on an
unbundled basis, the FCC concluded that BellSouth failed to meet its burden of proof with
respect to access to vertical features; customized routing; usage information for billing exchange
access; and usage information necessary for billing for reciprocal compensation. BellSouth has
filed evidence herein to show that it has remedied all of the FCC’s concerns.

L Vertical Features

At the time of BellSouth’s second application, the FCC and BellSouth disagreed as to

whether a BOC was obligated only to offer those vertical features actually being offered to its

retail customers, or all vertical features loaded in the software of the switch, whether or not the
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BOC offered them on a retail basis. See Second Louisiana Order, 9 218-220. BellSouth now
offers CLECs all vertical features that are loaded in the switch, or loaded but not currently
activated. Milner Affidavit, § 126; COVAD Agmnt., Att. 2, § 7.1.1.1; SGAT, § VLLA. In
addition, BellSouth will provide switch features not currently loaded in the switch pursuant to
the bona fide request process provided that the CLEC is willing to pay the additional costs
involved, such as additional right-to-use fees, programming costs to the manufacturer and
internal costs to adapt BellSouth’s systems to accept an order for the new feature. No party takes

issue with BellSouth’s compliance in this area.

2. Customized Routing

Customized routing allows calls from a CLEC’s customer served by a BellSouth switch
to reach the CLEC’s operator services or directory assistance platforms. In the Second Louisiana
Order, the FCC found deficiencies with BellSouth’s offer of customized routing. First, while the
FCC believed BellSouth’s Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) method of providing customized
routing had “the potential to meet the requirements of the Local Competition First Report and
Order,” the FCC nevertheless discounted it for purposes of BellSouth’s second application
because AIN was not then being currently offered. See Second Louisiana Order, 9§ 222.
BellSouth offers evidence that it now offers its AIN solution to customized routing to any CLEC
that wishes to use it. See Milner Affidavit, § 136; Access One Agmnt., Att. 2, § 3.1.6; 3.4.

The FCC further indicated that BellSouth’s line class code (LCC) solution for customized
routing would have been acceptable had BellSouth been able to demonstrate adequately that

CLEC:s can order this option efficiently. Specifically, the FCC held that “BellSouth should not
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require the competitive LEC to provide the actual line class codes, which may differ from switch

2

to switch, if BellSouth is capable of accepting a single code region-wide.” Second Louisiana
Order, § 224. In compliance with this obligation, BellSouth has stated that it will implement one
routing pattern per region for a CLEC’s customers. In addition, although it is not required to do
so, BellSouth voluntarily will provide a single routing pattern on a state-wide basis. This single
routing pattern (whether region-wide or state-wide) can be to a BellSouth platform (branded or
unbranded), a CLEC platform, or a third-party platform. Milner Affidavit, § 144.

To avail itself of the single routing pattern, the CLEC need not put any LCC on the local
service request. Such orders will be handled electronically (assuming, of course, that they would
not otherwise fall out for manual handling) and therefore will need no manual intervention.
Milner Affidavit, § 145. This ordering mechanism satisfies the FCC’s directive that “the easiest
way for BellSouth to make this demonstration [of ordering efficiency] is to ensure that orders
that include selective routing information do not require manual intervention.” See Second
Louisiana Order, at 4 223-225. This LCC routing arrangement is identical to that provided to the
BellSouth retail units. On the retail side, BellSouth has a single region-wide routing pattern for
its customers’ calls that is effectuated without the service representative having to populate the
LCC on the service order. Likewise, BellSouth will provide a CLEC a single routing pattern that
is effectuated without the CLEC service representative having to populate the LCC on the local
service request. Milner ], 146.

If, on the other hand, the CLEC chooses to have different routing options for different
customers served out of the same switch, BellSouth will handle such requests on a manual basis.

In this scenario, the CLEC will provide information on the LSR designating the appropriate

LCC:s to direct the call. Although submitted electronically, such an order will fall out for manual
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handling and BellSouth will process it manually. The FCC specifically recognized that CLECs
who wish to have multiple routing patterns in the same switch should bear the obligation to
populate the requisite LCCs on the LSR. The FCC held as follows:

We agree with BellSouth that a competitive LEC must tell BellSouth how to route

its customers’ calls. If a competitive LEC wants all of its customers’ calls routed

in the same way, it should be able to inform BellSouth, and BellSouth should be

able to build the corresponding routing instructions into its systems just as

BellSouth has done for itself. If, however, a competitive LEC has more than one

set of routing instructions for its customers, it seems reasonable and necessary for

BellSouth to require the competitive LEC to include in its order an indicator that

will inform BellSouth which selective routing pattern to use.

