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Re: Core Communications, Inc. v. XO Communications, Inc.
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Motion for Admission of Exhibits with regard to the above-referenced matter. Copies have been
served in accordance with the attached Certificate of Service.
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Deanne M. O’Dell, Esq.
DMO/Iww

cc: Hon. Kandace Melillo {(w/enc)
Cert. of Service {(w/enc)
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Core Communications, Inc.

v. . Docket No. C-2009-2133609

XO Communications, Inc.

NOTICE TO PLEAD
To:
Pamela C. Polacek, Esq. Harry N. Malone, Esq.
Shelby A. Linton-Keddie, Esq. Devine, Millimet & Branch
McNees Wallace & Nurick 111 Ambherst Street
100 Pine Street Manchester, NJ 03101
PO Box 1166 hmalone@devine Millimet

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
ppolack@mwn.com
skeddie@mwn.com

Attorneys for XO Communications, Inc.

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.103(b) you are hereby notified to file a written response to
the enclosed Motion within twenty (20} days from service hereof or a judgment may be entered
against you.

Respectfully submitted,

M/MOQM

R EC E | VE D Deanne M. O'Dell, Esq.

Attorney 1D No. 81064

MAY 9 201 Eckert Seamans Chi:hrin & Mellott, LLC
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 213 Market Street 8™ FI,
SECRETARY'S BUREAU PO Box 1248

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1248
717.255.3744

Dated: May 9, 2011



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Core Communications, Inc.

v. . Docket No. C-2009-2133609
X0 Communications, Inc. ; R EC E ' VED
MAY g 2914
MOTION OF CORE COMMUNICATIONS, INC,
FOR ADMISSION OF EXHIBITS PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.103, 5.351, 5.403, 5.404, Core Communications, Inc.
(“Core”) respectfully requests that Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Kandace F. Melillo admit

into the record the following exhibits:

. Core Cross Examination Exhibit No. 5, which is a copy of a discovery response
provided by XO Communications Services, Inc. (“X0") to Core, a copy of which
was unavailable at the time of the hearing.

. BLM-23 which was marked for identification on May 3, 2011 but admission of
the exhibit was taken under advised by ALJ Melillo.

° BLM-24 and BLM-25 which were prepared in response to ALJ Melillo’s
inquiries and requests for updated factual information during the May 3, 2011
hearing.

In support of this Motion for Admission of Exhibits (“Motion”), Core states as follows:

Background

1. Core filed a Formal Complaint against and XO on September 23, 2009. In its
Complaint, Core alleges that XO has failed to pay Core for Core's termination of XQ's intrastate
telecommunications traffic. Following the denial of its preliminary objections, XO filed an
Answer and New Matter. Core filed a Reply to XO's New Matter on January 25, 2010.

2. The hearing on Core’s complaint was held on May 3, 2011. On behalf of Core,

the written direct testimony of Bret L. Mingo identified as Core St. No. 1 and the surrebuttal
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written testimony of Mr. Mingo identified as Core St. No. 1-SR were admitted into the record.
Attached to the testimony of Core and admitted into the record were Exhibit Nos. BLM -1
through BLM-22. Also admitted into the record on behalf of Core were Core Cross Examination
Exhibit Nos. 1-4. As discussed further below, during the hearing, the parties agreed to admit an
XO discovery response as Core Cross Examination Exhibit No. 5 which was to be provided
subsequently by Core. Core also offered a 17-page exhibit containing excerpts from Core’s
Main Brief in another Commission proceeding involving its interconnection agreement
arbitration with Embarq. The exhibit was marked BLM-23 and ALJ Melillo took its admission
under advisement. Finally, in response to questioning from ALJ Melillo, Core agreed to provide
two additional exhibits, which are pre-marked BLM-24 and BLM-25 and discussed further
below.

3. On behalf of XO, the written rebuttal testimony of Gary Case and Richard
Jackson identified at XO St. No. 1-R was admitted into the record on May 3, 2011. Attached to
the written testimony and also admitted into the record were XO Exhibit Nos. 1-4. Subsequently
by letter dated May 6, 2011, XO provided six additional exhibits numbered 5-10 which consist
of various documents from other Commission proceedings which ALJ Melillo admitted into the
record on May 3, 2011.

4. Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.431(a), ALJ Melillo directed that the record remain
open pending a ruling on the admissibility of the additional information the parties were directed
to submit and upon consideration of any objections/clarifications from the other party. See 52

Pa. Code § 5.431(a).
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5. As discussed further below, Core requests that ALJ Melillo grant this motion and
admit Core Cross Examination Exhibit No. 5 and Core Exhibit Nos. BLM-23 through 25 into the

record.

Core Cross Examination Exhibit No. 5: X0O’s Response to Discovery

6. Attached is a pre-marked copy of Core Cross Examination Exhibit No. 5 which
consists of XO’s response to Core Set 11-6 as well as Exhibit Core 11-6 provided in response to
Core’s discovery question.

7. During Core’s cross examination of XO Witnesses Case and Jackson at the
hearing, reference was made to this information provided by XO in discovery. As indicated on
the proposed exhibit, the discovery response was prepared by XO Witness Case and Witness
Case was given the opportunity to respond, explain or clarify XO’s response during cross
examination. The proposed exhibit is an exact copy of the information that was provided by XO
to Core in discovery. Agreement was reached by counsel at the hearing that the discovery
response could be admitted into the record. Since copies of the exhibit were not available at the
hearing, however, Core agreed to submit it for admission as part of this Motion.

8. Therefore, Core respectfully requests that ALJ Melillo grant this motion to admit

proposed Core Cross Examination Exhibit No. 5 into the record of this proceeding.

Exhibit BLM-23

9. Attached is a pre-marked copy of Core proposed Exhibit BLM-23 which is a 17-
page exhibit containing excerpts from Core’s Main Brief in another Commission proceeding
involving its interconnection agreement arbitration with Embarq. See /n re: Petition of Core

Communications, Inc.; Petition of Core Communications Inc. for Arbitration of Interconnection
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Rates, Terms and Conditions with the United Telephone Company of Pennsylvania d/b/a
Embark, Docket No. A-310922F7002 (decision pending) (Core/Embarg ICA Arbitration).

10. Exhibit BLM-23 was identified for the record during the May 3, 2011 hearing but
a decision on its admission was taken under advisement.

11.  In XO Statement No. 1-R, XO referenced Core’s Supplemental Comments from
the Core/Embarg ICA Arbitration. Subsequently, ALJ Melillo requested that the Comments be
produced and admitted into the record of this proceeding. By letter dated May 6, 2011, XO
provided the Comments as Exhibit No. 10. Core’s request at the hearing that admission of
Exhibit No. 10 be conditioned on the admission of Exhibit BLM-23 was taken under advisement.

12. The excerpts from Core’s Main Brief in the Core/Embarg ICA Arbitration
proceeding make clear that the context in which Core’s statements arose was the issue of so-
called “VNXX traffic,” calls which are locally dialed and which originate and terminate in the
same LATA, although in different exchange areas. Proposed Exhibit BLM-23 provides a fuller
understanding the issues before the Commission in the Core/Embarg ICA Arbitration so that the
subsequent comments of Core, labeled as XO Exhibit 10, are placed into the appropriate context
when deciding the issues relevant in this proceeding.

13.  The excerpts contained in BLM-23 were also included in the record of Core’s
complaint proceeding against AT&T as an attachment to the Answer of Core to AT&T’s Motion
to Dismiss Formal Complaint. See Core Communications, Inc. v. AT&T Communications of PA,
LLC and TCG Pittsburgh, Inc., Docket Numbers C-2009-2108186 and C-2009-2108239
(decision pending). XO has provided several documents, including Core’s written testimony and
the hearing transcript, from the AT&T proceeding to be admitted into the record of this

proceeding.
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14.  To the extent the admission into the record of one document from a lengthy and
complex interconnection arbitration proceeding between Core and Embarq bars Core from either
placing the arbitration in the proper context by referencing other relevant documents from that
proceeding, Core requests that its motion be granted and BLM-23 be admitted into the record of

this proceeding.

Exhibit BLM-24

15. Attached is a pre-marked copy of Core proposed Exhibit BLM-24 which sets
forth the number of Core’s current Internet service provider (“ISP™) customers and Voice over
Internet Protocol (“VoIP”) customers.

16.  Asexplained by Core Witness Mingo, “Core has traditionally focused on the
provision of telecommunications and regulated serves to dial-up ISPs . . [but] also offers services
to VolP providers.” Core St. No. 1 at 2. Core Witness Mingo further explained that the both
customers are treated the same for purposes of intercarrier compensation owed to Core for
terminating traffic to these customers. /d.

17. In rebuttal, XO seems to argue that the “type” of customers served by Core is
somehow relevant to XO’s non-payment of Core’s invoices. XO Statement No. 1-R at 6-7. In
support of its position, XO Exhibit No 1 contains two discovery responses from Core stating the
Core has approximately 55 ISP and 5 non-ISP business customers in Pennsylvania. XO Exhibit
No. | at XO-CORE-1-37 and 1-39. Core refuted XO’s premise regarding the relevancy of
Core’s “type” of customers in its surrebuttal testimony. Core St. No. 1-SR at 5. XO did not
cross-examine Core’s witness.

18. During the hearing, ALJ Melillo asked Core to update its current numbers of ISP

and VolP customers in Pennsylvania. Proposed Exhibit BLM-24 was prepared for this purpose
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and, therefore, Core requests that its motion be granted and proposed Exhibit BLM-24 be

admitted into the record of this proceeding.

Exhibit BLM-25

19.  Attached is a pre-marked copy of Core proposed Exhibit BLM-25 which sets
forth the amount of minutes of use (“MQUs”) sent by XO to Core from June 2004 through April
30,2011 as well as an updated amount due on the invoices that have been submitted to XO for
this time period. This proposed exhibit, at the request of ALJ Melillo, further breaks down the
intrastate MOUs into: (a) non-locally dialed MOUs (or “Intra Toll MOUs”); and, (b) locally
dialed MOUs (or “Local MOUs™).

