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5. Transport Facilities Termination and Transport Facilities per MOU

AT&T's Recip Comp and TTS studies include Transport Facilities Termination
(per MOU) and Transport Facilities (per MOU) cost elements. These elements reflect
the cost of the facilities from AT&T to the terminating carrier. 153

The wireless carriers must establish a POl at the AT&T tandem. for mobile-to-
land traffic; thus, wireless carriers must pay for the transport to the tandem for this
traffic.1%4 For land-to-mobile traffic, AT&T must pay to transport traffic up to 14 miles
from its tandem to the “handoff” point with the wireless carrier.1%5

The Department will not eliminate the Transport Facilities Termination or
Transport Facilities components from AT&T’s cost studies. The 14-mile transport (for
land-to-mobile traffic) is AT&T's financial responsibility in its relationship with
Connecticut wireless carriers and in the other 21 states.’® Hence, the network
modeled by the Telco in its cost studies reflects the prevailing interconnection
arrangements AT&T has with wireless carriers. Accordingly, AT&T must modify its cost
studies to reflect the 14-mile fransport for wireless carriers.

6. - Transit Traffic Factor (TTF)

AT&T indicates that its Connecticut wireless billing system is unable to bill
wireless carriers two different rates for Recip Comp and TTS. Therefore, to the extent
the rates are different, AT&T developed a TTF for each wireless carrier.8? The TTF
represents the percentage of total wireless carrier-originated traffic (other than access
traffic) sent to AT&T by a wireless carrier that is transit traffic. AT&T then manually
adjusts the wireless carrier's bill to assess the TTS rate to the transit MOUs that are
calculated via application of the TTF. Connecticut is the only state in AT&T’s territory
where it imposes the TTF. AT&T notes that the TTF is not a cost and is not supported
by a cost study; rather, it is a ratio of transit fraffic to total originated local traffic
developed for each individual wireless carrier based on that carrier's traffic patterns.158
At the hearing, AT&T indicated that it had negotiated a TTF with Pocket and that the
“issue was moot. 158

The Department concludes that the issue of the TTF between AT&T and Pocket
is now settled. As indicated in the October 7, 2009 Decision in Docket No. 08-12-04,

133 AT&T Response fo Interrogatory TE-47.

154 Tr. 10/29/09, p. 903.

155 pocket acknowledges that if it is paying for the 14-mile transport for land-to-mobile traffic, it is doing
so by choice given AT&T’s contractual obligations. Pocket also acknowledges that it could require
AT&T to pay these costs consistent with their contractual terms at any time. Furthermore, the record
indicates that AT&T pays for the 14-mile transport per its agreement with Sprint. Tr. 10/29/09, pp. 899
and 900; AT&T Brief, p. 36; LFE No. 25. _

156 The Telco agrees that the mileage assumption in its cost studies should be 14 miles as it is financially
responsible under the wireless interconnection agreements. AT&T Reply Brief, p. 20.

157 Tr. 09/21/09, pp. 32 and 33.

158 |4,

159 |
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~the TTF agreed to by the parties will be-subject to a true-up at the conclusion of this

proceeding. The Department direcis AT&T and Pocket to work cooperatively to
calculate the true-up for the TTF. Moreover, other carriers should follow the change of
law provisions outlined in their existing interconnection agreements with AT&T

Connecticut.
7. Trunk Utilization/Fill Factor -

The Telco indicates that “trunk fill’ is the number of trunks (or trunk ports)
installed in a switch as a ratio of total installed trunks.16° The trunk fill value proposed by
AT&T (in its SICAT study'®1) represents the midpoint of the -range AT&T network
engineers use to determine whether its network is “healthy.”162 AT&T also includes a
CCS assumption, a separate trunk fill/utilization factor, in ils cost studies that
determines the volume of traffic carried on a trunk during the busy hours of business
days. - The CCS assumption serves to reduce utilization/fill on a trunk from its full 36
CCS 1o a lower level.18 AT&T acknowledged that there is an interaction between the
trunk fill/utilization and the CCS assumption that serves to lower the overall fill/utilization
of its trunk facilities in the studies.'®* This interaction results .in an effective trunk
fill/utilization significantly below the “midpoint” value proposed by AT&T.

Pocket recommends running the SICAT model in “marginal” mode instead of
“average” mode in order to increase the assumed fill.165 . TSLRIC is not a marginal cost
methodology; rather, it is an average cost methodology. Accordingly, the Department -
will not adopt Pocket's recommendation to run SICAT using the “marginal” macro.
However, it is important to recognize that there are two places in the studies that control
trunk utilization (the trunk utilization/fill factor in SICAT and the CCS assumption in the
Recip Comp and TTS studies) and that the cumulative impact of these factors is an
unreasonably low effective fill/utilization, .

The Department concludes that AT&T should re-run its cost studies with an
effective overall trunk fill/utilization no higher than the “midpoint” value proposed by
AT&T. This overall effective utilization/fill should take full account of the cumulative
interaction between the CCS assumptions in the Recip Comp and TTS studies and the
utilization/fill in the SICAT model. The cumulativé interaction between the two should
result in an effective fill/utilization that is not higher than AT&T’s proposed number,166

160 Hamiter PFT, p. 19. The terms “fill’ and “utllazatlon are equivalent and are used interchangeably. Tr.
09/21/09, p. 244.

181 SICAT Tab Qutput.

162 Hamiter PFT, pp. 19 and 20. -

163 CCS is a measure of 100 seconds. Given that there are 3600 seconds in an hour, there are 36 CCS in
an hour. Tr, 09/21/09, pp. 256 and 257.

184 AT&T acknowledges that because of this interaction, the effective fill/utilization factor can be lower.
Id., p. 255.

165 Benedict PFT, p. 23.

166 This can be accomplished by changmg the fill factor in the SICAT model to 85% while leaving AT&T’s
CCS values as they are,
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8. Channel Mileage Distance Assumption

AT&T's Recip Comp and TTS studies include a channel mileage cost
component. This input represents the transport facility distance (in miles) between
AT&T’s tandem and end offices {in the Recip Comp study) as well as the distance
between the AT&T tandem and the CLEC/wireless carriers’ PQOls (in the TTS
studies).'67 AT&T did not perform a study for this input because there was not sufficient
time; therefore, the Telco used an assumed distance as a proxy.168

The Department finds that AT&T's assumed channel mileage distance is
unsupported and excessive. Pocket has demonstrated to the Department’s satisfaction
that the proper mileage is 11.43 miles as it was based on Pocket's correction for
tandem offices not interconnected to the closest end office.'®® Accordingly, the
Department adopts 11.43 miles for channel mileage for the Recip Comp, 11.43 miles for
TTS (CLEC) and 14 miles for TTS (Wireless) studies, respectively.

9.  Costof Money

Pocket takes issue with AT&T’s proposed debt-to-equity ratio.' . Pocket states
that this input is out of line with the debi-to-equity ratio approved by the Department for
other utilities and the booked -values for the Telco and other telephone companies.
Pocket recommends using AT&T's booked value of 43.7/56.3 debt/equity,
respectively.’7? Pocket also takes issue with AT&T’s proposed weighied average cost
of capital (WACC) and recommends a WACC of 7.3% based on a study from the
University of Connecticut’s Student Managed Fund.172

The Telco’s cost of capital is based on an analysis of the market cost of capital
for AT&T, Inc., the Telco's parent company.’7? The Telco contends that TSLRIC
requires the use of market values for cost of capital and capital structures, and Pocket’s
analysis and recommendations are flawed because they are based on book values.174

A market value capital structure is appropriate for use in a forward-looking cost
study because it reflects assumptions that are consistent with a competitive market.
Additionally, a market value capital structure has been widely accepted by regulatory
commissions in proceedings where forward-looking cost studies are used. Pocket did
not demonstrate that its proposed booked capital structure was better reflective of the

167 1d., pp. 98-101.

168 7, 09/21/09, pp. 100-102.

169 AT&T agrees that the mileage should be 11.87. AT&T Brief, p. 38. The Department finds the impact
of using 11.43 miles vs. 11.87 miles is de minimis.

170 pocket Brief, p. 38.