Second Louisiana Order, 4 224. AT&T and WorldCom dispute that BellSouth is providing
adequate customized routing. See AT&T Original Comments, pp. 90-91.

Although certain parties raise concerns regarding BellSouth’s customized routing
options, Staff finds that BellSouth offers customized routing in compliance with the FCC’s
requirements. See Bradbury Affidavit, pp. 92-97; Lichtenberg Affidavit, pp. 5-6. The
customized routing issues raised by AT&T in this proceeding were raised by AT&T in other
states within its Section 272 arbitrations. Further, these issues appear to be pending in the
generic UNE cost docket, Docket No. U-24714-A. Thus, Staff believes that any remaining
issues surrounding customized routing should be addressed in that docket. Otherwise, Staff
agrees with BellSouth, as well as other state commissions within BellSouth’s region, that
BellSouth has provided sufficient customized routing to avoid providing OS/DA as a UNE. See
Milner Reply Affidavit, 96.

3. Usage Information Necessary for Billing for Reciprocal Compensation

In the Second Louisiana Order, the FCC held that BellSouth did not provide CLECs with
information necessary to bill for reciprocal compensation or, alternatively, have in place other

arrangements such as a surrogate. Section 251(b)(5) requires all LECs “to establish reciprocal
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compensation arrangements for the transport and termination of telecommunications.” 47 U.S.C.
251(b)(5). Without this information or other arrangements, CLECs purchasing unbundled local
switching will not be able to bill and collect reciprocal compensation. See Second Louisiana
Order, 4 232.

The FCC therefore requires that a BOC provide a purchaser of unbundled local switching
with either: (1) actual terminating usage data indicating how many calls/minutes its customers
received and identifying the carriers that originated those calls; or (2) a reasonable surrogate for
this information. Id. at 9 233. In this regard, the FCC expressly rejected BellSouth’s argument
that it is not legally required to provide billing information for terminating traffic because any
reciprocal compensation payments due from BellSouth are offset by payments due to BellSouth
for the competitors’ use of unbundled local switching to terminate traffic. /d. 9 234.

BellSouth now provides CLECs with information necessary to bill for reciprocal
compensation. The Access Daily Usage File (ADUF) provides the CLEC with records for
billing interstate and intrastate access charges (whether the call was handled by BellSouth or an
interexchange carrier) or reciprocal compensation charges to other LECs and interexchange
carriers for calls originating from and terminating to unbundled ports. Scollard Affidavit, § 27.
The BellSouth network does not have the capability to record a terminating call record when an
end user served out of a BellSouth switch has placed a call to a CLEC’s unbundled switch port.
Because the UNE charges that would be paid by the CLEC to BellSouth for these calls offsets
the reciprocal compensation charges collected for the same calls, the need for the call records is
obviated. This, in effect, represents a surrogate for the records which is offered to all CLECs,

obviating the need for the data. Scollard Affidavit, § 27.
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In sum, Staff concludes that BellSouth has remedied the deficiencies noted by the FCC in
its Second Louisiana Order under checklist item no. 6.
G. CHECKLIST ITEM 7: Access to Operator Services/Directory Assistance
and E911 (and 911)
1 911 and E911 Services
Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii) of the Act requires a BOC to provide “[n]ondiscriminatory
access to 911 and E911 services.” Section 271 requires a BOC to provide competitors access to
its 911 and E911 services in the same manner that a BOC obtains such access, i.e., at parity. See
Second Louisiana Order, § 235. This Commission found that BellSouth has met this
requirement, and the FCC has twice concluded likewise. See South Carolina Order, § 666-67;
Second Louisiana Order, § 235-36. Only KMC raises any issue with respect to this item, and
claims generally without any supporting detail that BellSouth fails to properly process 911
information. Demint Affidavit, p. 7. Mr. Demint cites a single example of a facility where the
wrong name and address appeared to the 911 operator. BellSouth responds that in such
situations, the fault may lie with the CLEC not having provided correct information to BellSouth.
See Stacey Reply Affidavit 49268-69. Staff believes that this isolated example is not indicative
of any systematic failure on BellSouth’s part. BellSouth continues to provide access to 911 and
E911 services in a manner consistent with that presented to this Commission and the FCC.
Milner Affidavit, 4 149.
2. Directory Assistance/Operator Services
Section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(II) and section 271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(IIl) require a BOC to provide
nondiscriminatory access to “directory assistance services to allow the other carrier’s customers

b

to obtain telephone numbers” and “operator call completion services,” respectively. Section

Staff’s Proposed Recommendation
Docket Number U-22252-E
Page 98 of 116



251(b)(3) of the Act imposes on each LEC “the duty to permit all [competing providers of
telephone exchange service and telephone toll service] to have nondiscriminatory access to ...
operator services, directory assistance, and directory listing, with no unreasonable dialing
delays.” In the UNE Remand Order, the FCC removed directory assistance and operator services
from the list of required unbundled network elements. UNE Remand Order, at 99 441-42. To
comply with the competitive checklist, however, BellSouth must make directory assistance and
operator services available on rates, terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and
nondiscriminatory. Id. at 4 470-73.