20. As explained in its written testimony, XO sends Core intrastate traffic and Core
invoices XO for this traffic pursuant to its intrastate switched access Pa. PUC Tariff No. 4. Core
St. No. 1 at 10, 12. The amount of the invoices that had been sent by Core to XO through
December 12, 2010 are identified in Exhibit BLM-14. Regarding XO’s claims that “the traffic at
issue in this case is locally-dialed non-toll traffic,” Core Witness Mingo explained:

whether or not any of the XO Indirect Traffic is locally-dialed
would only be relevant if XO were willing to enter into a TEA to
implement reciprocal compensation under section 251(b)(5) of the
Act — which XO has steadfastly refused to do. As a matter of
fact, much of the [Carrier Identification Code] CIC 5119 traffic is
and has been locally-dialed, although a growing proportion of it is
rated as long-distance, based on the [Calling Party Number] CPN
and the dialed number. The ancillary question of whether or not
XO charged its subscribers a toll in connection with any of that
traffic (locally-dialed or otherwise) is a complete mystery, since
XO will not tell us one way or the other. The CIC 5607 traffic
comes to us without any CPN, which makes it impossible for us to

determine whether it is interstate, intrastate, or locally-dialed.

Core St. No. I-SR at 7.
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21. At the hearing on May 3, 2011, ALJ Melillo requested that the intrastate MOUs
be further broken down into the “locally-dialed” MOUSs and the “non-locally dialed” MOUs.
While Core proffered an exhibit — marked in the record as Core Exhibit No. 1 — showing this
breakdown, ALJ Melillo ultimately ruled that the exhibit would not be admitted because of
concerns that information included in the document was shared among the parties in the context
of settlement discussions. Rather than admit the proffered exhibit, ALJ Melillo requested that
Core submit a new exhibit consistent with the on-the-record discussion seeking (a) a break-out
on a monthly basis between local and non-local Pennsylvania minutes received indirectly from
X0 and associated charges and (b) a tabulation of Core’s final claim in this proceeding against
XO0.

22 Proposed Exhibit BLM-25 is consistent with the request made by ALJ Melillo and
provides updated information regarding the MOUs sent by XO to Core between June 2004 and
April 30, 2011. The first five pages of the exhibit address XO’s CIC 5119. Pages one through
three of the exhibit provide the invoice numbers submitted to XO, identify the amounts paid by
X0 and show that a total of $96,637.31 with late charges remains outstanding for CIC 5119.
The invoices submitted as identified in this chart are consistent with Core’s primary theory of
this case that all the intrastate MOU s sent by XO to Core should be paid pursuant to Pa. PUC
Tariff No. 4. Core St. No. 1 at 19.

23. Pages four and five of proposed Exhibit BLM-25, list the same MOUs invoiced
by Core but break them down by “Intra Toll” and “Local” based on the calling party’s telephone
number and the dialed party’s telephone number. For the “Local” MOUs, the amount due is
calculated based on the Commissin’s approved tandem reciprocal compensation rate of

$0.002439 per MOU. This is consistent with Core’s alternate theory that — the extent the
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Commission concludes that another rate other than Core’s tariff should be applied to the locally-
dialed MOUs, — the $0.002439/MOU rate derived by the Commission using the Total Element
Long Run Incremental Cost (“TELRIC”) methodology should be applied. Core St. No. 1 at 21.
After applying the TELRIC rate to the “local MOUs,” a total amount due for local charges with
late fees is $7,253.47, while the total amount due for the remaining “Intra Toll” MOUs with late
charge is $31,236.06 which is consistent with Core’s tariffed rate elements.

24, Pages six and seven of the exhibit address XO’s CIC 5607. As set forth in the
record, traffic associated with CIC 5607 does not provide the calling party’s number and,
therefore, does not permit Core to determine whether these calls are locally-dialed or not. Core
St. No. [ at 5. In this situation, Core invoiced XO pursuant Pa. PUC Tariff No. 4 for all traffic
from CIC 5607 terminated to Core’s Pennsylvania customers. As set forth on page seven of
BLM-25, XO owes Court a total of $51,941.97, including late charges for this traffic.

25. Proposed Exhibit BLM-25 provides the calculation of how much is due and
owing through April 30, 2011 based on the MOUs that have been sent by XO to Core through
that date and consistent with both Core’s primary theory and alternate theory of the case
regarding the local MOUs. XO receives monthly invoices from Core identifying the amount of
intrastate MOUs it has received. As XO Witnesses explained during cross-examination, they
have the ability to audit these MOUs on a monthly basis and the only audit of such invoices
appears to be that provided in discovery which Core seeks to have admitted herein as Core Cross
Examination Exhibit No. 5. Moreover, as also acknowledged during the hearing, Core’s
breakdown of intrastate MOUSs between locally-dialed and non-locally traffic has also been
provided informally to XO. Finally, XO has had access to the call detail records Core receives

from the Verizon tandem since the parties first began discussing payment for XQO’s traffic. XO
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could have audited the MOUSs at any time during this period and broken out the local MOUs
using the same methodology Core has employed for purposes of this exhibit.

26. For all these reasons, Core requests that this motion be granted and proposed
Exhibit BLM-25 be admitted into the record.

Conclusion

27. Admitting the documents into evidence will ensure that the record in this
proceeding is complete. Good cause is shown for admission of each of the above-described
exhibits because they serve to clarify inquiries made by ALJ Melillo and/or XO. See 52 Pa.
Code §§ 5.351, 5.404. It s in the public interest that the record in this proceeding be complete in
that it will aid the ALJ and the Commission in reaching a reasoned decision in this proceeding.

28. Each of the above-described exhibits constitute competent and material evidence.
See 52 Pa. Code § 5.403 (control of receipt of evidence by presiding officer).

29.  The admission of the above-described exhibits will not prejudice XO. All of the
information provided in the documents has been shared with XO through discovery, the public
record of other proceedings, Core’s testimony or in the invoices sent from Core to XO. This
proceeding was initiated in September 2009 and, since that time, XO has had ample opportunity
through discovery, its testimony and/or cross-examination, to verify or seek further clarification

of the facts underlying this proceeding.
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WHEREFORE, for all the foregoing reasons, Core respectfully requests that this Motion be
granted and the above-referenced exhibits be admitted into the record of this proceeding and

placed into the exhibit folder.

Respectfully submitted,

QMN MOM

Deanne M. O'Dell, Esquire

Attorney ID # 81064

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, L1.C
213 Market Street, 8th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101

(717) 255-3744 (phone)

(717) 237-6019 (fax)
dodell@eckertseamans.com

Christopher Van de Verg, Esq.
Admitted Pro Hac Vice
General Counsel

Core Communications, Inc.
209 West Street, Suite 302
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Tel (410) 216-9895

Fax (410) 216-9867
chris@coretel.net

Dated: May 9, 2010 Attorneys for Core Communications, Inc.
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CORE I1-5.

CORE I1-6.

Core Cross Examination Exhibit No..5 .

, XO COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES INC.'S RESPONSES
TO CORE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES

AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTIONS OF DOCUMENTS -

DATED MARCH 4, 2011
DOCKET NO. C-2009-2133609

Please refer to XO Statement 1-R at 9, specifically the statement “Without an
applicable tariff or traffic exchange agreement between the parties, the default
compensation scheme is bill-and-keep.” Please set forth all the legal and/or
industry basis upon which XO relied as support for this statement.

X0 OBJECTION:

XO objects to this Interrogatory through the incorporation of the General
Objections and further on the grounds that it is argumentative. The Reply
Testimony speaks for itself.

XO RESPONSE:

Subject to and without waiving these objections, XO responds that, in addition to
FCC authority as indicated in Response XO-CORE-2-2, Core’s Tariff PA P.U.C.
No. 4 provides that “Mutual Traffic Exchange” is a “‘compensation arrangement
between certified local exchange service providers where local exchange service
providers pay each other ‘in kind’ for terminating local exchange traffic on the

_ other's network.”

Furthermore, Core has produced no evidence of any agreement or tariff that
would obligate XO to any arrangement other than bill-and-keep for the traffic at
issue.

XO reserves the right to rely on other support in its legal bricfs.

RESPONDENT: Richard Jackson, Director, National Telce Audit
Gary Case, Director, Carrier Billing and ""zaffic

Please refer to XO Statement 1-R at 10 — (a) Define “local transit traffic” and (b)
explain how Category 11 records “can be for local transit traffi<™?

XO RESPONSE:

(a) 1 ocal transit traffic” is local exchange traffic that is roited through a
Verizon tandem switch from one non-Verizon LEC to asiother non-
V.rizon LEC. .

(b) Please refer to Exhibit Core I1-6 accompanying these res jonses, which
lisis Code 1 (local) calls termirated to Core from XO on & sample date of
Feruary 23, 2011, Columns A through AS are taken fror the text of
C.tegory i1 records that were provided by Core on March 21, 2011.
Columns AU through BK are data from XO’s records maiching each call.
Core Column Y (“MsgType”) znd XO Column BA (“AMA™) indicate that

4




CORE I1-7,

CORE 11-8.

(a)
(b)

X0 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES INC.’S RESPONSES

TO CORE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES
AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTIONS OF DOCUMENTS

DATED MARCH 4, 2011

DOCKET NO. C-2009-2133609

that the call is a Type 1, or local, call. Accordingly, local calls are
included in Category 11 records, and thus such records do not necessarily
establish that at call is non-local.