171 1d, _

172 m_, p. 39. A

173 The cost of capital is based on that of AT&T, Inc. because the Telco has no publicly traded common
stock, and in turn, there is no market basis to estimate investors’ required rate of retum. Mollet PFT,
p. 17. -

174 AT&T Reply Brief, pp. 28 and 29.
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risks faced by the Telco than AT&T’s proposed market value capital structure. Similarly,
Pocket did not demonstrate its proposed WACC was more appropriate than the Telco’s.
Accordingly, the Department will accept AT&T's debt-to-equity ratio and WACC used in

its cost studies.
10. Nodes

The cost studies consider the average number of nodes in the Telco’s network.
These nodes represent the number of “stops” or “dropoff point(s)” that the synchronous
optical network (SONET) ring makes along its route,!75 or the points at which a circuit
passes through a switching office.176 Because each node has a cost associated with it,
the greater the number of nodes assumed, the greater the costs.

AT&T asserts that the nodes are designed by facility planners when developing
facility routes based on factors such as population, network diversity and terrain.’77 The
average node count in Connecticut is about 1.6 times the national average.1’® Pocket
asserts that this data is indicative of AT&T’s over-built network and that its competitors
should not be responsible for the associated costs of the excess nodes in the Telco’s
Recip Comp and TTS rates. Therefore, Pocket recommends reducing the nodes in
AT&T’s cost study to the national average.!?®

The Department finds AT&T has shown that the assumed node counts
accurately reflect those in the Telco’s network. The record also shows that besides
Connecticut; Texas, Missouri and Kansas also have a higher or comparable number of -
nodes per ring.1® The fact that the Connecticut node count exceeds that in other states
is not sufficient grounds for modifying the Connecticut-specific input. The Department
will not require that the average number of nodes assumed in the Telco’s cost studies
be modified at this time. : :

11. DS1 Expense

The DS1 Expense is a cost component that is only included in the TTS and not in
the Recip Comp study. Typically, each CLEC is responsible for bringing its originated
transit traffic to a PO! for hand off. For ali CLECs in Connecticut (except Cablevision,
Comcast and Cox) the POI is established at AT&T’s tandem switch. Therefore, in most
transiting situations, the originating CLEGC brings its transit traffic to the AT&T tandem
switch where it is switched, and handed off to a third party terminating carrier who also
has a POI at the tandem switch. Under these circumstances, AT&T is only switching
and not transporting the call (mileage is assumed to be 0 within the same tandem
office). :

The Cable CLECs have provisions in their interconnection agreements with
AT&T that require the Telco to transport traffic to their swiiches (effectively establishing

175 Tr. 09/21/09, p. 329; Pocket Brief, p. 30.

176 AT&T Reply Brief, p. 18.

177 Tr. 10/29/09, p. 831.

178 | FE No. 16, Attachment A shows a comparable average number of nodes per circuit in the Telco's
network.

179 Pocket Brief, p. 41.

180 L FE No. 16.
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“the POI at each Cable CLEC switch location instead of at the AT&T tandem switch). In
these instances, the Cable CLECs charge AT&T for transporting traffic to their
respective switches. AT&T contends that in the case of a transit call, it is the originating
carrier that should be responsible for the cost of this transport and not the Telco.
Consequently, AT&T developed the DS1 Expense for inclusion in the TTS to reflect the
Telco’s cost when routing transit calls to these three Cable CLECs.

Inclusion of the DS1 Expense in the TTS studies is appropriate. No party
disputed AT&T’s claims that the Cable CLECs have POls at the CLEC switch location
instead of AT&T’s tandem switch or that the Telco incurs a cost related to DS1 transport
to route transit traffic originated by CLECs and wireless carriers to those three Cable
CLECs’ POls. The Department notes that the DS1 expense is a relatively minimal
portion of the transit cost, amounting to 0.46% of the TTS (Wireless) per MOU cost1#t
and 3.7% of the Transit (CLEC) per MOU cost.’®2 The Department also disagrees with
Pocket that the DS1 expense should be borne by the three Cable CLECs. It is
generally accepted that the “cost causer’ in the case of a transit call is the originating
carrier, and the Department will not disturb this well-settled principle.

12. Overhead — Buildings, Land and Power

AT&T contends that TSLRIC requires the use of the full value of buildings -
because it involves reconstructing the local network including purchasing of buildings. 183
The Telco asseris that Pocket's recommendation to use the depreciated value of
buildings would lead to AT&T under-recovering iis depreciation expense and would
establish costs based on book costs rather than the current value of the buildings.184
AT&T also disagrees with Pocket's claim that buildings are non-recurring costs as it
would violate the cost causation principle.18 Additionally, AT&T notes that Pocket has
provided no reference cite o an order or Depariment Decision supporting its proposal o
use the depreciated value of buildings.188

The Department does not adopt Pocket's proposed adjustments to these inputs
and disagrees that AT&T’s land and building costs should be disallowed or reduced.
Such a modification would violate the TSLRIC principle, which assumes that AT&T's
network is re-built from scratch. The Department also declines t0 use the depreciated
value of AT&T’s buildings as recommended by Pocket. Pocket's recommendation
reflects the book cost, instead of current cost, of AT&T’s buildings, which is inconsistent
with TSLRIC. Additionally, Pocket has not demonstrated that AT&T’s cost studies
systematically assign a disproportionate amount of square footage to network functions
or that a 50% reduction in square footage is warranted.

181 Transit (Wireless) cost study filed July 17, 2009 (Transit_CT_Wireless_7-17-09.xls). Divide value at
. Tab Transit BOC cell 127 by the value at Tab Cost Study Results cell C10.

182 Transit (CLEC) cost study filed July 17, 2009 (Transit_CT_CLEC_7-17-09.xis). Divide value at Tab
Transit BOC cell 127 by the value at Tab Cost Study Results cell C10.

183 AT&T Reply Brief, pp. 11 and 12. AT&T notes that the cost of the building is recovered in TSLRIC
rates through an annual depreciation expense over the entire economic life. Id.

184 [d., pp. 12 and 13.

185 1d., p. 14.

188 |d., p. 11.
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Regarding the power issue, the Department agrees with AT&T that this cost
component is for back-up power to operate the equipment in the building in which the
equipment is located and as such, the Department finds this to be a reasonable cost.

13. DS1 Electronics Investment Input

Pocket takes issue with AT&T’s proposed input for DS1 electronics investment
because it is greater than that for a complete tariffed DS1.187 Pocket recommends that
the total DS1 cost input be significantly reduced.188

AT&T contends that the electronics cost comes directly from the Telco's
contracts with equipment vendors and reflects the actual cost that it would incur for the
electronics.18® AT&T states that Pocket's comparison to the Telco’s private line tariff is
confusing because that tariff section referenced by Pocket is silent relative to DS1
private lines.19 Finally, AT&T notes that Pocket's proposed adjustment to the DS1
electronics applies only to land, building and backup power; hence, Pocket is not
challenging the cost of electronics themselves.191 |

The Department finds that comparing an investment amount (which must be
converted to annual or monthly costs) to a tariffed monthly rate is not an “apples to
apples” comparison. Pocket did not address the documentation AT&T provided in
support of its electronics investment. The source of the DS1 electronics investment
input Pocket discusses?®2 is AT&T's response to Interrogatory TE-6, File: First Cost.
Development Workpaper — East.xls Tab Total Invi9 (the interoffice transport work
papers). Upon review, the Department does not conclude that this invesiment input is
excessive or that it should be reduced based on Pocket’s comparison alone and absent
additional details and analysis about the constituent cost components.. This is
particularly true in light of AT&T’s explanation that this investment amount comes
directly from equipment vendor contracts. '

14.  Trunk-to-Line Ratio

Pocket recommends that the Department increase the Lucent switch trunk-to-line
ratio to conform with the Nortel switch ratio.’® AT&T asserts that its proposed trunk-to-
line ratio, filed under protective order, is set by the switch vendors based on their
particular products and capabilities such as processor speed and capagcity.195 AT&T

187 *Electronics” is defined as all the electronic equipment used to transport a DSO through AT&T
Connecticut interoffice network. The network elements are SONET equipment, D4 Channel Banks,
DS0/DS1 Digital Cross Connect (DCS) equipment, Termination Jacks and M13 Muliiplexers. AT&T
Response to Interrogatory Pocket-AT&T-56. .