The FCC concluded in the Local Competition Second Report and Order that the phrase
“nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory listings” means that “the
customers of all telecommunications service providers should be able to access each LEC’s
directory assistance service and obtain a directory listing on a nondiscriminatory basis,
notwithstanding: (1) the identity of a requesting customer’s local telephone service provider; or
(2) the identity of the telephone service provider for a customer whose directory listing is
requested.” Second Louisiana Order, 9 241, citing 47 U.S.C. § 51.217(c)(3); Local Competition
Second Report and Order,  130-35. Nondiscriminatory access to the dialing patterns of 4-1-1
and 5-5-5-1-2-1-2 to access directory assistance were technically feasible, the FCC concluded,
and would continue. Second Louisiana Order, § 241, citing Local Competition Second Report
and Order, § 151. The FCC specifically noted that the phrase “nondiscriminatory access to
operator services” means that “...a telephone service customer, regardless of the identity of his or
her local telephone service provider, must be able to connect to a local operator by dialing ‘O’,

or ‘O plus’ the desired telephone number.” Id. q 112.
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BellSouth provides directory assistance services to CLEC customers in the same manner
as it does for its own retail subscribers. Milner Affidavit, § 151; Coutee Affidavit, § 10; Access
One Agmnt., Att. 2, § 10.4. BellSouth provides CLECs access to the Directory Assistance
Access Service (DAAS) and the Directory Assistance Call Completion service (DACC) via
trunks connecting the CLEC’s point of interface with the BellSouth platform. Milner Affidavit, 9§
151. As of February 28, 2001, CLECs in Louisiana had 145 directory assistance trunks in place
between CLEC switches and BellSouth’s platform. Milner Affidavit, § 152.

CLECs can provide their local exchange customers with the same access to BellSouth’s
DA using the same 411 dialing pattern as BellSouth provides its retail customers. Coutee
Affidavit, § 10. The DA request will be handled in the same manner as BellSouth does for its
own retail local exchange customers. The same operators, the same automated systems, and the
same databases are used to provide the CLEC local exchange customer with DA. Whether the
CLEC elects to brand with its name or not brand, the call is handled with the same speed, care,
accuracy and quality that a BellSouth retail local exchange customer would receive. Coutee
Affidavit, § 10.

BellSouth also provides CLECs with access to the Directory Assistance Database Service
(DADS) to allow CLECs to use BellSouth’s subscriber listing information to set up their own
directory assistance services. Coutee Affidavit, § 11; Access One Agmnt., Att. 2 § 10.5. In
addition, BellSouth provides CLECs with access to the Direct Access to Directory Assistance
Service (DADAS), which gives CLECs direct access to BellSouth directory assistance database
so that CLECs may provide directory assistance services. Access One Agmnt., Att. 2 § 10.6. All
information contained in BellSouth’s listing database for its own end users, CLECs’ end users,

and independent LECs’ end users is available to CLECs in the same manner as it is available to
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BellSouth itself. Milner Affidavit, § 155. In the Second Louisiana Order, the FCC found that
BellSouth made a prima facie showing that it has a concrete legal obligation to provide
nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and operator services, and that it provides
access to its directory assistance database on a “read only” or “per dip” inquiry basis through its
DADAS. Second Louisiana Order, at | 243; 248.

Despite the FCC’s finding that BellSouth made a prima facie showing that it had a legal
obligation to provide access to its directory listings database, the FCC also concluded that
BellSouth failed to make a prima facie showing that it provides nondiscriminatory access: (1) to
BellSouth-supplied operator services and directory assistance; and (2) to the directory listings in
its directory assistance databases. Second Louisiana Order, 9§ 243. 1t observed in this regard,
however, that “ the deficiencies we identify...should be readily correctable by BellSouth.” /d.