RESPONDENT: Gary Case, Director, Carrier Billing and Traffic

Please refer to XO Statement 1-R at 10 — Please provide all the legal and/or
industry basis upon which XO relied to support the statement that “the CIC does
not nor is it intended to identify jurisdiction of the traffic.”

XO RESPONSE:

Carrier Identification Codes (“CIC”) are, as the name implies, for identification
purposes and do not indicate the jurisdiction of the call. As indicated in Section
1.3 of the CIC Assignment Guidelines, “CICs are assigned to entities that
purchase FGB or FGD access, FGB translation access or LECs or Billing and
Collections Clearinghouses.” (emphasis supplied).

The CIC Assignment Guidelines are publicly available at
http://www.atis.org/inc/incguides.asp

RESPONDENT: Richard Jackson, Director, National Telco Audit
Gary Case, Director, Carrier Billing and Traffic

Please refer to XO Statement 1-R at 17 - Describe the terms of the “implicit”
understanding between XO and other CLECs that “XO does not pay any other
CLEC for the exchange of local traffic in Pennsylvania.”

Explain when and how these unde:standings were developed and provide any and
all supporting documents.

Are these understandings based on the theory that the traffic is roughly balanced
traffic between XO and the other CLEC?

X0 OBJECTION:

XO objects to this Interrogatory thrcugh the incorporation of the General
Objections and further on the grouruls that it is argumentative and vexatious.
“Implicit” means what it says and tae Reply Testimony speaks for itself.
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Issne 8:

VNXX traffic and other rating issues (VOIP)

Core’s Best Offer Lanpuage:

Discussion:

Core proposes adding the following language to Embarqg's proposal at § 55.3:

“Reciprocal Compensation for Section 251(b)(5) Traffic.

The Party originating Section 251(b)(5) Traffic shall compensate the terminafing
Party for the transport and termination of such traffic to its Cuslomer in accordance
with Section 251(b)(5) of the Act at the equal and symmetrical rates stated in the

Pricing Attachment.”
Core proposes to modify Embarg's proposed § 55.5 to read as follows:

“Compensation for the termination of 1ol fraffic and the origination of 800 fraffic
between the interconnecting parties shall be based on the applicabfe access
charges in accordance with FCC and Commission Rufes and Regulations and
consistent with the provisions of Part F of this Agreement.” o>

Core proposes deleting Embarg’s proposed § 55.6 and replacing it with the
following fanguage:

“The determination of whether a call is ol traffic shall be based on a comparison
of the originating and terminating NPA-NXXs associated with the call.”

Core proposes deleting Embarg’s § 55.7. with no.proposed replacement language.

This issue involves the proper classification of virtual NXX or “VNXX” traffic

for intercarrier compensation purposes.” VNXX traffic is traffic that is rated and routed

as “local” or non-toll traffic based on the NPA-NXX combinations of the dialing number

and the dialed number, even though the call path may cross over the geographic

boundanes of the incumbent LEC’s local calling area. The Commission has found that:

With VNXX service, a customer can obtain a telephone number from a
NXX code that i1s associated with a rate center or local calling area in

- whuch they are not physically located. This type of arrangement or service
has been referred to as “virtual” NXX because the customer has only a
virtual presence, as opposed to a physical presence, in the local calling

79 Prehearing Memorandum of the United Telephone Company (May 22, 2006), at 8.
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arca based solely on the use of the assigned NXX code for that local

calling area.®

Core’s position is that all intralLATA traffic, whether geographically local or VNXX,
should be rated as Section 251(b)(5) Traffic or intraLATA toll traffic based on a
comparisc;n of the NPA-NXX of the calling and called partics.m Similarly, Core’s
position with respect to ISP-bound traffic is that it should be rated as compensable traffic
pursuant to the ISP Remand Order if the NPA-NXX of the calling and called parties fall
within the same local calling area.’? Embarq belicves VNXX traffic should be subject to
originating access charges, not terminating reciprocal compensation charges.® Embarq
believes that the designation of traffic as intralLATA tol] based on the actual geographic
locations of the calling and called parties.® Embarg also proposes that calls using VOIP
technology also be classified based on geographic locations for compensation purposes.ss

a. Voice YNXX Calls Are Compensable Unde_r Section 251(b)(5)

Core’s proposal for voice VNXX calls is clearly consistent with federal law. As
discussed above, under Issue 1, the FCC has defined the scope of traffic that is subject to
reciprocal compensation as all “telecommunications traffic. .. except for
lelecommunications traffic that is interstate or intrastate exchange acccss, information
access, or exchange services for such access.”® In order for Em~b;rq to excise VNXX

traffic from section 251(b)(5), it must demonstrate that VNXX traffic falls within one of

the enumerated exceptions to the rule. And although Embarq argues at various points in

5 Statement of Policy, Generic Investigation Regarding Virtual NXX Codes, Pa. P.U.C, Docket No.

1-00020093 (Order entered Oct. 14, 2005), at 3.
s Core Petition for Arbitration, Appendix 12, at § 55.6, p. 104. See Also Core Exhibit 1, Core Best

Offer, at p. 10.
8 Id. at§ 55.3, p. 104.
& Embarq Exhibit 1, Erobarq Best Offer, at p. 12

B84
Id. .
& Id. at p. 14. See also, Embarg’s Response to Core’s Pelition for Arbitration Appendix 2, at 19-21.

8 47 C.F.R. § 51.701(b).
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this proceeding that VNXX traffic is “"long distance” and therefore subject to “originating
access”, that argument is ultimately undermined by key aspects of its own testimony.

In order for VNXX traffic to be subject to originating access charges, Embarq
would need to prove that this traffic is “exchange access.” The Act defines “exchange
access” as “'the offering of access to telephone exchange services or facilities for the
purpose of the origination or termination of telephone toll services.”®® The Act defines
“télephone toll services” as “telephone service between stations in different exchange
areas for which there is made a separate charge not included in contracts with subscribers
" for exchange service.”® VNXX traffic does not constitute “cxchange access” because
VNXX is offered as a non-toll service out of Core’s local exchange services tariff, a fact
.which is not contested.

Indced, Embarq’s own festimony demonstrates that VINXX traffic is not exchange

access traffic. On cross examination, Embarq witness Mr. Fox admitted that “VNXX

-traffic doesn't follow precisely the access call flow,””” and that “it’s not really fa] clean

model out there.””" That may be something of an understatement. An access call

generally involves three carriers: an originating LEC, an IXC, and a terminating LEC.

The FCC has described the situation thus:

Federal and state access charge rules govern the payments that
interexchange carriers (IXCs) and commercial mobile radio service
(CMRS) providers make to local exchange carriers (LECs) that
originate and ferminate long-distance calls, while the reciprocal
compensation rules established under section 251(b)(5) of the Act

& See, eg., Embarqg Statement 1.0 (Fox Direct Testimony), at 34,
B8 47 U.S.C. § 153(16).
& 47 U.S.C. § 153(48).

%0
Tr., 265
9 Tr., 266 (“Q. So it sounds like you're saying, it sort of fits into the access regime but not really; is

that a fair summary? A. You know, it's not really cleanly — not a real clezn model out there.”)
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generally govern the compensation between telecommunications camers
for the transport and termination of calls not subject to access charges.”

Of course, unlike an access call, a YNXX call involves two LECs and no IXC. Evenif

one could overlook this distinction (and Embarq offers no reason why one should),
application of the access regime to VNXX calls yields absurd results. Without an IXC to
pay the access charges, the originating and lerminating LECs would either bill each other
for the same minutes (in which case the LEC with the higher tariffed per minutc access
rate would receive net compensation). When pressed to explain whether and why Embarq
would not owe Core terminating access charges, Mr. Fox essentially avoided answering
the questioi.” No wonder he was forced to admit that VNXX calls do not really fit
within the access regime “model.”

More troublesome still for Embarqg’s position 1s the report generated by Embarq’s
own Agilent traffic tracking system, which classjfied essentially all of the calls Embarg
has originated to Cofte 1o date as “local.” In his written testimony, Embarq witness Ted
Hart concluded that “only 3.3% of the minutes { ] sent to Core may be considered local
traffic.”” To back up this claim, Mr. Hart also included an Exhibit 1 to his direct
testimony, which purports to classify various NPA-NXX call combinations as “Local” or
“Not Local.” However, on cross examination, Mr. Hart admitted that, in order to classify
the calls as local or non-local, he applied his interpretation of the Embarq retail end user

tariff as well as Embarq’s theory that calls should be rated based on the geographical end

2 Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation
Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92, 20 FCC Rcd. 4685 (rel. Mar. 3, 2005) (“FNPRM"), at { 5.
5 Tr., 265 (Q. Okay. But you're saying that Embarg does not owe Core terminating access? A.

Well, the interesting part is, the VNXX traffic doesn't follow precisely the access call flow. If you look
m my testimony, [ think it's in my direct under Issue 9 area, ] have a definition on there of VNXX taffic.”)

Embargq Staternent 2.0 (Hart Direct Testimony), at 16.
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points.”® Based on his analysis, he manually input the words “Local” and “Not Local”

into each of the rows in the final column of his exhibit.®®

Mr. Hart’s manual inputs, however, are completely undermined by the

report generated by Embarqg’s own Agilent system, whose very purpose (according to

Mr. Hart) is to classify calls for “junsdictional” purposes, i.¢, as local or non-local.”’?