188 Benedict PFT, p. 18.

189 AT&T Brief, p. 32.

190 1d., p. 33.

191 |4,

192 Benedict PFT, p. 18.

193 Response to interrogatory TE-6, File: CT DS1 UNE 1O Inv 6-11-09_PROP.xls Tab Network Invst.

194 pocket also references “industry standards,” but does not cite the specific trunk-to-line standards to
which it refers. Pocket Brief, p. 36.

195 Tr, 09/22/09, pp. 381 and 382.
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also contends that Pocket misunderstands the cost study and provided an invalid
comparison. 19 ‘

Upon review of the SICAT model, Tabs LU BOC and NT BOC, the Depariment
finds that AT&T applied the line-to-trunk ratio inconsistently. Specifically, with respect to
EO Replacement Switch trunks, the line-to-trunk ratio was applied twice: in Tab LU
BOC, it is applied once in cell E48, and then again in cell E53. By contrast, with respect
to the EO Growth trunks, cell E49 does not (as cell E48 does) apply the line-to-trunk
ratio. Rather, cell E49 is calculated as 1-E48, which amounts to the following: E49 = 1-
(% Replacement Lines/ Line-to-trunk ratio). Conceptually, this calculation makes no
sense and is erroneous. The same problems are found in Tab NT.BOC. Therefore, in
the cost study compliance runs required by this decision, AT&T should correct cells E48
and E49 on Tabs LU BOC and the corresponding cells in Tab NT BOC to properly
reflect the replacement and growth mix approved by the Department.

Furthermore, the record shows that AT&T has experienced a decline in access
lines and the Telco’s network in Connecticut appears overbuilt relative to current traffic
volumes.’97  Specifically, AT&T has experienced a decline in access lines of
approximately 33% over the period of 2000 to 2007. With such a decline in access
lines, there are no grounds to believe that AT&T’s current line-to-trunk ratios are cost
efficient and consistent with TSLRIC requirements. Similarly, the record shows that
AT&T has a significant excess of trunk ports in Connecticut,’98 which demonstrates that
~ too many trunk ports are serving oo few lines. Too many trunk ports serving too few
lines means that the line-to-trunk ratios are 0o low for an efficient configuration,
required by TELRIC principles. In light of these considerations, the Department finds
that an adjustment is warranted for these inputs and requires AT&T to increase the line-
to-trunk ratios for Lucent and Norte! by an increment of one additional line per trunk for
each vendor. These line-to-irunk ratios are to be entered in SICAT in the Tab Input-
Cost Drivers. In the opinion of the Department, this adjustment to the line-to-trunk ratios -
is less than the adjustment AT&T itself proposes for trunk fill factors in view of the
excess number of frunk facilities. As such, this adjustment is conservative.199

15. Aliéged Inconsistent Inputs

Pocket points t0 a number of alleged inconsistencies in the inpuis used in the
Telco’s cost studies and contends that these inconsisiencies question the veracity of
AT&T’s studies as a whole. Pocket asserts that the Transport Facilities Termination
cost elements are inconsistent between the Recip Comp and Wireless Transit cost

196 AT&T Reply Brief, p. 26.

197 See, e.g., AT&T Response to Interrogatory TE-43 and LFE-2. _

198 The actual trunk port fill for the average Connecticut end office was about 40%. Mollet PFT, p. 6.

198 The "line-to-trunk ratios” in the SICAT are cost study calculations and they do not correspond to the
technical line-to-trunk ratios used by engineers. For example, as shown in the SICAT and the Recip
Comp study, usage costs stem from both trunks (Trunk Costs) and lines (CCS Costs). That is, the
cost study includes usage costs associated with “lines” (also see SICAT, Tab CCS Investments.) As
such, the calculations referred to as “line-to-trunk” ratios in the SICAT are more reflective of a line-to-
(trunk pius lines) ratio than of an engineering line-to-trunk ratio. This further weakens AT&T's claims

- that the line-to-trunk ratios are switch vendor determined.
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studies, even though there appears to be no difference in the inputs.29® The Department
acknowledges that the Transport Facilities Termination per MOU in the Recip Comp
study exceeds the same component in the Wireless Transit study by 12%;20" however,
the Department disagrees with Pocket that there are no differences in these inputs. The .
Bill of Cost Tabs show that the Average Duration of Call, Quantity, and cost activities all
which are used in calculating the Transport Facilities Termination, differ between the
Recip Comp and Wireless Transit cost studies.202

Pocket also notes the differences in the Tandem Switching values between the
Recip Comp and Wireless TTS cost studies and asserts that there is no difference in
the inputs.2®® The Depariment acknowledges that the Tandem Switching per MOU for
the Wireless Transit study exceeds the same component in the Recip Comp study by
28%:;204 however, some inputs used to calculate Tandem Switching differ between the

two studies.-

Additionally, Pocket cites to differences in the Call Duration inputs between the
Recip Comp study, the Wireless TTS and the SICAT study output. According to Pocket,
there are no explanations for these variations.?%5 However, AT&T provided supporting
documentation for its average call durations used in the Recip Comp and Wireless TTS
cost studies.206 Pocket did not refute AT&T’s documentation. The Department does not
believe it is appropriate to use a combined average call duration in the cost studies .
when there are more precise averages for each type of traffic. Accordingly, the
Department declines to adopt Pocket's recommendation to modify AT&T's proposed
average call durations. '

Further, Pocket observes that the number of end user switched access lines
reported for AT&T as of June 30, 2008, in the FCC’s Local Competition Report differs
significantly from the number of end user lines calculated by Pocket during this
proceeding. The Department disagrees. The total number of end user lines is
dependent on the definition of “lines” used. For example, the end user switched access
_lines found in the FCC’s. Local Competition Report are reported by carriers on the FCC'’s
Form 477,207 which contains specific instructions defining lines and explaining how
those lines should be counted for FCC reporting purposes.

End user switched access lines reported in the FCC’s Local Competition Report
are determined according to how they are charged to end user customers based.on
voice grade equivalents, not on how they are actually provisioned. By contrast, Pocket
calculates its fine count by multiplying the line counts from data request responses to
the end office switches and remote terminals from the LERG. As a result, the difference

200 Benedict PFT, p. 20.

201 See “Cost Elements” Tab of Reciprocal Compensation and Wireless Transit cost studies, lines 1.

202 See “Resource Bill of Costs” Tab of Reciprocal Compensation and Wireless Transit cost studies.

203 Benedict PFT, p. 20.

_ 204 gee “Cost Elements” Tab of Reciprocal Compensation and Wireless Transit cost studies, lines 1.

205 Benedict PFT, p. 20. ' ,

208 See AT&T Response to Intérrogatory TE-6, File name:
TE_6_Duration_Compensation Expense_Compensation Percentage.xls.

207 The Department has taken administrative notice of the Form 477 Filing Instructions, publicly available
at http://www.fcc.gov/Forms/Form477/477inst. pdf.
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between the AT&T line count reported by the FCC and the line count calculated by
Pocket stems from different counting methodologies.

The Department is not persuaded by Pocket’s claims that inconsistencies in cost
study inpuis between AT&T's studies call into question the veracity of the cost
studies.2® Although Pocket is correct that there are variations in inputs between the
Recip Comp and Wireless TTS, those variations are based on input differences. that
upon closer inspection are not unreasonable. '

E. - RevISED REcIP COmMP AND TTS RATES

Based on the above analysis, the Department hereby directs AT&T to make the
following changes to its cost studies:

1. Remove the BCF from the TTS (CLEC) study.
2. . Reduce the J&C mark-up for TTS so that it is consistent with the J&C mark-up for

Recip Comp. 7
3. Change the replacement/growth line/trunk mix to 85.1% replacement and 14.9%
growth.
4, Establish an effective overall proposed trunk unhzat[on/ﬂll factor that accounts for

the cumulative interaction between the CCS assumption in the Recip Comp and
TTS and the utilization/fill in the SICAT model no higher than the “midpoint” value
proposed by AT&T. This can be accomplished by changing the fill factor in the
SICAT model to 95%.