First, the FCC stated that in future applications, if BellSouth chose to rely on
performance data to demonstrate its compliance with this checklist item “it should either
disaggregate the data or explain why disaggregation is not feasible or is unnecessary to show
nondiscrimination.” Second Louisiana Order, § 245. BellSouth has made such a showing to this
Commission. Disaggregation of performance data related to directory assistance and operator
services is unnecessary because BellSouth’s provision of directory assistance and operator
services to CLECs is parity by design. Milner Affidavit, 4 161. BellSouth states that the flow of
service orders to directory assistance or operator services platforms is exactly the same
regardless of the source of the service order. Milner Affidavit, § 161. Because calls are not
differentiated between BellSouth retail calls and CLEC calls, there is no need to disaggregate

performance data between the types of calls. Staff agreed in Docket No. U-22252-C that this
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appeared to be parity by design and in an abundance of caution is subjecting this conclusion to
an independent third-party audit.

Second, the FCC concluded that BellSouth failed to demonstrate that it complies with the
FCC’s rebranding requirements. The FCC directed BellSouth in future applications to
demonstrate that its method of providing branding results in nondiscriminatory access by
showing, for example, that the way it brands operator calls for competing carriers is the same as
the way it provides access to operator services for its own customers. Second Louisiana Order, 9
247. BellSouth concludes that CLECs have four branding options: BellSouth-branded;
unbranded; custom branding; and self-branding. Milner Affidavit, q 164. As demonstrated in the
discussion of Checklist item 6, BellSouth provides CLECs the ability to apply unique branding
via either AIN or line class codes. Milner Affidavit,§ 170. A CLEC’s use of line class codes to
reach an OS/DA platform is the same as BellSouth’s use of line class codes to reach its Traffic
Operator Position System (TOPS), and thus BellSouth’s provision of customized routing is
nondiscriminatory. Milner Affidavit, q 171."*

In addition, BellSouth provides CLECs with Operator Line Number Screening (OLNS).
OLNS is a method of providing customized branding in addition to the LCC and AIN methods.
Milner Affidavit, § 164. OLNS provides a means of making information available to the OS/DA

platform about the end user originating a telephone call. OLNS allows end users’ calls to

proceed from the end office switches to BellSouth’s OS/DA platform over common trunk groups

" In response to its second Louisiana application, MCI claimed that BellSouth’s rebranding solution imposes “an
unreasonable requirement that would result in a grossly inefficient and costly parallel network for each CLEC
seeking branded operator services.” Second Louisiana Order, § 247. 1t appears to the Staff that BellSouth imposes
no burden on the CLECs that it does not impose upon itself. Under the LCC method of customized routing, calls are
directed at the end office switch to the requested OS/DA platform over dedicated trunks. Dedicated trunks are
required because of the technical limitations of the switches. To the extent that CLECs choose the same OS/DA
platform and the same branding (or unbranding) of calls, CLECs may share the transport between the end office
switch and the platform. A CLEC’s use of LCCs to reach an OS/DA platform is the same as BellSouth’s use of
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(that is, a single trunk group between an end office switch and the OS/DA platform carrying
multiple service providers’ traffic including calls from BellSouth’s retail customers). Once the
call arrives at the OS/DA platform, OLNS is used to “look up” the telephone number of the
calling party in its database to determine whether and how to brand a call from that particular
end user. Milner Affidavit, § 173.

Finally, the FCC found that BellSouth failed to demonstrate that it provides subscriber
listing information in its directory assistance database in a way that allows CLECs to incorporate
that information into their own database. Second Louisiana Order, § 249. According to the
FCC, “to comply with this requirement BellSouth must provide a requesting carrier with all the
subscriber listings in its operator services and directory assistance databases except listings for
unlisted numbers.” Second Louisiana Order, § 249. BellSouth has addressed this concern. All
information contained in BellSouth’s listing database for its own end users, CLECs’ end users,
and independent LECs’ end users is available to competitive carriers in the same manner as it is
available to BellSouth itself. Milner Affidavit, § 155; Coutee Affidavit, § 11.

In conclusion, BellSouth is fully compliant with checklist item 7. BellSouth has
remedied the concerns of the FCC from the Second Louisiana Order, and continues to provide

CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to 911/E911.

H. CHECKLIST ITEM 8: White Pages Directory Listings
This Commission previously concluded that BellSouth is satisfying its obligation in
Section 271(c)(2)(B)(viii) to provide “[w]hite pages directory listings for customers of the other

carrier’s telephone exchange service.” The FCC also concluded that BellSouth is meeting this

LCC’s to reach its TOPS platform, and thus BellSouth’s provision of customized routing is nondiscriminatory.
Milner Affidavit, 9 167. In addition, CLECs can avail themselves of the AIN method or OLNS.
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checklist item. Second Louisiana Order, at q 252. BellSouth’s actions and performance at this
time are consistent with the showing previously made to this Commission and the FCC upon
which both regulatory agencies made the determination that the statutory requirements for the
checklist item were met. Second Louisiana Order, n. 151; Milner Affidavit, § 175.