According to the Agilent web site:
The Interconnect Analysis provides US operators with the ability to
jurisdictionalize traffic, making accurate measurements of all calls
entering and leaving the network, even where the network elements are
nol capable of gencrating Call Detail Records (CDRs). It enables precise
measurement of Minutes of Use to and from individual operators and
accurate determination of the points of origination and termination,
cnabling accurate calculation of PIU, PLU and PDU rating factors. This
means that operators can base Reciprocal Compensation arrangements
and access charges on actual inter-carrier traﬂ?c.9

Mr. Hart confirmed that “Agilent is a data warehouse storage system that stores call
detail records related to SS-7 traffic”®® for Embarq, and that the Agilent system is
connected to Embarq’s SS7 signaling sysiem on 24 hours X 7 days per week basis.’®® He
also confirmed that Embarq relies upon Agilent not only for litigation purposes, but also
for ordinary business purposes.'®' Most important, Mr. Hart confirmed that the Agilent
system 1s an effective tool for tracking calls and determining jurisdictionali'ry.'02 The
functionality and accuracy of the Agilent system are highly significant, since the Agilent

report based on Embarg’s SS7 records clearly and unambiguously classifies

substantially all of the traffic sent from Embarq to Core as local trafiic.

% Tr., 197-99.

% Tr., 199,

57 Tr., 203.

:: http-//assureme.comms.agilent.comn/Product/Products.asp?pid=1006. (Emphasis added).
Tr., 199.

10 Tr,, 201.

ol Tr., 203.

102 Tr., 201.
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[BEGIN PROPRIETARY]

103 {ENT) PROPRIETARY]. This report from
Embarg’s own traffic tracking system demonstrates how absurd Embarq’s position really
is. Asthe Agilent reports show, the industry standard is 1o determine a call’s
jurisdictionality by comparing the NPA-NXX: of the calling and the called party.

In any event, the FCC bas slated on numerous occasions that VNXX
arrangements are properly rated as local and are subject to section 251(b)(5) of the Act
for intercarrier compensation purposes, and that such jurisdictional determinations should
be based on a comparison of the NPA-NXXs associated with a call. As one example, in

its Virginia Arbitration Order, the FCC expressly stated that the standard industry

practice is for “carriers [to] rate calls by comparing the originating and terminating NPA-
NXX codes.”'% Indeed, in that proceeding, the FCC agreed that “local traffic” 1s defined

“as “traffic that stays within the local calling area as determined by the NPA-NXX codes

;';: Core Cross Exhibit 4, .
Petition of WorldCom, Inc. Pursuani to Section 252(e)(5) of the Communications Act for

Preemption of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia State Corporation Commission Regarding Interconnection
Disputes with Verizon Virginia Inc., and for Expedited Arbitration, 17 FCC Red. 27039, 1301 (2002)

(“Virginia Arbitration Order”).
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of the calling and called peuiias,”]05 not the physical location. The FCC similarly noted

that “Venzon concedes that NPA-NXX rating 1s the established compensation

mechanism not only for itself, but indusu'y—wide."'oc'

In the Virginia Arbitration Order the FCC determined that use of originating and

terminating NPA-NXX codes is an appropriate meaﬁs for segregating toll traffic, which
is subject 1o state regulation, and local voice and ISP-bound traffic, which respectively
are subject to the sections 251(b)(5) and 201 of the Federal Act and FCC rules.!” To the
extent the NPA-NXXs associated with a call are assigned to the same local calling area, a
call is not “toll.” Rather, the call is rated as either a local voice call under 251(b)(5) of

the Federal Act or as an ISP-bound call under section 201 of the Federal Act using the

“3:1” presumption established by the FCC in its ISP Remand Order. '% Traffic associated
with the same calling area (based on a comparison of NPA-NXX codes) that falls below
the 3:1 ratio is presumptively local, and traffic above the 3:1 ratio is presumptively ISP--
bound. Both forms of traffic, however, are subject to federal law.

Of course, the Virginia Arbitration Order is not the only instance in which the

FCC determined that the jurisdictional nature of a VNXX call is based on a comparison
of relevant NPA-NXX codes. In its landmark decision in Starpower, the FCC similarly
confirmed that it is standard industry practice to rate calls as local or toll based on a
comparison of NPA-NXX codes.'® The FCC has stayed true to its precedence in

Starpower, noting in its 2005 intercarrier compensation FNPRM that

195 Jd a1 264 (characterizing AT&T’s position) and § 266 (adopting AT&T"s position and clarifying
that the /ISP Remand COrder’s 3:1 presumption is rebuttable).

108 /d. at §301.

107 /d. at 1 286-88.

10 ISP Remand Order, §79. .

109 Starpower Communications, LLC v. Verizon South Inc., EB-00-MD-19, Memorandum Opinion

and Order, 18 FCC Red 23625, 23633, § 17 (2003) (“Starpower™).
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“telecommunications carriers typically compare the telephone numbers of the calling and

called party to determine the geographic end points of a call.”! % Indeed, relying on

Starpower and clarifying its analysis in the Virginia Arbitration Order, the FCC further
explained that “a call is rated as local if the called number is assigned to a rate center

within the local calling arca of the originating rate center. If the called number 1s
assigned to a rate center outside the local calling area of the originating rate center, it is

rated as a toll call.”''" At bottom, FCC precedent demands that parties rate calls based on

a comparison of the relevant NPA-NXXs.

In addressing the same issue, the Maryland Commission followed the FCC’s

analysis in Starpower, and found that:

FX calls are local calls, not interexchange calls, based on
standard industry practice, including Verizon’s own practice, and
therefore reciprocal compensation is owed to the terminating
carrier, and no access charges apply. The calls are local because
the status of a call as local or toll is determined, pursuant to
standard industry practice, by the telephone numbers of the calling
and called parties, not by their physical location. The Commission
notes 1n this regard the FCC’s decision in Starpower rejecting
Verizon’s assertion that FX calis should be considered toll calls
because the service enables a customer to avoid toll charges. The
FCC noted that this argument missed the crucial point that Verizon
South itself rated calis to and from its foreign exchange customers
as local or toll based upon the telephone number assigned to the
customer, not the physical location of the customer.'"

The analysis provided by the FCC and the Maryland Commissions is supported by the
record in this case, which demonsirates that the industry standard remains that calls are

rated based on the NPA-NXX combinations, not geographical end points. As Mr. Hart’s

"o FNPRM at n.59.

n
ld. a1 141,
2 In the Matter of the Petition of AT&T Communications of Maryland, Inc. for Arbitration Pursuant

1047 US.C. § 252(b) Concerning Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions, Maryland PSCCase 8882,
Order 79250 at 4-5; and Case 8922, Order 79813 at 3.
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testimony shows, the only way for Embarq to rate calls its customers place to Core as
non-local is to conduct a painstaking study of thousands of individual calls and to apﬁly
various assumptions and tariff interpretations. On the other hand, if Embarq simply relies

upon its Agilent system (purchased for the very purpose of classifying traffic), then the

calls are unquestionably local in nature.

b. ISP VNXX Calls Are Compensable Under the ISP Remand Order

All of the foregoing analysis applies equally to ISP-bound VNXX traffic as it
does to voice VNXX traffic. Like voice VNXX ftraffic, and for the same reasons, ISP-
bound VNXX traffic is not an “exchange access” or “telephone toll service.” However,
pursuant to the ISP Remand Order, there is a separate reason why ISP-bound VNXX

traffic in particular is compensable under the terms of that order, and not subject to

onginating access charges. The reason is quite simply that the ISP Remand Order on_its

face applies to all ISP-bound traffic, not just ISP-bound traffic that Embarq may

consider to be “local.”’'® Mr. Gates testified that the FCC and the parties were very awarc
in the years leading up to the FCC's ISP remand order about VNXX traffic,” and that
VNXX “was a huge issue duning that case, as you'll recall, back in the 2000's because the
LECs were very concemed about all of that VNXX traffic and ISP bound traffic, which is
why that order came out..”"* Yet the FCC 100k no steps to exclude VNXX traffic from
the ambit of the order. Indeed, the Commission ha§ previously acknowiedged that “[t]he

ISP Remand Order has virtually preempted state commission rate authority over

it See, eg., ISP Remand Order, at 1] 44 (stating that all “ISP-bound traffic” is “information access™
under section 251(g) of the Act), 52 (claiming jurisdiction over all “ISP-bound traffic”), and 78, 79, 80, 81,

82, and 89 (creating interim compensation rules for all “ISP-bound traffic.”).
e Tr., 55-56.
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intercarrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic.”''* Accordingly, the Commission did not

apply the same analysis for voice VNXX traffic and ISP-bound VNXX traffic, and

simply referred the parties in two previous arbitrations to the terms of the ISP Remand

Order.'[ 16

The Commission has Resolved Treatment of ISP VNXX Traffic in the
Core RTC Certification Order

C.

In addition to all the reasons set forth above, Core notes that the Commission has’
already addressed the issue of compensation for ISP-bound VNXX traffic in the Core
RTC Certification Order. The order clearly establishes VNXX traffic as local in nature,
and therefore subject to reciprocal compensation and intercarrier compensation for ISP-
bound traffic. The order rejects Embarq’s theory that VINXX traffic is interexchange

(“long distance”) traffic subject to the access charge regime.

Although Core never took the position that an evaluation of VNXX traffic was
necessary for the resolution of the certification case, the RTC Protestants insisted that
Core was not a local exchange carrier because it relied primarily or exclusively on the use
of VNXX arrangements to offer local calling to its ISP customers in RTC territories.'"”

Indeed, the Protestants’ arguments about VNXX-enabled ISP-bound traffic in the Core

certification case mirror Embarq’s arguments in this case.

1s Opinion and Qrder, Petifion of US LEC of Pennsylvania, Inc. For Arbitration with Verizon
Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. A-310814F7000 (Order entered April 18, 2003) (“USLEC/Verizon
Arbitration Order™), at 57 and note 46. The identical passage occurs in Opinion and Order, Petition of
Global NAPs South, Inc. For Arbitration... with Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. A-310771F7000
ﬁgrder entered April 21, 2003) (“GNAPS/Verizon Arbitration Order’™), at 45 and pote 46.