5. Reduce the channel mileage assumption miles'to 11.43 m:les in the Recip' Comp
and TTS (CLEC) studies.
6. Reduce the channel mileage assumption miles to 14 miles in the TTS (Wireless).

7. Increase the Lucent and Noriel line-to-trunk ratios by an increment of one -
additionai hne per trunk. ‘..

The Department has re-run -the Telco's cost studies incorporating these
modifications for the purpose of estimating the impact of these changes on AT&T’s
rates for Recip Comp and TTS services. The following table presents the revised rates
for Recip Comp and TTS and compares them to the parties’ proposed rates.

Rate Element AT&T Pocket CLECs Sprint Revised
Transit (LEC) $0.016347 | n/a redacted nfa | $0.000934
Transit (Wireless) $0.003000 | $0.000454 n/a redacted | $0.000852
Recip Comp (Tandem} $0.002933 | $0.000700 n/a $0.000700 | $0.001775
Recip Comp (End Office) | $0.001861 n/a n/a n/a $0.001092

The revised rates shouid be considered preliminary results. The Department
directs AT&T to perform compliance runs of its cost of service studies, incorporating the
- above analysis on input changes, and file those compliance runs for the Depariment’s
review and approval. Final rates will be established based on the approval of AT&T’s
compliance runs. Further, the final Department-approved cost-based rates should be
available to all CLECs and wireless carriers in Connecticut whether AT&T makes those

208 Benedict PFT, p. 21.
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rates available by tariff, interconnection agreement or commercial agreement, subject to
the change of law provisions of their respective agreements.

Finally, the Department will require that true-ups be calculated based on the final
Depariment-approved Recip Comp and TTS rates adopted _in this proceeding.
Specifically, the true-up period for AT&T’s Recip Comp rate began on July 17, 2009,
and the true-up period for the Telco’s TTS rate began on October 7, 2009. Accordlngly, :
the Department requires AT&T and Pocket (and other carriers, when applicable)) to
work cooperatively to calculate applicable true-up payments once the Recip Comp and
TTS rates are fully implemented in this proceeding. )

IV.  FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Recip Comp is the charges paid by one telecommunications carrier (Carrier A) to
another (Carrier B} to compensate for the transport and termination of calls that
originate with Carrier A’s end users and terminate to Carrier B’s end users.

2. TTS is a service that allows an originating carrier to utilize the network of an
intermediate carrier to indirectly connect to one or more third-party terminating
. carriers.

3.  The TSLRIC and the TELRIC methodologies are identical.

4, The June 15, 1995 Decision in Docket No. 94-10-01 set TSLRIC cost-based
methodology principles and precepts, which require TSLRIC cost studies to be
documented in a manner that the source of the data can be audited.

B, ATAT filed the Recip Comp and TTS cost studies on July 17, 2009.
6.  AT&T had 100 days to file the Recip Comp and 78 days to file TTS cost studies.

7. The July 17, 2009 AT&T Recip Comp and TTS cost studies, consisted of a single
Excel spreadsheet for each service and contained only summary cost
information.

8. TSLRIC is an average cost methodology.
9. The Average Compensation Expense in the BCF reflects embedded cost.

10. Information passed along in a call stream or Category 11 Records provide a
terminating carrier of transit traffic the mformahon needed to bill the originating

carrier directly.

11, AT&T can provide additional information to a terminating carrier, as needed, so
that the terminating carrier may bill the originating carrier directly for terminating
transit traffic.

12.  Some CLECs in Connecticut have default bill-and-keep arrangements in place
with each other and with AT&T.
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13. AT&T's BCF ignores the Recip Comp arrangemenis established between
originating and terminating carriers and eliminates the benefits of bill- and -keep
Recip Comp arrangements.

14.  AT&T did not demonstrate that it pays for termination of CLEC-originated transit
traffic on behalf of the originating CLEC.

15. AT&T's Average Compensation Expense lacks transparency, cannot be audited,
and is not based on actual billings or payments for termination of transit traffic.

16.  There is no evidence that a hybrid network of soft swilches and circuit switches is
necessarily the least cost configuration for AT&T in Connecticut.

17.  The most efficient technology to be used.in a TSLRIC study must be available to
the industry and be compatible with the existing infrastructure. :

18. There is no evidence that replacing all of AT&T's switches with soft switches
would be operationally feasible or compatible with AT&T's existing infrastructure.

19.  AT&T is not using soft switches throughout its 22-state ILEC territory and has no
plans to deploy any in Connecticut at this time. ‘

20. The J&C mark-up applied to TSLRIC cost studies must reflect a reasonable
projection of the ILEC’s forward-looking cost.

21.  AT&T’s proposed J&C mark-up is less than the J&C mark-up applied to AT&T’s
: interim TTS rates.

22. AT&T is experiencing negative growth in lines and trunks and ant[mpatmg
negative growth in the foreseeable future. ‘ :

23. AT&Ts replacement/growth mix proposal assumes significant positive growth.

24, The Virginia Arbitration Orders methodology for calculating the
replacement/growth mix employed an objective algorithm and used data that can
be verified. .

25. A TTF has been agreed to between AT&T and Pocket

26. Inclusion of DS1 Expense in the cost studies is consistent with cost causation
principles.

27. Inclusion of Transpert Facilities Termination and Transport Facilities in the cost
studies reflects the prevailing interconnection arrangements AT&T has with
‘wireless carriers in Connecticut.

28. The node counts in AT&T's cost study reflect the actual number of nodes
employed in the Telco’s network.

29. AT&T's DSt electronics cost inputs come directly from the Telco’s contract with
equipment vendors.
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30. ATA&T failed to demonstrate the reasonableness of the line-to-trunk ratios used in
SICAT. :

31. There are computational errors in the SICAT model in Tabs LU BOC and NT -
BOC.

V. CONCLUSION AND ORDERS

" A.  CONCLUSION

AT&T's July 17, 2009 cost studies filed, in support of its Recip Comp and TTS
rates, failed to meet the requirements established in Docket No. 94-10-01. AT&T's
failure to provide these cost studies in a timely basis has also negatively impacted the
Department and the parties’ ability to thoroughly analyze them,

The Depariment also concludes that AT&T failed to meet its burden of proof in
support of a number of aspects of the cost studies. Nevertheless, it is in the public
interest 1o utilize these cost models and algorithms as a guide to develop rates. The
Department has made several modifications to the Telco’s cost study inputs to develop
Recip Comp and TTS rates. The Department directs the Telco to perform compliance

-runs of its cost of service studies that incorporates the Department’'s modifications.
Lastly, the Department-approved TSLRIC rates should be available to all CLECs and
wireless carriers in Connecticut whether AT&T makes those rates available by tariff,
interconnection agreement or commercial agreement, subject to the change of law
provisions of their respective agreements.

B. ORDERS

For the following Orders, please submit an original and three copies of the
requested material, ideniified by Docket Number, Title and Order Number to the
Executive Secretary. Compliance with Orders shall commence and continue as
indicated or until compliance is no longer required after a certain date. '

1. No later than May 19, 2010, the Telco shall perform a compliance run of its cost
of service studies incorporating the modifications. discussed above and file those
studies with the Department. :

2.  No later than 15 days after the Department's compliance approval, AT&T shall
make the Recip Comp and TTS rates available to all respective carriers whether
the Telco offers those rates by tariff, interconnection agreement‘or commercial

- agreement.

3. AT&T and Pocket (and other carriers, when applicable) shall work cooperatively
to determine any true-up payments that are required pursuant to the Decisions in
Docket No. 08-10-29 and Docket No. 08-12-04. The parties shall report to the
Department any applicable trus- up payments within 30 days of the Department
approving final rates.
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ENGLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY'S COST OF
SERVICE RE: RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION

This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:

Anthony J. Palermino
Kevin M. DelGobbo

Amalia Vazquez Bzdyré

* CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Decision issued by the
Department of Public Utility Control, State of Connecticut, and was forwarded by
Certified Mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

~April 15, 2010

Kimberley J. Santopietro Date
Executive Secretary '
Department of Public Utility Control
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Rep of COMTECH21,LLC Rep of METROGAST
Michael Aj.'.h Josh ‘Basstow
‘Regulatow Vice Presidént oFAdvaited Sarvices.
COMTECH21, LLC! MetroCast
Oné Barnes Park South 9 Apple Road
'Wa] lingford, CT 06492 ‘Belmont, NI 03220
. P ’
.,Lmﬁtqgsan@pmp@qm l.com “{barstow@metrocast:com

‘Rep.of CONSOLIDATED SDISON COMM.
Steven €. Andrenssi

My.r Corrier Relgtions & Regulntory Affairs:
RCN Communications New York, LLC

/55 Broad St.