AT&T argues that there are inadequate performance measures in this area.  Bursch
Affidavit, q12. This Commission has already adopted what it views to be appropriate
performance measures in its May 14, 2001 General Order.

KMC and Xspedius cite several instances where BellSouth has made mistakes in listings.
Goodly Affidavit, pp. 4-5; KMC Comments, p. 8. BellSouth witness Hudson responds. 97-14.
Staff is aware that mistakes are made on BellSouth’s retail side in this area, and does not believe
that the isolated events indicate a systemic failure that would overturn our previous finding.
Staff finds BellSouth in compliance with checklist item no. 8.

L CHECKLIST ITEM 9: Numbering Administration

This Commission concluded that BellSouth met this competitive checklist requirement,
and the FCC agreed with that conclusion. Second Louisiana Order, § 260-262. Since that time,
NeuStar has assumed all the responsibilities of the North American Numbering Plan
Administrator (NANPA). Milner Affidavit, § 176. BellSouth no longer has any responsibility
for the assignment of central office codes (NXXs) or for NPA relief planning. /d. Although it is
no longer a CO code administrator, and no longer performs any functions with regard to number
administration or assignment, BellSouth continues to adhere to all relevant industry guidelines
and FCC rules, including those provisions requiring accurate reporting of data to the Code
Administrator. Milner Affidavit, § 182. For these reasons, the Commission should again

conclude that BellSouth complies with this checklist item. No party contends otherwise.
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J. CHECKLIST ITEM 10: Databases and associated signaling

Section 271(¢c)(2)(B)(x) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to provide “nondiscriminatory
access to databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion.” In the
Second Louisiana Order, the FCC required BellSouth to demonstrate that it provided requesting
carriers with nondiscriminatory access to: (1) signaling networks, including signaling links and
signaling transfer points; (2) certain call-related databases necessary for call routing and
completion, or in the alternative, a means of physical access to the signaling transfer points
linked to the unbundled database; and (3) Service Management Systems (SMS). Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order, 267. The FCC also required BellSouth to design, create, test and
deploy Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) based services at the SMS through a Service
Creation Environment (SCE). Id. at 272.

In the Local Competition First Report and Order, the FCC defined call-related databases
as databases, other than operations support systems, that are used in signaling networks for
billing and collection or the transmission, routing, or other provision of telecommunications
service. First Report and Order, n. 1126. At that time, the Commission required incumbent
LECs to provide unbundled access to their call-related databases, including but not limited to:
the Line Information Database (LIDB), the Toll Free Calling database, the Local Number
Portability database, and Advanced Intelligent Network database. Id. at 9484. In the UNE
Remand Order, the FCC clarified that the definition of call-related databases “includes, but is not
limited to, the calling name (CNAM) database, as well as the 911 and E911 databases.” UNE

Remand Order, 9403.
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Based on the evidence in the record, the Staff concludes that BellSouth satisfies the
requirements of checklist item 10, and Staff notes that no party to this proceeding appears to
have made any allegation otherwise regarding this checklist item. This finding is consistent with

the finding made by the FCC in its Second Louisiana Order, §267.

K. CHECKLIST ITEM 11: Local Number Portability

Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to comply with the number
portability regulations adopted by the Commission pursuant to section 251. Section 251(b)(2)
requires all LECs “to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance
with requirements prescribed by the Commission.” The 1996 Act defines number portability as
“the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain, at the same location, existing
telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when
switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.” Id. at §153(30). In order to prevent
the cost of number portability from thwarting local competition, Congress enacted section
251(e)(2), which requires that “[t]he cost of establishing telecommunications numbering
administration arrangements and number portability shall be borne by all telecommunications
carriers on a competitively neutral basis as determined by the Commission.” Id. at §251(e)(2);
see also Second Louisiana Order, §274.

Pursuant to these statutory provisions, the FCC requires LECs to offer interim number
portability “to the extent technically feasible.” Fourth Number Portability Order, 10. The FCC
also requires LECs to gradually replace interim number portability with permanent number
portability. Second Louisiana Order, 275. The FCC has established guidelines for states to

follow in mandating a competitively neutral cost-recovery mechanism for interim number
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portability, and created a competitively neutral cost-recovery mechanism for long-term number
portability. /d.