1d.
1 Id. at 29-30.
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Ultimately, the Commission granted Core’s exceptions on the issue of VNXX

traffic, and explicitly agreed with Core’s concluston that such traffic should be classified

as “‘local” as opposed to access or toll traffic:

The record supports a conclusion that several ILECs, CLECs, and/or their
affiliates, offer VNXX, or a VNXX-like service. The record indicates that
VNXX is not exclusively used by Core. Based on our conclusion that
Core has sufficiently invested in facilities and by a preponderance of the
evidence has demonstrated a commitment for more investment $o as not to
fall in the category of reseller, we find the emphasis on its VNXX use

misplaced in this regard.

With regard to the local nature of Core’s exchange service as a result of
its use of VNXX, we would further agree with Core. 1e

As further clarification of its endorsement of Core’s position, the Commission

cited with approval the following passage from Core’s Exceplions:

Core’s services are telephone exchange services because each and every
call is terminated on a local basis (whether geographically local, or
VNXX), within the same LATA in which it originated, courtesy of Core’s
direct interconnections with Verizon tandems in each LATA. .. .It is also
important to differentiate between Core’s services, whereby cach call is
originated and terminated on a local basis, within the same L.ATA, and the
service at issue in the Level 3 Application in Marianna & Scenery Hill
territory. In the case of Level 3, it was determined that all Pennsyivania
calls terminated by Level 3 were terminated at Level 3’s modem banks in
Baltimore, Maryland. By contrast, as set forth above, all calls handled by
Core originate and ferminate on a local basis in the same LATA R

The Commission broadly concluded “[tjhe Exceptions of Core are granted.”'?°

In light of the imponancc; of the VNXX issuc in the Core RTC Certification
Proceeding, and the Commission’s careful and conclusive analysis of the issue, there
remains no further basis in the law to support Embarq’s position that such traffic should

be considered long distance or access traffic. Rather, the Commission’s analysis wholly

ne /d. at 31. (Emphasis added).
1 Id. (Emphasis added).
120 Id.
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supports Core’s position that VNXX traffic should be considered “local” compensable
traffic both under Section 251(b)(5) and the ISP Remand Order.

d. Requiring Compensation for VNXX Calls is in the Public Interest

Compensating carriers for the termination of ISP-bound VNXX traffic at the
extremely low ($0.0007/MOU) rate set forth in the ISP Remand Order is clearly in the
public interest. Core witness Mr. Gates demonstrated that VNXX number assignments
permit ISPs to operate in a cost-effective manner in the rural areas of Pennsylvania.'?!
Mr. Gates testiﬁcd that imposition of originating access charges by Embarq would force
ISPs scrved by Cor¢ to either raise their rates dramatically, or else stmply stop providing
service in the more remote parts of Embarq territory.'” Mr. Gates noted that rural
residents in particular rely heavily on dial up ISP service, since broadband services arc
ofien not ‘available or prohibitively expensive.'”” He also showed that imposition of
originating access charges on ISP-bound VNXX traffic would require CLECs like Core
to “duplicate the network of Embarg and othler ILECs” by placing otherwise unnecessary
facilities in each local exchange.'® CLECs would thereby surrender one of their few
competitive advantages over the incwnbents, which is the ability to deploy networks in a

“less capital intensive, less location sensitive” manner.'?*

In the past Embarq itself has advocated in support of CLECs’ ability to use
VNXX arrangements. In the Commission’s Generic Investigation Regarding Virtual

NXX Codes (Docket No. 1-00020093), Embarq and Sprint jointly stated that:

::_1 Core Staternent 1.0 (Gates Direct Testimony), at 38-39.
Id.

13 Id, at41-42.

124 Id., at39.

1% .
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The use of virtual NXXs provides benefits to the ILEC’s end users as well
as to the companies that utilize them. Virtval NXXs also benefits CLECs
by alleviating the need for a CLEC to establish a physical presence in cach
exchange. Therefore, virtutal (sic) NXXs allows CLECs the ability to
enter the market and provide competitive services without incurring
prohubitive collocation costs. Furthermore, collocation leads to space
exhaust in ILEC central offices. Given that the telecommunications
industry and the technology that drives the industry are continually
evolving, carmiers should embrace innovative and cost effective ways
(such as through the use of virtual NXXs) to provide service to end users.
In summary, virtual NXXs maintain internet services at affordable prices,

which promotes the public interest. 126

Notably, Embarg’s previous advocacy largely mirrors Mr. Gates’ testimony.

VOIP Traffic is Telecommunications and is Compensable Under
Section 251(b)(5) of the Act

c.

VOIP traffic, as is relevant to this proceeding, is traffic that is originated by a
VOIP end user in internet protocol (IP) format, is converted into time-division
multiplexing (TDM) format, and is then delivered through the parties’ switched
telecommunications network (the same network that handles dial up calls and “ordinary’”
voice calls) to an end user with “plain old telephone service, or “POTS.” Conversely,
VOIP trai;ﬁc may originate with a POTS end user, be routed through the switched
telecommunications network, and terminate to a VOIP end user. Much like ISPs, VOIP
providers seek to work with CLECs instead of incumbents, since VOIP services are
marketed as replacements for incumbents’ POTS lines.

Core’s position is that VOIP traffic that passes between the parties’ networks is
“telecommunications” traffic that is subject to reciprocal compensation arrangements

under section 251(b}(5). If Core delivers VOIP traffic onginated by its VOIP provider

126 See, Joint Comnments of Sprint Communications Company, L.P. and the United Telephone
Company of Pennsylvania (collectively “Sprint”) in Docket No. 1-00020093, dated November 18, 2002, at

5.
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customer to Embarq for termination, then Core would pay Embarq at the reciprocal
compensation rates the parties have agreed to. Conversely, if Embarq delivers VOIP
traffic to Core, Embarq would pay Core at those same rates. Embarq proposes that VOIP
.calls “be compensated in the same manner as voice traffic (¢.g., reciprocal compensation,
interstate access and intrastate access).”'?’ Presumnably, this means that VOIP traffic
would be rated according to Embarq’s theories regarding the geographic end points of the
call.

Once converted into TDM format, VOIP traffic unquestionably qualifies as
“telecommunications” under section 251 (b)(S)'of the Act and the FCC’s implementing
rules.'?® As such, VOIP traffic would be rated as “local’” or “toll” based on a comparison
of the calling party’s and cailed party’s NPA-NXX combination. Locally dialed calls are
compensable under the reciprocal compensation regime, and toll calls are compensable
under the access regime. Attempting to rate VOIP calls based on geographic end points
would be praclicallf impossible, since VOIP services are portable depending on where
the VOIP end user chooses to log in to his VOIP service. As the FCC has found

In marked contrast to traditional circuit-switched telephony, however, it is

not relevant where that broadband connection 1s located or'even whether it

1s the same broadband connection every time the subscriber accesses the

service. Rather, Vonage's service is fully portable; customers may use the

service anywhere in the world where they can find a broadband
connection to the Internet.'?

Given these practical circumstances, Embarq’s proposal to rate VOIP calls based on

geographic end points should be rejected.

12 Embarq Exhibit 1,Embarq Final Offer, at p. 14,
128 See, Mermorandumn Opinion and Order, fn re Universal Service Contribution Methodology, WC

Docket No. 04-3621 FCC Red 7518 (rel. June 27, 2006), at § 41(*we determine that interconnected VoIP

Providcrs provide ‘telecommunications.”). .
» Memorandum Opinion & Order, In the Matter of Vonage Holdings Corporation Petition for

Declaratory Ruling, WC Docket No. 03-211, 19 FCC Red. 22404 (rel. November 12, 2004).
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f. Embarq Has Offered No Support for its Belated Bill-and-Keep
Proposals

In its final offer, Embarq proposes “bill and keep” as the intercarrier
compensation mechanism for practically all forms of traffic other than exchange access
traffic, including “Local and ISP-Bound Traffic”’??, “VNXX traffic”!”, and “non-local
VOIP traffic.”**? With the exception of Mr. Fox’s brief statement that Embarq lS
amenable to consideration of a bill and keep compensation arrangement for all Core’s
VNXX traffic...”", there is no record whatsoever to support any of these last minute,
“altemative” proposals. Moreover, for the rczlasons below, bill and keep is ndt appropriate
except in very limited circumstances which are not present in this case.

The FCC carefully considered the merité of bil] and keep in its 1996 Local
Competition Order.- The FCC defined bill and keep as “arrangements... in which neither
of two interconnecting networks charges the other network for terminating traffic that
originated on the other network.”>* As a general matter, the FCC frowned on bill and
keep, since it fails 1o permit cost recovery for the terminating carrier. “/AJs long as the
cost of terminating traffic is positive, bill-and-keep arrangements are not economically
efficient becc.mse they distort carriers’ incenfives, encouraging them to overuse |
competing carriers’ termination facilities by seeking customers that primarily originate
traffic.”'*> The FCC did however recognize that when the traffic volumes terminated by

each party to an interconnection are balanced, “bill-and-keep arrangements may

.t Embarq Exhibit 1,Embarq Final Offer, at 8-9 and 11-12.

1 Id, at 13-14.
13 Id., at 1S.
N Embarq Exhibit 1.0 {Fox Direct Testimony), at 36.

134 Local Competition Order, at § 1096, {Emphasis added).
133 Id,atq1112.
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minimize administrative burdens and transaction costs.”*° Accordingly, the FCC
concluded that *“state commissions may impose bill-and-keep arrangements if neither
party has rebutted the presumption of symmetrical rates and if the volume of terminating
traffic that originates on another network is approximately equal to the volume of
temu’natiné traffic flowing in the opposite direction, and is expected to remain so...””’
Core submits that neither party has offered any cvidence to support the notion that
the volumes of traffic to be terminated by the parties will be “approximately equal.”
Indeed Embarq has demonstrated that it originates far more-raffic to Core than vice

versa, and that it expects to continue to maintain that imbalance in the future. Bill and

keep is simply not appropriate where traffic volumes are out of balance. Core further

submits that nothing in the Act or the FCC’s niles permit Embarq to subject particular
classes of traffic to bill and keep (i.e., VOIP, VNXX), while applying other regimes (such
as access) 1o other types of traffic. The only exceptions tp section 251(b)(5) are exchange
access and information access under section 251(g), and ISP-bound traffic by virtue of
the ISP Remand Order. Otherwise all “lelecommunications’ are subject to reciprocal

compensation under section 251(b)(5) of the Act and the FCC’s implementing rules.