New York, NY 10158

P

R.ep of DPUC CONSULTANT
August Ankmm Ph: D

DPUC Consitlant:

1520 Spryce Stécet, Suite 004
Fhiladeiphia; PA.. 19102
sankum@asiconsulting.corh

_Rep of ‘SPRINT FC§
Ben;mnm 3 Aron: Bsq
Auomcy State Remulatory
-Sprint Nexte] Corporition.
2001 BEdmund Halley Brive
Room 708
Reston, VA 20191
P
bentaminaron@svrint.com.

Rég of CINGULAR WIRELESS

Mark.J: Ashby '

Srate Resulatory

AT&T Mobility

5565 Gleriridge Connector

Suits 17100

Atiaiti, GA 30342

P

MA 1606@ATT.COM

‘Rep of ' METROPOLITAN TELECOMMUN
- Trina Avagyan

Repulatory”

Metropolitan Telecommunications of Connec

44 Wall Street

t4th Floor

Néw York, NY 10005

id .
invagyan@mettel.net

.Prepdred by:  Sharon . Peréz

“Rep of NEW EDGE NETWORK.INC,
“Penny H, Bewick
Director - Gov't Affirs/Reogulntory.

“New Edge Networks

3000 ‘Columbia House Blyd., Ste. 106
Vanthuver, WA. 98661-2969

P
- phewick@newedgenetworks com-

Rep of IDTAMERICA, CORP.

“Carl Bllfek

(DT Amcr:ca, Conp.
520 Broad Strcet
“nh Floor Legal Dept.
'Newnrk, Wi 07102

P

-parl_.blli_ek@corp.;dme,t

‘Rep.of SPRINT
"Pavid Bogan.

Robinson & Colé LLP
280 Trumbnill Steést:
‘Hurtford, CF 06103
Eid

gi?og,m@.ré;pum -

Rep of BROADV[EWNP ACQUISITIONC

" Steven Bogdan-

Broadvieir Netwarks, Inc,

2100 Renaissance Blvd

King-of Aprussia, PA' 194-06:2745-
P !

sbopdar@iondiiesmet. com

Rep of MODE 1 COVMMUNICATIONS, IN(
‘Claudit-Bofea, .

‘Project Managsr

Mode 1. Commumcaswns. Inc.

107 Selden St

Berlin, CT 06037

P

Boreac@nu.com

OualComm-]

.San Diego, CA

PC- Parﬁcipant

Rep of WILH!AMS LOGAL. NETWORK. L}
Wendy— Bram¢

-Atty;, Dir. of Rézulatory Affairs

Wsl]lams Tocal Network, LLC

One chhnoiﬂgy Cénter

" Mail Drop TG-':'B
“Tulsz, K 74103
P L

i
4

Repof 1-800-RECONEX NC:

“Williom E. Braun

Dir. Reiulatary/General Comnidel
}-800-RECONEX, Inc.

‘2500 lndustrlél Avenue:
“Hubbard, QR Y052
P

i

_R:D of LEG(‘CY LON'G DiSTANCE INTL.
Cartis A/ Bm#m
“Prosident. |

istince, lidterhational, Inc,-
fedr St.; Site 150

Legacy Long
10833 Valley V

'_Cy‘press TA ;90630

N
c.!zmmﬁ?gdie.&wﬂwmc raiinto@goleacy.ct

‘Repof Qwiimmsmrr COMMUNICAT
“Jenna Btowi |

Manager,. Rez;ulumrv Affnu's

- Ouannnnsm{:ommnmcamm. Inc.

12657 Alcosia Bivil; Suite' 418

-SanRamion, GA 94583
B i
_mwwh@vmw:uﬂo@mm:

l
Rep of BUL].;SEYE TELECOM, INC
Menique Bymes -
Consulganis |
Technglogies ;ﬂmmen&. Inc.,

<2606 Maitland Center Parkwiiy.
Sulte 300- |

Maitlond, FL. 5'327_51

P o

_mbymes@tin fpc‘e'm'n

Reg'of ovnas SERVICES.
Casniicd Cale sting

temnse Services
5775 Morshagse Drive
92121

P

1
19 Date: ,D'e.céxhb%r 1,2009
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Rep of COX CONNECTICUT TELCOM, L]
BurtonB: Cehen, Fsig.

Murtha Culliga LLP

,CityPIacﬂ 29t Floor

‘185 Asytum Street

Han.fo:‘d CT 96]03-.:469

P

BCOHENGRAURTHALA W .COM; ingsl1o@

Renof GRANITE TELECOMMUNICATIO
Geoff Ccokman

Directorv/Regulitory & Carrier Relations
"Granite Telecommunications, LLC

!00 Newport Amue. Bxt.

'Qumcy, MA G‘? 171

'&ﬁmmmmnﬂwtr;com

Repof IBFA ACOUIS[TION COMPANY, 1
Batrick Crocker

‘Barlv, Lcnncm Crocknr & Bartosiewicz PLL
‘Si0'Comerica Bidz. :

Ralamazoo. M1 49007

P

patrick@crocker lawfirm.com

‘Rep of COMMUNICATIONS SOLUTIGNS
Stephen?\f Cross

,Regulamw Director”

‘Compmiiéatlon Solutions: Péwtilers;. Int:

‘One Whalley Wiy

Bouthwick, MA 01077

P

5"?@?@“..@&(!!!! .

Rep of TFUC CONSUETANT
Oiesya Denney, PhD;-

051 Consulting: Iic.

2230 Brandon Place

West Linn, OR 97068

Is
‘odériney(@asiconsulting:com

Rep of. BROADWING COMMUNICATION
. Stéfanie Dasai. .

General Counsel

Miritz, Levin Cohn Fersis Glovsky and Popeo”

70! Pennsylvania Ave., N:W.

Washington, M 20004

P

SZieshitd@ming. com.

- Prepared by:  Sharon . Perez,

AN = Intervenor

TS = To Be Served.

R&IJ of 'NBU"I'RAL TANDEM
"Melissa L. Dickey

'Jenner&; Bioc.k LLP
350N, Webnsh Avyenue, Suite 4760
:Cincago L sf6ll:

.mdxckev{dhet.me.r-mm

Rap of ADVANCED TELCOM, INC,
.Andoni Economau
: Business ProdumetY Solitions, Inc

44 Wall Streeg; 6th rloor
:Ne.WrYDl'i. W 10005

-AECONOMOU@METPFL NET

Rep of. COMMUNIGATION LINES, INC:
Mr. StanEfferdint.
V!ce Prealdent

-ComphicationeLings, Ing.

38004 Bridgeport #ss
Umwrs:fy Plaoe, WA 98366

cpnianﬁﬁ‘g;iuqc.com

Rep of . RCN COMMUN!CAT!ONS

Faul Eslcuidsen

Vieo President dnd Gereial Counsel - ,
RCN - Commnnications. New York, LEC. ¥

‘196 Vi Burdii Street-

,Hemdon, VA 20170
P

punteskildseng@ren nit

‘Repof FRANCE TELECOM CORPORATE

Jea-Sebastiin. Fillsse
Treasurer/Regulatory

France Teleconn Corporate Sofutions LLC
13775 MiLearen Road

Mail $t6{:1100-

Tak'Hifl, VA 20171
7

Repof X0 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE
Kelly Faul.