In its Second Louisiana Order, the FCC found that BellSouth failed to demonstrate that it
provides interim number portability so that “users of telecommunications services [can] retain, at
the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality,
reliability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.
Second Louisiana Order, {279, citing 47 C.F.R. §52.21(k).

Staff finds that BellSouth complies with the requirements of checklist item 11. Certain
parties have made allegations regarding BellSouth’s failure to provide number portability in a
reliable fashion. Many of these same issues were addressed during the Collaborative Workshops
with CLECs and many have already been resolved or are being resolved. Because most of these
claims appear to be anecdotal in nature and have been or are being resolved, Staff does not
believe that they warrant a finding of noncompliance with this checklist item. For instance,
AT&T complains that BellSouth will reassign numbers that CLEC customers have ported with
them. Wilson Affidavit, 4 26-28, 62-64. BellSouth responds however, that it has identified the
specific problem and has implemented an interim manual solution to correct the problem, while a
permanent software solution is being pursued. See Ainsworth Reply Affidavit, 5. AT&T also
complains that certain customers that port their number upon changing service to a CLEC will
experience double billing because BellSouth does not stop billing the end user. Wilson Affidavit,
99 31-33, 67-69. As BellSouth points out, however, this situation can be caused by either the
CLEC or BellSouth. Further, BellSouth has worked to resolve these types of issues in various

collaborative meetings. Finally, a CLEC can contact the Billing Resolution Group to investigate
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any individual issues and work with the CLEC to resolve the matter in an expeditious manner.
See Ainsworth Reply Affidavit, 99 7-9.

In its Proposed Recommendation, Staff instructed BellSouth, and any other interested
party, to provide an update regarding the status of implementing “fixes” to LNP problems and
whether there are any remaining issues to be resolved by the Commission concerning such
problems. In response, BellSouth states that double billing occurs in isolated instances and can
be caused by both CLECs and BellSouth. Any such problems are resolved expeditiously.
Further, regarding the problem of reassignment of telephone numbers, BellSouth states that it has
implemented an interim manual solution that has solved the problem in its entirety and is
planning a permanent fix. BellSouth Comments, pp. 33-34. Staff will continue to monitor any

LNP issues and requests that the parties inform Staff of any further instances of such problems.

L. CHECKLIST ITEM 12: Local Dialing Parity

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xii) requires a BOC to provide “[nJondiscriminatory access to such
services or information as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to implement local dialing
parity in accordance with the requirements of section 251(b)(3). Section 251(b)(3) imposes upon
all LECs “[t]he duty to provide dialing parity to competing providers of telephone exchange
service and telephone toll service with no unreasonable dialing delays.” Section 153(15) of the
Act defines “dialing parity” as follows:

...a person that is not an affiliate of a local exchange carrier is able to provide

telecommunications services in such a manner that customers have the ability to

route automatically, without the use of any access code, their telecommunications
to the telecommunications services provider of the customer’s designation...
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The FCC rules that implement section 251(b)(3) provide that customers of competing
carriers must be able to dial the same number of digits the BOC’s customers dial to complete a
local telephone call. 47 C.F.R. §§51.205, 51.207. Moreover, customers of competing carriers
must not otherwise suffer inferior quality service, such as unreasonable dialing delays, compared
to the BOC’s customers. 47 C.F.R. §51.207.

Staff finds that BellSouth demonstrates that it provides local dialing parity in accordance
with the requirements of section 251(b)(3) and thus satisfies the requirements of checklist item
12. Staff notes that no party to this proceeding has made any allegations against BellSouth
concerning compliance with checklist item 12. Staff notes that the FCC previously found
BellSouth to be in compliance with this checklist item and Staff is unaware of any reason why

the FCC should reconsider its decision. See Second Louisiana Order, 9 296-97.

M. CHECKLIST ITEM 13: Reciprocal Compensation

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii) of the Act requires that a BOC enter into “[r]eciprocal
compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section 252(d)(2).” In turn,
pursuant to section 252(d)(2)(A), “a state commission shall not consider the terms and conditions
for reciprocal compensation to be just and reasonable unless (i) 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; and (ii) such terms and conditions determine such costs on
the basis of a reasonable approximation of the additional costs of terminating such calls.

Based on the evidence in the record, Staff concludes that BellSouth demonstrates that it

has entered into reciprocal compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of
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section 252(d)(2), and thus satisfies the requirements of checklist item 13. Only MCI raises
allegations concerning BellSouth's actions under checklist item 13, all of which concern issues
that are currently pending in its section 252 arbitration proceeding before this Commission
(Docket No. U-25350). Staff believes that MCI’s issues should be resolved in the context of its
arbitration proceeding and does not believe that any such issues render BellSouth in
noncompliance with this checklist item. Staff notes that the FCC previously found that
BellSouth was in compliance with this checklist item, and Staff is unaware of any reason or
condition that should cause the FCC to reconsider its prior decision. See Second Louisiana

Order, 9 299.