136 Id.
137 i, atgi111.
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BLM-24

5/3/11 On-the-Record Data Request: How many customers does Core have in Pennsylvania
broken out by ISP and non-ISP customers.

Response: Core has approximately 53 ISP (business) customers and 16 non-1SP
customers who subscribe to Core’s local exchange service in
Pennsylvania.

Response provided by: Bret Mingo



BLM-25
XQO Indirect Traffic - CIC 5119

Cic Invoice Date |Invoice # Usage Period |PA Intrastate |PA Intrastate--Paid Months Late |Late Charges | Unpaid with
LC

5119 12/11/2008 7051 Jun-04| $ 504.83 29 435] % 724.43
5118 121112008 7052 Jul-04| 64815 29 43.5| § 930.10
5119 12/11/2008 7053 Aug-04| § 680.57 29 435 % 976.62
5119 12/11/2008 7054 Sep-04| § 663.98 29 435 % 952.81
5119 12/11/2008 7055 Oct-04| § 727.06 29 435/% 1,043.33
5119 12/11/2008 7056 Nov-04| $ 701.63 29 43.5|% 1,006.84
5119 12/11/2008 7057 Dec-04| $ 57562 29 435| % 826.01
5119 12/9/2008 6875 Jan-05| $ 486.21 29 435 697.71
5119 12/9/2008 6876 Feb-05| % 541.58 29 435 % 777.17
5119 12/9/2008 6877 Mar-05 $ 510.28 29 435 % 73225
5119 12/9/2008 6878 Apr-05| § 556.95 29 435 % 789.22
5119 12/9/2008 6879 May-05| $ 656.59 29 435 % 942.21
5119 121612008 6880 Jun-05| $ 301.77 29 435 $ 433.04
5119 12/9/2008 6881 Jul-05| $ 183.54 29 435 % 263.38
5119 12/9/2008 6882 Aug-05| % 213.64 29 4351 % 306.57
5119 12/9/2008 6883 Sep-05( % 362.01 29 435 $ 519.48
5119 12/9/2008 6884 Oct-05] $ 758.67 29 43.5|% 108869
5119 12/9/2008 6885 Nov-05| $ 522 64 29 435) % 749.99
5119 12/9/2008 6886 Dec-05| $ 91582 29 43.5|% 131420
5119 _12/4/2008| 6839 Jan-06| $ 1,202.43 29 435 % 172549
oy 12/4/2008 6840 Feb-06| $ 851.90 29 435/ % 122248
5119 12/4/2008 6841 Mar-06| $ 1,218.61 29 435 % 174871
5119 12/4/2008 6842 Apr-06| &  1,006.30 29 435/ %  1,444.04
5119 12/4/2008 6843 May-06| $ 1,038.35 29 43.5|% 1,490.03
5119 12/4/2008 6844 Jun-06| $  1,311.09 29 435/ %  1,881.41
5119 12/4/2008 6845 Jul-06($  1,332.17 29 435/% 191166
5119 12/4/2008 6846 Aug-06| § 1,94062 29 4351 278479
5119 12/4/2008 6847 Sep-06| $ 2179.29 29 435 % 3127.28
5119 12/4/2008 6848 QOct-06| $§ 1,36326 | $ 1,363.26

5119 12/4/2008 6849 Nov-06| $ 1,108.09 29 43.5|%  1,590.11
5119 12/4/2008 6850 Dec-06| $ 975.13 29 43.5| %  1,399.31
5119 31282008 494 Jan-07|$ 145104 | % 1,451.04

5119 31282008 528 Feb-07|$ 168763 (% 1,687.63

5119 4/3/2008 566 Mar-07| $ 2,468.97 37 555/ % 3,839.25
5119 4/3/2008 605 Apr-07| % 2,70393 | $ 2,703.93




XO Indirect Traffic - CIC 5118

BLM-25

CIC Invoice Date  |Invoice # Usage Period |PA Intrastate |PA Intrastate—Paid Months Late |Late Charges | Unpaid with
LC

5119 3/27/2008 373 May-07| § 3.524.31 37 555| % 65480.30
5119 3/27/2008 454 Jun-07|$ 406873 | 4,068.73

5119 312712008 413 Jui-07]1 % 4,450.22 37 555/ % 6,98229
5119 3/25/2008 248 Jul-07|$ 6,073.44 37 555/ % 944420
5119 3/26/2008 330 Sep-07| % 3,927.53 37 555|% 6,107.31
5119 3/25/2008 286 Oct-07| $ 300466 | % 3,004.66 I

5119 3/13/2008 169 Nov-07|$ 275123 |% 2,751.23

5119 3122008 117 Dec-07| % 238484 | % 2,384.84

5119 511212009 9M Jan-0B| §  1,363.92 24 36|$ 1,854.93
5119 511212009 902 Feb-08| § 1,136.45 24 36|% 154557
5119 511272008 903 Mar-08| $§ 1,179.53 24 36| % 160416
5119 5/12/2009 904 Apr-081 §  1,099.85 24 6| 149580
5119 5/12/2009 g05 May-08| $ 678.52 24 36| % 92278
5119 51212009 906 Jun-08| $ 848.39 24 36|$ 1,153.81
5119 5/122009 907 Nov-08| § 614 .45 24 36| $ 835.65
5119 1/20/2009 713 Dec-08| $ 51145 (% 511.45

5119 2/10/2009 748 Jan-09| $ 151.80 | $ 151.80

5119 3/10/2009 777 Feb-09] § 111.92 | $ 111.92

5119 4/10/2009 820 Mar-09] $ 187.92 | § 187.92

5119 51042009 874 Apr-09| $ 73.35 24 36] % 99.76
5119 6/10/2009 1243 May-09| $ 90.50 23 345 % 121.72
5119 7/10/2009 1297 Jun-08| $ 120.79 22 331 % 160.65
5119 8/10/2009 1349 Jul-09| % 277.72 21 315 % 365.20
5119 9/10/2009 1404 Aug-09| % 327.08 20 30| % 425.20
5119 10/10/2009 1459 Sep-09| § 609.43 19 28.5| % 783.12
5119 11/10/2009 1517 Oct-09| $ 857.34 18 27| % 1,088.82
5119 12/10/2009 1572 Nov-09| $ 1,073.00 17 255/ % 1,346.62
5119 1/10/2010 1625 Dec-08| $ 657.51 16 24| % 815.31
5119 2/10/201Q 1679 Jan-10| § 269.88 15 225 § 330.60
5119 3/10/2010 1733 Feb-10| $ 711.23 14 21 § 860.59
5119 410/12010 1791 Mar-10| $ 935.19 13 195/ % 1,117.55
5119 5/10/2010 9027 Apr-10| 8 1,270.88 12 18| $ 1,49964
5119 6/10/2010 9156 May-10[ $ 1,239.70 11 16.51 % 1.444.25
5119 7/10/2010 1309 Jun-10( §  1,382.05 10 15| % 1,589.36
5119 8/10/2010 1372 Jul-10| §  1,457.94 9 13.5/§ 1,654.76

2




BLM-25
XO Indirect Traffic - CIC 5119

cic Invoice Date |Invoice # Usage Period |PA !Intrastate |PA Intrastate--Paid Months Late |Late Charges | Unpaid with
LC

5119 9/10/2010 1435 Aug-10[ §  1,618.92 8 12| 3 1,814.31
5119 10/10/2010 1497 Sep-10| 443.25 7 10.5| $ 489.79
5119 ARERLY2ivALY] 1564 Qo103 52771 6 85 % 575.20
5119 12/10/2010 1619 Nov-10| $ 514.34 5 7.5 % 552.92
5119 1/10/2011 1677 Dec-10| $ 498.04 4 6| % 527.92
5119 2/10/2011 1736 Jan-11| % 671.73 3 4.5 % 701.96
5119 311072011 1804 Feb-11| § §02.82 2 3% 826.90
5119 4/10/2011 1806 Mar-11| $ 758.34 1 15/ % 769.72

$ B964925( % 20,378.41 $ 96637.31




BLM-25

X0 cic Usage Year Usage Month Intra Toll MOUS! Local MOUSs! Intra Toll Amt. Local Amt. Due Months Past Due | Intra Toll Due Local Due w/LCs
Due w/lLCs