‘Repulatory.-Affairs Du'ectof

XQ Cominwinicatibris Bervices, e,

13865 Sunrise Valley Diive

';Icmdon, VA 20171

kelly. fanl@ixo.com; sharon.c.adanis@ixo.comm:

'RBD of VBRI
"Richard, Fipphen-

Page 2
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Ren of PREFERRED NETWORK SOLUTIC

Joe Fiorile i

Prasident/Regulatory

Peeferréd NetWork Solutions, Inc. dfb/a Intele
33 !{mckczbbckcr Avenue,

Suarr: 1 i

__Bnhclma.. NY" 11716-3156

.Joe@mte[e-cdm tom

N NEW YORK, INC.,

Assistant Genhml Counsal-
Verizon ;

140 West Strect--27th Floor
New York, NY 10007

.‘P

ljithard.ﬁnph_eb@gm.vepmn,t‘épf_ﬁ

‘Rep.of Am:-:bpnmo INC:
.Cyiithin Fifstrhan

"Dir. Fmance/i?.egulme:y Affairs
_-Alrmprmg, I -

‘6060 Sepuivcaamvd.

VanNuys CA 5141}

RN ;

‘Rep. of CONSOL!DATED EDISON COMM:

Andrew’ Fzshe;

“General- Coungel!chuiamwacmmy

RCN CormniipicationsNew York, LLG
35 Broad Stregr-- 22id Floor

New York, NY 16004
B C

i‘
i

Rep of SAGH TELECOM, INC:

-Shesrl Flaft

Diizector;: Dni:ﬁdfmal Conipliance -

Sage Telmn; Inc;

805.Central ‘Hipressivay South
Allen, TX. 730132789
P ;

sﬂatt@suggzekcumnet

Rep.of cﬂorbz ONE COMMUNICATION:
Paul- Foley, Bsa..

Regulatory Affains Counsel”

Choice One {‘a*ommumcanons Toe.

5 Wall Stiset |

Binigtion, MA D1303

P

'pfolqv@onecqmmunmnons;éum
o !
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Rep of 360NETWORKS (USAYING,
Chatlés Forst

‘Compliance Monager
360actworks (USA) inc..
867 Cogl Creek Circle
Suite 160

Lomsvd]e €O 80&2’?
P
charlis forst @B 60et

Repof COM'I'EL TELCOM ASSETS LP
Ms. Becky Gipsen

“Dhirector; Resulatory Affairs

Cortel ’I‘c!com Assels LP

433 L’ Las Co]:rms Blvd Sie 1300
Irving, TX 75039

B !

“bripsoni@excel.com

Rep of TRANE NATIONAL COMMUNICA
Stela Gnenb

Reguiatow ‘Affilyy Specialisi
“T¥ans Natipnal {ommunications tnternatidnel
2 Char!essmlc  West

Boston. MA- 022 15

-F.
"_sml_e;_rp(ﬁltndn.cpm

Rep.of SBC ADVANCED SOLUTIONS:
John Habeeb-
Du- chulmory

1IN = Infervenor

TS = To Bé Served

‘Rep of INTRADD COMMUNICATIONS; 11.
-Kuren Hanson

. Comvliance Reportine Consultant”
“Techhologies Mnﬂagcmcnt Tnc.

2600 Maitland Ceanter Parkwy

. Suuc JDU
.Man!and,FL 32750

khanson@num: Sty

Rep.of BCN TELECOM
Pamck Ha:dy

: Regu]a:orv

Telecom Compliance Services
3100 Cumberland Bivd Ste 900
Aﬂama, GA '30339.5930

P

Fepof NEUTRAL TANDEM

_*Mr. John R Hamrington
Jenner& Block LLP

.330N Wabash Ave

‘Suita- 4700

Chiicago, 1L 50811

P

fharringhon@jeantrcont

Rep of GYPRESS COMMUNICATIONS O)°

-Jack Harwood'
Gene¥al Counsel

8BG Advanced: Solunans. Inc.- b/ ATRT 4 ‘-ermx Coriimunications Opcmtmg Comparr

1010 Northy St. Mary's
Raom 13-M

San Ammto. TA. 78215
b

-th847 ’!@,att.cqm

Rep of ZTAR:MOBILE; INC.
“Keviir Hadda.d

~Pres:dcnt

“Ziar Mabite, Inc,

-951 N, Walaut Creek Errive, Suite C°
Mansfield, TX 76063

P

Rep of PNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS, 1T,
My Hampwn

Tax Specialist

PNG Telecomndientions, Inc./b/n Posverh
100 Commercial Drive.

Fairfield, OH' 45014-3556

P

'mi@bnaﬁiéii.com

Prepared by:  Sharon D. Perez.

'3565 Piedmont Road

Four Plodiont Center: Suité 600
Aﬁaﬂt& GA 30305

B
frwood@cvnresscom.ngt

‘Repof AMERICAN FIBER NETWORK, In.
"Robert B Heatir

Executive Vice President,
Armeritan Fiber Netwark, Inc.
9407 Indiiin Creék Parkway

“Suite 140

Overland Park, KS- 66210
P

‘robhi@sheriobalnet

Reb of OWEST INTERPRISE ANIERJCA T
Maerjorie O.-Hetlh .

‘©west Interprise Ameyica, ldc.

1801 Californin Strest

10th Floor:

Denver. CO 86202

Mari orie.Herlthi@qwest.com

Page 3

PC- Pgrlﬁcijm‘;i t

Rep of FIBER TECHNOLOGIES NETWOR
James. Hoare:
Depiity Cmpqmo Counsel, Regulatory
Fibet, TEChIJO]O,Jﬁ ’\!etwoﬂés LLC
G0 MéridianCeridre
Rochester, fo 14618
o
b
I

ftep of DsmFT COMMUNICATIONS; IL

Schula Hobbg
Ssniur Mnna}r Regoiatory Affairs

_DSLiet.Com unications; LLC.

50 Barnés Park North
Wnllmnford Q’I‘ 06492
F.

slmbbs@meﬂ.auatluom

}

-Rep of CHI ENET‘

Matthiew T joey, i3
Diréctor.of O?Mauons
ChimeNet

110 Barnes Rpaid
Wallingford, CT 06492
P

i
Rep of vijL COMMUNIGATIONS

Kathy L, Houpti -
Analyst, Regufiatory. Affairs

WilTel (:omqmmcauons

O Technolgsly Center-
TC-13R L

Tulsa, OK 73103
3

Kathy. hough@wrliel com.

Rep of” COXZCONNI:CTICUT TELCOM, L}
Robért I, Hovftcv. ‘Esg.

“New Englan Muarager-Rezulatory ‘Affairs

Cox Connecticut Teleom, LLC
176 Utopia Rt
gianchester, CT 06046

'roberthowley@cox.com

;
Reh of MATRIX TELECOM
Dana Hovle |
Manager of Regulatory Affairs
Matrix Teiecém bfa Mstmc Business; Techn

717} Fitest Lane; Ste 700

.Dnllns-, T 52 30

dhwle@muh-mht Gom
l

: o
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‘Rep of AT&T

Diane C.. Iglesms

The Southern. New: Englind Tf:]ephunc Cnmn
E)t) Crimge St

S Floor .

New Haveir, CT- 06510

P

Repof MCLEODUSA

Tina: Jo}msor:
'chuiaww Manager

McLaodUSA Telecommunications Semces.
.One Mnnba s Way,
Hiawatlia, JA 52233
By

‘Repof TW TELECOM DATA’ SERVICBS
"Réchelie Jones
-bemor'Vscn President Rezulatorv
“TW Telétom.Data Services; LLC

14 Wali: S;rec! 9th Floer

HNew York, NY 0005

P
“roshelle:jones@nwielegom.com

Rep of SPEC’I‘RO’I’BL INC.
"Vansssa Leon

‘Diector of Regulatory.
Specn'etcl Ing. -

P.O. Box 339

‘Neptune, NI 07754

P

vanessa. leon@ispectrotal.com

Rep of ARC NETWORKS; INC. D/B/A INF
Adam Lewis

- “Regilafory
AR .C. Nétworks, Inc. dib/a Infoﬂip.hwa'v
-173 Pinelgwn Romt
"Mulvillc. NY 11747

Rep of ACN COMMUNICATION SERVIC]
Lisa Ledotte’

Regnlatory

. ACN Cominuanization Serv,, lic:

‘100 Progress Place

LConcord, NC  28025-2449

P

Prepared by:  Sharon D. Perez

14 =Intervenor

Las Vegas, NV
P

!

TS = T Be Served

Rep of COMMPARTNERS, LLC
Carol Lisowskl.