N. CHECKLIST ITEM 14: Resale Obligation

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiv) of the Act requires a BOC to make “telecommunications
services ... available for resale in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(4) and
252(d)(3). Section 251(c)(4)(A) requires incumbent LECs “to offer for resale at wholesale rates
any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at retail to subscribers who are not
telecommunications carriers.” Section 252(d)(3) requires state commissions to “determine
wholesale rates on the basis of retail rates charged to subscribers for the telecommunications
service requested, excluding the portion thereof attributable to any marketing, billing, collection,
and other costs that will be avoided by the local exchange carrier. Section 251(c)(4)(B) prohibits
“unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or limitations” on service resold under section
251(c)(4)(A). Consequently, the Commission concluded in the Local Competition First Report
and Order that resale restrictions are presumed to be unreasonable unless the LEC proves to the

state commission that the restriction is reasonable and non-discriminatory. If an incumbent LEC
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makes a service available only to a specific category of retail subscribers, however, a state
commission may prohibit a carrier that obtains the service pursuant to section 251(c)(4)(A) from
offering the service to a different category of subscribers. If a state creates such a limitation, it
must do so consistent with requirements established by the Federal Communications
Commission. In accordance with sections 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and 271(¢)(2)(B)(xiv), a BOC must
also demonstrate that it provides nondiscriminatory access to operations support systems for the
resale of its retail telecommunications services. Texas Order, §387.

Based on the record evidence, Staff concludes that BellSouth demonstrates that it makes
telecommunications services available for resale in accordance with sections 251(c)(4) and
252(d)(3), and thus satisfies the requirements of checklist item 14. None of the parties to this
docket make any serious contention otherwise. Staff notes that the FCC previously held that
“but for deficiencies in its OSS systems, BellSouth demonstrates that it makes
telecommunications services available for resale in accordance with sections 251(c)(4) and
252(d)(3).” Second Louisiana Order, 9309. Staff has previously discussed and concluded that
BellSouth has remedied the concerns regarding its OSS sufficient to comply with checklist item
2. See discussion under checklist item 2. Thus, Staff recommends that this Commission find
BellSouth in compliance with checklist item 14.

In addition to the above recommendation, Staff would recommend, in accordance with
Commission Order No. U-22020, a review of the wholesale discount rate previously established
by the Commission."

V. CONCLUSION

' In Order No. U-22020, this Commission established a wholesale discount rate of 20.72% for resale of BellSouth’s
unbundled retail features, functions, capabilities and services, and bundled retail services including vertical features.
In addition to establishing this rate, the Commission ordered the Staff to monitor the effect of the discount adopted
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For the reasons stated herein, the Staff of the Louisiana Public Service Commission
recommends that the Commission find that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. is in compliance
with the requirements of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, including the checklist
requirements in section 271 (¢)(2)(B) and the Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC’s”)
orders promulgated thereunder; and, therefore, endorse the application of BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. to the FCC seeking
authority under section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to provide interLATA
service originating within the State of Louisiana. Staff also therefore recommends approval of
BellSouth’s Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions.

Further, Staff recommends that the Commission take action in addition to finding that
BellSouth is in compliance with existing FCC requirements, in order to ensure that competition
in the local telecommunications service market continues to flourish in Louisiana. To this end,
Staff recommends that the Commission enter a separate order amending its Rules for

Competition in the Local Telecommunications Market as follows:

1. That the Commission adopt the conclusion in the Order issued by the Georgia
Public Service Commission in Docket No. 10692-U, dated February 1, 2000, that “currently
combines” means ordinarily combined within the BellSouth network, in the manner in which
they are typically combined. Staff further recommends that the Commission find that loop/port
and loop/transport combinations are ordinarily combined in BellSouth’s network. Thus,
BellSouth must provide combinations of typically combined elements, even if the particular

elements being ordered are not actually connected at the time the order is placed.

and it further ordered that a review of the resale rate be undertaken within eighteen months of its implementation.
Staff never undertook said review.
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The recurring rate for a new combination shall be the same as the recurring rate
for an exiting combination. The nonrecurring rate for a new loop/port combination shall be the
sum of the nonrecurring rate for the loop and the nonrecurring rate for the port as established in
Docket U-24714-A. The nonrecurring rate for a new loop/transport combination shall be the rate
for such combination in the New Orleans MSA as modified in Docket No. U-24714-A. To the
extent the Commission has not established nonrecurring rates for a particular new combination,
the nonrecurring rate shall be the sum of the nonrecurring rates for the individual elements. The
Commission shall reconsider these requirements immediately after any United States Supreme
Court decision regarding this issue.