5119 2004 June 213.00 17,345.00 $ 298 % 42.30 435S 438 % 60.70
5119 2004 July 294.00 22,281.00 % 412 % 54.34 435 $ 591 3% 77.98
5119 2004 August 24100 23,402.00, § 6171 % 57.08 | a5l s 885 S 81.91
5119 2004 September 1,095.00 22,699.00 S 1533 ] § 55.36 435 S 22.00 | § 79.44
5119 2004 October 2,214.00 24,925.00 $ 31.00 | § 60.79 435| $ 4449 | § 87.23
5119 2004 November 554.00 24,008.00, $ 7765 58.78 435| $ 1114 § 84.35
5119 2004 December 749.00 19,682.00 $ 1049 $ 48.00 435 3 15.05 | & 68.88
5119 2005 January 51,035.00 16,571.00, $ 714.49] § 20.42 235 § 1,025.29{ § 58.00
5119 2005 February 41,748.00 18,451.00; $ 584.47 | § 45.00 435/ 3% 838711 3% 64.58
5119 2005 March 854.00 17,376.00, $ 1196 | 42.38 435] § 17.16 | 60.82
5119 2005 April 1,472.00, 19,019.00, $ 20615 46.39 435S 2958 | § 66.57
5119 2005 May 2,770.00 22,411.00, $ 3878 | & 54.66 435] 3 55.65 | § 78.44
5119 2005 June 958.00 10,093.00, $ 1341 § 24.62 43.5] § 1924 % 35.33
5119 2005 July 908.00) 6,094.00] $ 1271 § 14.86 435 S 1824 % 21.32
5119 2005 August 1,724.00 6,776.00] $ 2814 | § 16.54 435 $ 34.64 | $ 23.73
5119 2005 September 2,589.00 11,259.00, $ 36.25 | $ 27.46 a35| § 5202 (% 39.41
5119 2005 October 2,803.00 24,911.00 $ 39.24 | § 50.76 a35| § 5631 % 87.19
5119 2005 November 2,033.00 17,097.00, $ 2842 |5 41.70 a35s| § 4078 | $ 59.84
5119 2005 December 2,728.00, 30,306.00 $ 38.18 | 8 73.92 435 § 54.79 | $ 106.08
5119 2006 January 4,864.00, 40,003.00, $ 68.05 | § 97.57 435 5 97.65] % 140.01
5119 2006 February 8,075.00, 23,567.00, S 11305| $ 57.48 43.5) 8 162.23 | $ £2.48
5119 2006 March 5,182.00, 38,783.00 $ 7255 | ¢ 94.60 435§ 104.11 | & 13575
5119 2006 April 5,781.00 31,651.00 $ 80.93 | $ 77.20 435’5 116.13 | § 110.78
5119 2006 May 5,608.00) 32,973.00 $ 78.47 | § 80.43 4353 112.60| § 115.42
5119 2006 June 13,922.00, 36,471.00, $ 19468 % 88.96 4353 27937 | 5 127.66
5119 2006 July 14,545,00, 35,655.00 $ 203.42 | § 86.97 435 ¢ 291918 124.80
5119 2006 August 34,576.00, 34,971.00 $ 48399 | % 85.30 435S 694.53 | 122.01
5119 2006 September 48,792.00 30,459.00, $ 683.03 | $ 74.29 a3sls 980.15 [ $ 106.61
5119 2006 October 26,844.00, 41,310.00 § - |3 - 03 - s -

5119 T2ang November 20,270.00 29,848.00, $ 28371 § 72.86 435 s a07.12| ¢ 104.55
{5119 2006 December 8,620.00 28,660.00; $ 120.43 | § 69.92 435 5 17282 $ 100.34
5119 2007 January 22.684.00 30,687.00, S - s - 0% - |3 -

5119 2007 February 29,624.00, 32,528.00, $ IRE - 0 $ K -

5119 2007 March 110,272.00 71,938.00 $ 1,543.56 [ $ 175.51 55.5) $ 2,400.24 | $ 272.92
5119 2007 April 82,187.00, 52,346.00, $ - |8 - ol $ - s -

5119 2007 May 88,569.00 89,300.00, $ 1,223.70( 5 236.17 555 § 1,902.85 | § 367.24
5119 2007 june 66,047.00, 120,196.00, § - 1S - ol § - 3 -

5119 2007 July 61,651.00, 135,735.00, $ 263.06 | $ 342.00 555 % 1,382.06 | $ 531.81
5119 2007 August 82,123.00, 169,933.00 $ 1,146.10] $ 421.11 555 & 1,782.19 | § 654.83
5119 2007 September 45,490.00, 126,449.00, $ 636.34 | § 314.13 555 % 989.51 ) 5 488.47
5119 2007 October 56,515.00 86,687.00, 5 - |s - o| 3 - |5 -

5119 2007 November 55,869.00, 75,626.00 $ - 15 - ol $ R E -

5115 2007 December 46,193.00, 60,301.00, $ - 18 - ol 3 K -
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BLM-25

X0 QI Usage Year Usage Month Intra Toll MOUs! Local MOUs| intra Toll Amt. Local Amt. Due  [Months Past Due | Intra Toll Due Local Due w/LCs
Due w/LCs
5119 2008 January 76,693.00, 62,627.00, $ 1,073.37 | § 160.92 3| $ 1,459.78 | § 218.85
5119 2008 February 55,845.00, 63,629.00, $ 78166 | S 162.79 36| § 1,063.06 | § 221.39
5119 2008 March 50,100.00, 66,591.00, § 701.26 | $ 170.57 36| 5 95371 % 231.98
5119 2008 April 28,125.00, 4,023.00, $ 37929 162.78 36 $ 515.83 [ $ 22138
5119 2008 May 15,598.00, 39,210.00, $ 21263 § 98.76 36| $ 289181 % 13431
5119 2008 June 13,617.00, 50,730.00, $ 19061 $ 123.74 36) $ 259.23 | $ 168.29
5119 2008 November 27,954.00, 43,789.00, $ 391.34 | § 106.80 36| $ 53222 | % 145.25
5119 2008 December 13,782.00, 35,823.00, $ - | - s - |s -
5119 2009 January 8,658.00 10,656.00, § - 13 - 0 s E -
5119 2009 February 10,383.00 23,556.00, $ - |3 - ol $ - |8 -
5119 2009 March 4,964.00 13,224.00 § - IS - 0| § - |8 -
5119 2009 April 8,118.00, 5,011.00, $ 93.45 $ 12.27 36| $ 127.09 | $ 16.69
5119 2009 May 20,099.00, 6,170.00/ $ 267.64| § 15.07 345/ 5 359.98 | $ 20.27
5118 2009 June 48,331.00, 8,138.00 $ 657.10 | $ 19.85 33| s 873.94 | $ 26.40
5119 2009 Juty 67,372.00, 18,854.00, $ 918.72| $ 49.12 315§ 1,208.12 $ 64.59
5119 2009 August 25,895.00, 9,268.00, $ 551.82 | § 22.63 30] $ 71737 | $ 29.42
5119 2009 September 14,571.00, 12,225.00, $ 33054 | $ 31.74 28.5[ $ 42474 % 40.79
5119 2009 October 16,387.00, 24,292.00, $ 435.74 | § 60.77 275 553.39 | $ 77.18
5119 2009 November 9,707.00 46,942.00, $ 24190 § 123.49 25.5/ % 303.58 | 3 154.98
5119 2009 December 8,374.00 23,496.00, $ 194.12 ] $ 61.13 24/ 2407113 75.80
5119 101 January 5,041.00 12,181.00, $ 131991 § 29.75 225 % 161.69 | $ 36.44
15118 2010 February 9,447.00, 18,419.00, $ 22999 s 44.96 210 $ 278.29 ] $ 54.40
5119 2010 March 13,801.00, 14,314.00, $ 33105 $ 34.93 195/ $ 395.60 | § 41.74
“|s119 2010 April 18,831.00, 15,744.00, $ 42517 [ 8 38.46 18] s 501.70 | $ 45.38
5119 2010 May 19,812.00, 20,597.00, $ 462.53 | $ 50.30 165 $ 538.85 | S 58.60
5119 2010 June 25,777.00, 12,567.00, $ 662.21] § 30.75 15] § 761.54 | $ 35.36
5119 2010 July 23,229.00 12,297.00, $ 556.24 | $ 30.03 135 % 631.33 15 34.08
5119 2010 August 24,981.00 14,168.00, $ 74394 $ 34.60 12§ 83321 $ 38.75
5119 2010 “[September 4,299.00 8,912.00] $ 83.19( $ 21.99 10.5( § 9192 | § 2430,
5119 2010 October 4,617.00; 14,423.00, $ 98.10 | § 35.61 9/ s 106.93 | $ 38.81
5119 2010 November 4,404.00 16,635.00, $ 199.08 | $ 41.05 75 $ 214.01 | $ 44.13
5119 2010 December 4,053.00 12,831.00 S 253.46 | $ 31.52 6| 5 268.67 | $ 33.41
5119 2011 Janvary 6,735.00 12,104.00, § 44168 | § 29.72 45| 461.56 | $ 31.06
5119 2011 February 6,532.00, 14,774.00 S 521,69 S 36.07 35 53734 [ $ 37.15
5119 2011 March 6,582.00 6,973.00, $ 626.14 | § 17.08 15§ 635.53 | $ 17.34
5119 2011 April 7,758.00 2,887.00 $ 746.36 | $ 7.07 0| s 746.36 | § 7.07
5 23,369.59 | § 5,136.18 S 31,236.06| $ 7,253.47




BLM-25

Intra Tofl Amt

Xo Clc Usage Year U . Intra Toll Due
5607 2005 Jl-lsljlegeMonth Intraztnzlllh;ﬂgz; Local Mg)(l;l; Zue YT ;ocaIAmt. Due Months Past D::SV;‘/LCS Local Due w/LCs
5607 2004 Jul ——t . - - . 44551 | ¢ -
5607 2004 Au;,ust ii’,ﬁéﬁiﬁg‘ g.ogg 2 g:'ig 2 : s 219681 -
5607 2004 September 38.894.00 00 oamls - R 726810 )
5607 2004 October 37,006.00, 0.00 s $18.08 S - 43.5] ¢ 78139 | 3 -
5607 2004 November 26,991.00 0.00[ 5 377871 % : 435 % 743.44 | 5 -
5607 2004 December 24,987.00! 000/ S 349.82 | $ : 43512 292201 % -
5607 2005 January 75,834.00 000§ 36168 5 - 3515 019918 -
zgm 2005 February 23,382.00f 0.00 $ 327355 : 33‘2 2 z;:g; g -