Regitifatory Comipliance Aggistant

: ConmPariners, e
83508 Durango Drive, Suite 200
gol13

-glisqwski@gcommpartnersconpect.com

Repof BUDGET PREPAY, ING.

-ArihorL, Ma,w,ee
.'Comptmifeﬂ}legu!ﬂtm

‘Budget PrePay, Tne., &/b/a Budget Phione LK
1325 Baiksdale Blvd.

1S'uﬂe 200 ) )
Bossier'City, LA 71 11:4600

P

"Rep of: UGN

..lonaﬂ!an s. Mamshhan

Helein & Mmashh.an 1LC
j ChumBndgeRoad
301

MeLean, VA 22102
P

Rep¢ or BELLSOUTH LOWG DISTANCE, I
“Thoknig P Margavxu

-Senior Consultant Regilitory Operations
* Bell Soiuh Long Distance Inc.

675 West Peachfroo: Suite 17521
Aﬂmta. GA- 30375 .

T.Amssso@xmcqm

‘Rep of CONSUMER CELLUAR, INC.;
- John Marick

-Predident. |
_Comsyier Celbiar, Inc.

7204 SW Dirham Road, Suite:300
Portlandi OR 97224

P

‘Rep'of MASSCOMM. ING.

Darren R. Mass

“MassComm, Inc.-

65 Broadiway

‘Suite- 180%

Hew York, NY: 10006
P

dmngsRIMassconBErOUp. com

Page 4

PC - Participait

Rep of ERNEST COMMUNICATIONS

5275 *rnmm Parkway, Suite 150
Norgmss. GN 30092
P
pinasters, }arq':smmup.wm
}
Rep of NAVIGATOR TELECOMMUNICA
Mr. Michaal Mcﬁilsur

-General (..uumel

Navigaror Te[ecummumcuttons. LLC
8525 R.werwaod Park Drive

- PG Box 13860

North Linfe Rock, AR 72113-9860
P :

P i
_mike@navtel| .

Rep of MUR;J'HA CULLINA.
Paul McCary | Esqr-

Muriha’ Culluia LLE:
CityPlaceT- E:

185 Asylam Strecl. 291k floor
Hnﬂfot‘d. C:"i‘E 06I03—3469

bmmm@hm:{tﬂsa!aw.com_

Rep of° OUALITY TELEPHONE, INC.
Frank M

Premdmt ;

Quality 'I‘Elc;?:\onef

600N Pearl’

“Suite 104 ;
,Dallas”l‘X 1520!

ﬂncgevem@dieimhena COMt

‘Rep of’ GL.OBAL CROSSING LOCAL. SER®

Barbara A. MeNeir

. Regalatory Ahalyst

Global Crossing Comparies:
225 Kenntth bnw:

Rochiester, NY 14623
P

[
i
i

Repof ALL COMMUNICA’HONB, NG

-Meredith Mel
Director, Staté Govmunem Affuirs,

Alltel Camminications, Inc..
13560 MorrisiRbad”

_Alphnrem. G{\ 30004,
-Vmcred" th.mefvm@alﬁclcom
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Rep of MCGRAW. CONMUNICATIONS, T

Sadia Mendez

Product Deplovmmt & Rczulatow Complmm
McGraw. Commupications. Inc.

-.228 East 45t St,

New. York, NY 007

P

smenden@mcmwgpm-m

Ren of KMCDATA
James Mertz

V. B: Goveraiherit Affairs
;Hyparcube Lnc
Bldg. 300 Suite 330
5300 Oakbmok Parkway
Norcross, GA 30093

P

James, Menz{inhypermahﬁ:i!}:;ngim

Repof PAE] n-:CGOMMlmlCATu‘JNS. e
Judy Mcssenm
‘Repuldrory & Taiiff Analyst
PasTed Cnmmmuca.lmns_ thet
ZOne PacTec Plaza
-ﬁe{) Wlllowbrook Office Park

Fa!mﬂﬂ. NY l‘HSQ

vwdv.messcng@pmtc.c.mm

Rep of COMCAST PHONE OF CONNECT]
_l.JsaL Mogha

.Mmug:r}Rem:imorv

“Comicast Phone of Cobnecticut d/bla Comcam
1500 Market'St., 34E

Phllaﬂelphw. PA 19102

y:N

Rone,

“Rep of CONNEC'HCGT BROADBAND, LI
Brad N. Mormdschein, Esq.:

Pullmdn & Gomley, LLC

90 State House Sauare

'Hartford CT 56103

P

‘brrondschein(@pulicon.cam

‘Repof COX CQNNEC’I’ICUT 'I‘ELCOM L..
Deborah Montaharo

-Regulatory Affairs Anatyst

-CoX Conpecticut Telgom, L.LE. d/ia Cox €
Y. Mumhy. Highway:

"West Warwick,-RI  02893:

P

deborab, montansrof@eox.com

Prepared by: ~ Sharon D. Peréz.
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Rep of NEUTRALTANDEM

:Rlchard Monto; Esa:
General Counsel

Neutral Tardein

~Ohe Sputh Wacker Drive, Suite 2007
‘Chwago. 1L - 60606

montq@neqtmlim:dqm.cnm_

Rsp of TOTAL ‘CALL MOBDLE NG,

~Joan Morin:

Comnlsmte Manaper

Wationwide Regulitoty Complisnge, LLC:
orw Mic;'uganAvgnuc, Ytk Floor
Knlamnm Ml 49007

51m@nanmmdﬂeguhwmumhaucc LOm

Ren of BANDWIDTH COM
M. David Morken

:Regulatotv
“Bandwidth.com”
4081 Weston Parkwoy, Sufte wo

C'ary‘NG 275 13

) dnwrkm@bandwidtlwom

Ray of A.MERICAN FIBER. S\’S’I’EMS fN(
"Michael I 'Nighan

ViB-of Legl & Repilatory/Security
American Fiber Systers, tae.

104 Meridian Ceritre, Sujté 250

-Rochester Ny Mﬁw

P

-muighani@sfsmetworks.com

Rep of RGT U’I'ILE'['{ES OF CONMECTICE
‘Ribert Paul :
“Vice Presidentand Corporité-Counsel

RGT Utilities of Connecticnt; Ine,

1221 Avenvs.of the Ameficas

3rd Floor

New Yok, NY 10620

R?aui@RG'l‘s com
Rep of SYNIVERSE TECHNOLOGIES

-Cena Paxton, Fsg.

Syniverse Téchnologfes hic:
8125 Higkwoods Palm Way
Tampa, FL. 33647-1776

P

cena paxton(@synivirse,com, davidrobinson@

91

Page 75

PC- 'Pnrﬁeiimm—

Rep-of DPUC CONSULTANT
Pamck Phwp

TPUC. Cansultaist

3504 Sundaige Drive
Snmmﬁeld. IL 62711

TS

pphmps@qslgonsultmz.com'
|
Rep of NELN I‘RAL 1 AND}',M NY.
Chierle Phocn]x
Murtha’ Eullu}a LLP
CityPlage 1. |
185 Asvlum Stmet
Hmfnrd CT 06&03—3459

tnhnbnm@mmmlmv com

Rep 6f ATC bU'Tqun‘ DAS, LLG
Mr: Davud Plcrcu

Director ! o

ATC Outdoos DAS; LLE

4p0 Regericy Forést Brive

Suite 300 |

Carv Ne 27’513

dqwd pame@mncnmnmwer cony, janaewallt

Rep of ﬂQMpéST PHONE
JohnA: Poskeart, Esg.
Rabinson & Qﬁla. LLe-
hnmtc;nl Ccm;e

695 East Mala Stréet
Stamfnrd, cr 089042305

meakeann.rctnm

Rep of YOU(‘ HIOGHENY'
Paul Posner
Prcs:dent
Yonghmﬂwny Communjcafions Northeast, L.
2819 NW. Lm.?n 410

Sanmltomo. TX 78230

Regulatory Affuirs
WOW Co ficatians
.0 Bo 6430

Carol Smm.n, 0197

-Date:’ -Diecember 1,;2009
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P=Punty IN=lptorvenor-  “TS=To Be Served

Rep 6F ADVANCED COR?OKA’I‘E NETWi Rep of YMAX COMMUNICATIONS, COR Rep of” NEUTRAL TANDEM.