2. That the Commission order BellSouth to provide its ADSL service to end users
over the high frequency portion of the same loop being used by a CLEC to provide voice service
under the same terms and conditions that BellSouth offers the high frequency portion of its loops
to CLECs in line-sharing arrangements. Staff further recommends that the CLEC shall be
prevented from charging BellSouth for use of its UNE loop. Any issues regarding
implementation of this recommendation shall be referred to the regional line sharing/line
splitting collaborative for review and resolution. BellSouth may petition the Commission for a
stay of this requirement upon presentation of evidence regarding substantial operational issues
that must be resolved.

3. That the Commission prohibit BellSouth from engaging in any win back activities
for 7 days once a customer switches to another local telephone service provider, including (1)
prohibiting BellSouth’s wholesale divisions from sharing information with its retail divisions, at

any time, such as notice that certain end users have requested to switch local service providers,

Staff’s Proposed Recommendation
Docket Number U-22252-E
Page 113 of 116



and (2) prohibiting BellSouth from including any marketing information in its final bill sent to
customers that have switched providers.

4. That the Commission order BellSouth to waive any application fee or charges that
would otherwise be due from a CLEC that decides to reconfigure its existing collocation power
arrangement so as to purchase smaller increments of power from BellSouth’s BDFB, rather than
directly from BellSouth’s main power board. Where a CLEC decided to reconfigure its
collocation power so as to purchase smaller increments of power from BellSouth’s BDFB, Staff
recommends that the Commission require the CLEC to submit an application to BellSouth
regarding such reconfiguration and order BellSouth to responds to the application and permit the
conversion with seven (7) calendar days.

Further, Staff recommends that the Commission order BellSouth to provide CLECs with
an additional option by allowing CLECs to purchase power directly from an electric utility
company. Under such an option, the CLEC would be responsible for contracting with the
electric utility company for their own power feed and meter, and would be financially
responsible for purchasing all equipment necessary to accomplish the arrangement, including
inverters, batteries, power boards, bus bars, BDFBs, backup power supplies and cabling. The
actual work to install this arrangement would be performed by a certified vendor hired by the
CLEC. Such CLEC must comply with all applicable safety codes, including the National Electric
Safety Codes, in installing this power arrangement. BellSouth shall waive any application fee or
charge that would otherwise be due from a CLEC that decides to reconfigure any existing
collocation power arrangement so as to purchase power directly from an electric utility company

as provided herein.
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5. That the Commission order BellSouth to allocate security costs on a square foot
basis rather than on the basis of the number of occupants in the central office.

6. That the Commission establish a cageless collocation interval of sixty (60)
calendar days for ordinary arrangements and ninety (90) calendar days for extraordinary
arrangements. Such intervals shall run from date of firm order. The terms “ordinary” and
“extraordinary” shall have the same meaning as is ascribed to them in General Order dated
October 9, 2000. BellSouth shall be permitted to file for waiver of the applicable benchmarks in
appropriate circumstances.

7. That the Commission open a docket in accordance with Commission Order No.
U-22020 to review the wholesale discount rate previously established by the Commission.

8. That the Commission direct Staff to develop a monetary penalty in its six-month
interim review in Docket No. U-22252-C to be imposed upon BellSouth to ensure that the
implementation of fully parsed CSR data functionality occurs as scheduled. Such penalty should
take effect only after BellSouth has obtained FCC approval to offer interLATA service in
Louisiana.

9. That the Commission Order BellSouth to implement the C-Order process no later
than April 1, 2002. Further, Staff recommends that the Commission direct Staff in the six-month
review process in Docket No. U-22252-C to develop a measure to track the number of premature
disconnects resulting from the two-order process utilized by BellSouth for UNE-P conversions;
and to include the measure inTier-1 and Tier-2 remedies as appropriate. Such penalties to be
implemented upon the FCC’s approval of BellSouth’s petition to provide interLATA service in

Louisiana.
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Respectfully submitted,
LPSC LEGAL DIVISION

Vanessa L. Caston, Esq. (BRN 22296)
Brandon M. Frey, Esq. (BRN 25054)
Attorneys for the Commission

P.O. Box 91154

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-9154
Telephone: 225/342-9888

Facsimile: 225/342-4087
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