07 2005 March 2 ‘ . . - . . -
5607 2005 April zgzgi?:ggi g'gg 2 3?1?: : 4350 513.08| $
5607 2005 May 32.184.00, 0.00$ 250.58 | 5 - B33 50849 %
5607 2005 June 22,894.00 0.00/$ 46052 | § i sty e -
5607 2005 July 2732100 0.00 S 382491 S - 43519 200851 9 -
o7 - o0s e 27,059.00{ K m249]S - 435[$ 548.87 | $ -
5607 2005 September 31,967.00 0.00 $ 24754 g : 4358 243521 9 -
5607 2005 October 26,173.00 . P - 435}$ 64222 $ -
5607 2005 November 27,247.00 6,00 5 38126 5 : i 258112 -
5607 2005 Decemnber 64.35 d.ooi 0'00 . 900-95 : 435/ % 547.40| $ B
5607 2006 January 80,183.00 0.00[ ¢ 112256 § i 4332 129288 5 -
5607 2006 February 78'210‘00; 0-00 : 1r094'94 : - 435 § 1,610.87 | § -
=607 2006 e e 000 : 109154 : - 43.5 $ 1,571.24| $
5607 2006 April 68.793.00 ool s 435] $ 1,798.82 | 5 -
5607 2006 May 65,396.00 0.00 S o15.54 | & 43.5| 5 1,38205| 5
5607 2006 June 52,301.005 0.00 3 9 : - 435| $ 1,313.80 $ -
5607 2006 July 52,759.00 o'oos 738.63 3 ; 4353 105072 5 -
5607 2006 August 24,390.00, 0.00 5 34146 § : 352 1.059.93 | 5 .
5607 2006 September 20.160.00 Sooe e : - 43.5] § 490.00 | $ ]
5607 2006 October 35.960.00 000 . “cras : - 435 5 405.01| $ -
5607 2006 November 5253100 ool s et 435 § 52154 §
5607 2006 December 14,895_00: 0‘00 < 208-53 : - 435§ 492.82 | S
5607 2007 January 37,251.00 0.00 s ' 3 - 4351 % 29924 | >
5607 2007 February 14,289.00, 0.00] S - 0.8 R -
5607 2007 March 41.300.00 0.00] 5 — - ol 5 L -
5607 2007 April 32.866.00 000 S L - 0 $ - |3 -
5607 2007 May 94,610.00: 0.00 3 2 - 05 . S -
5607 2007 June 83,733_00’ D'OO < : - ol s - S B
5607 2007 July 74,856.00, 0.00/ TS - o5 E :
3607 2007 August 35.969.00 0.00] § S - o -
5607 2007 September 104,595_00: 0'00 S : . - ol $ - s N
5607 2007 October 138,133.00 0.00] 5 - | - 0% L -
2607 2007 November 108,894.00 0.00[ § - 1s ; ol - -
5607 2007 December 74,961.00, 0.00] $ S - g : - :
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BLM-25

Intra Toll Amt. Intra Tell Due
X0 CIC Usage Year Usage Month Intra Toll MOUs, Local MOUSs|Due Local Amt. Due  |Months Past Due |w/LCs Local Due w/LCs
5607 2008 January 89,641.00, 0.00] $ 1,254.97 | § - 36| $ 1,706.76 | $ -
5607 2008 February 72,939.00, 0.00] $ 1,021.15 | $ - 36| § 1,388.76 | § -
5607 2008 March 74,111.00, 0.00 $ 1,037.55| § . 36| S 1,411.07 | § -
5607 2008 April 66,127.00, 0.00] $ 92578 | 5 - 36| 1,259.06 | § -
5607 2008 May 41,474.00, 0.00] $ 580.64 | § - 36| $ 789,67 | § -
5607 2008 June 56,873.00 0.00] $ - I3 - 0| $ - |3 -
5607 2008 November 21,480.00, 0.00 § $ - 0| $ - s -
5607 2008 December 69,311.00, 0.00 5 5 - 0s - | $ -
5607 2009 January 70,717.00, 0.00] § - |s - 0 s K -
5607 2009 February 241,332.00, 0.00] $ 3,378.65( % - 39| $ 4,696.32 | & -
5607 2009 March 41,280.00, 0.00] $ 57792 (5% - 37.5| $ 79464 | $
5607 2009 April 24,070.00, 0.00] % 336.97 [ 5 . 36| § 45828 | 3 -
5607 2009 May 33,910.00, 0.00| $ 47467 | § - 345 s 638.43 | $ -
5607 2009 June 36,166.00, 0.00| $ 506.02 | § - 33| % 573.01 % -
5607 2009 July 33,311.00, 0.00] s 466.13 5 - 3158 612.96 | § -
5607 2009 August 42,393.00, 0.00| $ 79770 § - 30| ¢ 1,037.011 § -
5607 2009 September 48,808.00 0.00| $ 918.45 | § - 285 s 1,180.21 ] & -
5607 2009 October 42,005.00, 0.00| $ 79027 | & - 27| 8 1,003.64 | § -
5607 2009 Navember 41,972.00, 0.00| S 789.76 | § - 255/ % 99115 $ -
5607 2009 December 47,207.00, 0.00| $ 888.19 5 - 4] s 1,101.36] §
5607 2010 January 48,973.00, 0.00| $ 921.45 § . 225 § 1,128.78| -
5607 2010 February 40,009.00, 0.00| S 752875 - 21| $ 91097 .
5607 2010 March 39,591.00 0.00| $ 74493 § - 19.5) $ 890,19
5607 2010 April 33,924.00, 0.00| S 63834 | § . 18] 5 753.24 | §
5607 2010 May 22,716.00 0.00] $ 615595 - 16.5) $ 717.16 | $ -
5607 2010 June 20,688.00 0.00| S 389.23 1§ . 15( 5 44761 $ -
5607 2010 July 23,990.00: 0.00| § 451.36 | $ - 135§ 512.29| § -
5607 2010 August 24,617.00, 0.00| § 463.12 [ $ - 12} 5 518.69 | $ -
5607 2010 September 19,897.00, 0.00| $ 378965 - 105] s 418.75 | 5 -
5607 2010 October 30,425.00, 0.00| $ 581.03] S - 9|3 633.32( $ -
2010 November 10,103.00, 0.00| 5 19462 |3 - 7.5/ % 206.22 | $ .
2010 December 13,689.00, 0.00| $ 262725 - 6| S 278.48] 5 -
2011 January 12,553.00, 0.00| S 24214 % . 45| % 253.04 | & -
2011 February 12,335.00, 0.00| $ 24814 | $ - 3|8 255.58 | $ -
2011 March 15,713.00, 0.00 $ 30170 § - 15/ 306.23 | § .
2011 April 6,771.00 0.00| & 17040 § - 0| s 170.40 | § -
5 38,683.77| % - S 51,941.97 | % -




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that this day | served a copy of Core Communication’s Motion for
Admission of Exhibits upon the persons listed below in the manner indicated in accordance with
the réquiremenls of 52 Pa. Code Section 1.54.

Via Email and/or First Class Mail

Pamela C. Polacek, Esq.
Shelby A. Linton-Keddie, Esq.
McNees Wallace & Nurick
100 Pine Street

PO Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166

lacek@) . '
skcadic@mum.com RECEIVED

Harry N. Malone, Esq. MAY. 9 201
Devine, Millimet & Branch

111 Amherst Street PA PUBLIC uTILITY COMMISSION
Manchester, NH 03101 SECRETARY'S BUREAU

hmalone@@devinemillimet.com

Karen Potkul, Esq.
Corporate Counsel
External Affairs

XO Communications
1601 Trapelo Rd.
Waltham, MA 02451
Karen.potkul{@xo.com

Dated: May 9, 2011 @(/Mm\j M. ﬁW

Deanne M. O’Dell, Esq.

{1-0388172.1} 299756-2
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From: (717) 237-6000 Origin ID: MDTA Ship Date: 09MAY 11
Deanne M ODsll Esq Fed=z, ActWogt 1.0LB
ECKERT, SEAMANS, CHERIN & MELLCTT | CAD: 5721358/NET3130
213 MARKET ST
Bth FIr Delivery Address Bar Code
HARRISBURG, PA 17101 =

J S U02250025
SHIP Y0: (17) 1727777 BILL SENDER R 298756.00
Rosemary Chiavetta Invoice #
PUC Harrisburg PO #

Dept #

400 NORTH ST FL N201
Commonwealth Keystone Building
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

TUE - 10 MAY A1
PRIORITY OVERNIGHT

TRK# 7947 3889 6107

" 17120

1. Use the 'Print' button on this page to print your label {o your laser or inkjet printer.

2. Fold the printed page along the horizontal line.

S0DGINSTTTEF]
3. Place tabel in shipping pouch and affix it to your shipment so that the barcode portion of the label can be read and scanned.

After printing this label:

Warning: Use only the printed original label for shipping. Using a photocopy of this label for shipping purposes is fraudulent and could
result in additional billing charges, along with the cancellation of your FedEx accoun} number.

Use of Lhis syslem constitutes your agreement to the service conditions in the cumrent FedEx Service Guide, available on fedex.com.FedEx will not be
responsible for any claim in excess of $100 per package, whether the result of loss, damage, delay, non-delivery,misdelivery,or misinformation, unless
you declare a higher value, pay an additional charge, document your actual loss and file a limely claim.Limitations found in the current FedEx Service
Guide apply. Your right to recover from FedEx for any loss, including inlrinsic valueof the package. loss of sales, income interest, profit, attorney's fees,
costs, and other forms of damage whether direct, incidenlal,conseguential, or special is limited 1o the greater of $100 or the authorized declared value.
Recovery cannot exceed actual documented loss.Maximum for ilems of exiraordinary value is $500, e.g. jewelry, precious metals, negoliable
instrumenls and other items listed in our ServiceGuide. Written claims must be filed within strict time limils, see current FedEx Service Guide.

https://www.fedex.com/shipping/html/en//PrintI[Frame.html 5/9/2011