Roald Ru.htanch MF. Petm' Rukso- Eriin. Selirantz,
Secretarv/Remilatory CFQ: o Tennet & Blogk, LEP

Advaniced Corporats NWarkmg, Ine. YMax Communicativfis €arp. 330:N.-Wabnosh:Avenue, Sufte. 4700
192 Naugatuck Ave., : P.0. Box.6785 cmcago IL 60611

Miiford, CT. "06460. West Palm Beach; FL -33405-6785

P T i s&thramz@kw:r-cqm
rom@dipiialbackoffice.comy; TerriK@dizitall  russep(@magiciack.com : i

i

Repof ELANTIC TELECOM, TNC. Rep of YIPES TRANSMISSION, INC; Rep of CABLEVISION LIGHTRATH cr i
. Marguret Ring, Kéreri Saraple Flona Shapochnikoi
" Director Réuldtory. AfHairs Yiped Enterprise Services;Ine: Cablavigion nghmmh CT; Int..
Intellifiber Networks, Int: 114 Sansome St. 111 Stewnrt Avenue
3300 North Pace Boulevard ! 1ih Floo? Bc:hpage, N‘} 1714
Penscols; Fl- 32505 Stn Pranciseo; CA' 94104
P P eshapoch@nablcvmon com,
!
Rep of WILTEL LOCALNETWORK - -Hep of CHARTER FIBERLINK CT-CCQ, L. Rep of ACCESS POINT, INC.
Greg Rogers 'Bem;] Sanders Bariiey R, 5hor;er
Dizector. Stae Repulatory Affairs . Dir. of Lésal & Regulatory Affairs Piesident |
Level 3 Cormunications, LLC Chutter Fiberlitk T - €CO;.L1.C. Aciess Point.; Iitis:
1025 Eldorado Blvd: 12405 Powersciirt-Dr: : 1100 Crescénl Geeais, Suige 109
Broomfleld; CO- 80021 St Louis, MU '63131-3674 Cary, NC 2151 1
P ' P P
‘rogelio.pena@level3.com: CFL.Refulatoryfichartercom, com chiristifia prasi nr@zccesspoﬁzime‘com
| 5
“Witliam J, ooy . "Rep 6F ABOVENET COMMUNICATIONS:  Rep of '_couuacmg:m DATANET, LLC
Geperdl Obunse] Jilk Sndfprd " Michag] Shui o
Global NAPS, Inc. Senior AtlorneyfRdgiﬂntnrv © GEO/Pragide c,c.mlutory
"BY Acoess . AbbveNet Camriimications; Ine. Counectitut Datoblet, LLC
Nomnod,MA 02062 ‘360 Hamilton AVenze - © - &0 Hudson Viilley DataNet
Whité Plains, NY * 10601 900 Conporaté Bivd..
-wroonw@gwns.nmn : R Newburgh, NY 12550
: mshuinﬁ(ﬂlig}llnwercom
‘Rep of CCG CGMMUNICT JONS LLC Rep of CTCLEC, LG = C Reg:of CA.PI‘IAL TELECGM MUNICATIO!
Matthew Roth. M. Richard Scarinci. Stephen Sped:
Sr. DiréctorfRegulatary CTCLEC, LLC: Capital Taiecbmmummuons Ing;.
CCG Communications-L.LC, 109 Poningo'Street /0 Starvox
2321 ‘Walnut'St., Sufte 1707 ‘Parichester, NY" 10573 25 Crescent Ijrrve Srite &
Newion, MA 02460 P ‘Pléagant HillICA 945235508
P “Bacp21@abl som, eteleclIc@adloom P b ‘
telesales@ecuiné.com’ . : servicefijcaplel.com kdickson@staryox.car
Rep of NEXTEL COMMUNICA' TIONSING -James- Scheltemna: Rep of BUDGET PREPAY; INC,
Mardin €. Rothfélder :Diretior of Regulatory Affairs. " Kéillah.Spell:
Regulatoiy/Security, “Global NAPs, Int -Compliance: Analysi
Rothfelder Stern, L.L.C. 1311 Bast La Kua Sirect Law Offices of Lanee J. M. Steinhart
625 Central Avenue- - Penacoln, FL.. 3250F 3100 Curiiberjerid Blvd., Sirite 500"
W&'sfﬁ‘cld_, NI 07090 P Atnita, GA. 0339
P jscheltemal@ridps-com P
mtidthfeldert@rolhfelderstern.com: S o

Prepared by:. Sharon D.Perez g 109 Date: Decembir 1, 2009
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P=Party JN'= Intervenor- TS = To'Be Served PC.- Paw'ucipanti

Rep of DPUC CONSULTANT ch of VANCO DIRECT l_FSA1 LLC Rep, of FOC{\L COMMUNECATIONS COR
Michasf $tarkey - Daigy Vats: Focal Conmy iohs Corp.
DPUC Consultant Chief Extecigtive Offices: ) National Gpe Center
243 Dartlenne Farmas Drive’ Vineo Diréct USA ALT 1565 E. Algohaiin Rd..
Cotileville, M0 63304 200 Wacker Drive. Asiingfon Helghis; 1L 60007
™ Suite 1200 ) P '
nisfrakey(@gsiconsulting com Chicara. 1L 60606 ‘néneg:

P - .

By vats@vanco-us.com
Rep of RELTANT COMMUNICATIONS, I Rep of SBOSNET Rep of EASTON TELECOM SERVICES, L
Chiris Stein . Debor@h A, Verhil, Esq. Easton l'elec-)m Serv:ces LLG
PresideatRégulstory ATET Counecticut 3046 Breckiville Kd..
Rahan( Commuhications:Inc. 310.Qrange Street, 8ih Floor Simmit 1§ Umt A
sm !ntcmutlmml Parkway. S!h Ffuur 8&1 Floor Richfeid, OH 4428&:
Lake Mary, . 32746 New Haven, CT 06510 B

P .
mm@dmnmionhmmgmwmm . atrcdnmectlcutservieslisy@att.com,
Rep of; RNK, !NC T/B/ARNK TELECOM  Rep of "AT&T :
Michdcl Tenoie - Deberah A. Vighil- :
Seniof Counsel & Regulatory Analyst Genemal Aftorney
RNK; ‘g, dibfa RNK Telodom: ATZT Services, Inc.
333 Elm Streel o 310 Orange- Street
Dedham, MA 02026 Néw Haven, GT 06510
F ' P
mtengre@mkcont.cant attconnestitutservicelist@att.com

‘Rep of OMNIPOINT COMMUNICATIONS
’ Mu:heht‘I?tc:n'nn.'a:f Esq

Senior Corpordte Counscl, State Régulatory. &
T= Mubile'USA Iric.

12920 SE 38th Stjeet

Be!!wu’c Wa: 56006 -
P

Micheéle. Thomas@T-Mobile.com

Ren of COVODA LLC
~ Mark Thomas'
CEO/President.
Covoda LG
‘36 Green Hill Lang
Chieshire.- CT 6410
P
miti@covoda.gom

“Rep of OCC

“William Valles

Office of Consumer Counsel.
16 Frenklin Square:

‘New 8ritnin; CT 06051

P

william. valleef@et pov.

Prepdced by:  Sharon' D, Pedez

" Ric

.l!yncb@mcomlawyms.com

‘CommPariners, LLCd b.a. CP- Télco, LLC
8350 S Durango Drivé, Suite 200
Lag Vegas, NV- 89113

7 :

‘clisowskif@commpartersconpect.cdm

Rep of CHOICE ONE COMMUNMICATION
hard Whecler

. Directar of Régulatory Compimnce

Oné Communlcations.

5 Walt Street

Burlmmon, MA 01303

R%ee!er@Oq@Commmﬁqziﬁpns._cqm |

Rep. of IPCNETWORK SERVICES, INC.
Thimas Lyncl & Assocunes

The Crashy Bmldmg, Suite 104

705 Melvin:Aveniic.

Annapal:s. MD 21a0]

Ren'of COMMPARTNERS: LLC

|
192 Date: ‘Decembbr 1, 2009



