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core-alltel ica nenotiauons-Lteins from 2/24/06 call 

Subject: corc-alltcl ica negotiations-items from 2/24/06 call 
From: Chris Van tie Verg <cliris@corctel.nct> 
Date: Thu, 09 Mar 2006 1 5:49:54 -0500 
To: "Jimmy.Dolan@alltel.com" <Jimmy.Dolan@aHtcl.com> 

Jimmy, 

Here i s my follow uo on ihree items we discussed wich Cesar on 2/24: 

RECEIVED 
^ MAR 3 0 2006 

sft't-UTILITY comftS™ 
G R E T A R Y ' S B U R E A U 

--Seccion 7 (Limitation of L i a b i l i t i e s ) Cesar asked for an explanation of why Core believes i t s proposed 
7.2(d) is necessary. Core believes t h i s provision, which preserves the parties' l i a b i l i t y for v i o l a t i o n s 
of sections 251, et a l . of the 1996 Act, is necessary because neither party should be permitted to 
contract i t s e l f out of l i a b i l i t y that is established in federal law. Section 251 sets f o r t h clear and 
longstanding interconnection requirements. Sections 207 and 208 of the underlying Communications Act 
makes a l l carriers l i a b l e for v i o l a t i o n s of federal communications law, including section 251. 

--Section 9.1 (Pormal Dispute Resolution) I agreed to provide a revised proposal for 9.4.1, one that 
melds together Core's insertions and the A l l t e l language Core deleted. Here is the proposed 9.4.1: 

The Parties agree that a l l unresolved disputes arising under t h i s Agreement may be submitted to the PUC, 
FCC or state or federal court having jurisduction for resolution, i n accordance with the applicable 
dispute resolution process of the forum having j u r i s d i c t i o n . The outcome of such process w i l l be binding 
on the Parties, subject to any r i g h t under applicable law to appeal a decision reached by the forum 
having j u r i s d i c t i o n . 

On the issue of arbitracion. Core i s comfortable with a provision permitting use of a r b i t r a t i o n upon 
mutual agreement of the parties; but Core w i l l not agree to mandatory a r b i t r a t i o n based on one party's 
election. 

--Section 18 (Amendment or Waiver) I await Cesar's proposal for modified language on the section 251(f) 
b i t . I had suggested a sentence to begin "By vi r t u e of executing and implementing t h i s Agreement, A l l t e l 
does not waive..." 

Looking beyond those issues, I am looking forward to receiving A l l t e l ' s revised interconnection 
compensation proposal. Once we have that, we should set up another c a l l as soon as possible. 

Thanks, 
--Chris 

Subject: core-alltel ica negotiations-items from 2/20/06 call 
From: "Chris Van de Verg" <chris@coretel.net> 
Date: Fri, 24 Feb 2006 14:01:47 -0500 
To: Jimmy.Dolan@allteI.com 

Jimmy. 

Following up on our call Monday. I have attached revised Core redlines and comments relating to the Billing Dispute Form and 
Number Portability, 

In addition, I wanted to address the issue of Core's deletion of the definition of "Percent Local Interstate Usage" in the Definitions. 
While Core does not unconditionally oppose use of PLU to rate intraLATA traffic, we do prefer that each party simply provide 
ANI/CPN for call rating. Indeed, the latter approach appears to be codified in the Compensation attachment, section 2.5. Perhaps 
we can go through this on our next call. 

Regards, 
-Chris 

,core-alltel ica negotiations—items from 2/20/06 call 
Content-Type: message/rfc822 

Content-Encoding: 7bit 

]060224 Core Revised Redl ine-Bi l l ing Dispute Form.doc 
Content-Type: application/msword jj 

Content-Encoding: base64 y 

1 of 2 3/27/2006 1:30 PM 



core-alltel ica negotiations—items from 2/24/06 call 

Content-Tvpe: application/msword 
060224 Core Revised Redline-Number PortabiIitv.doc 

Content-Encoding: basc64 

2 o f 2 3/27/2006 1:30 PM 
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Gruin, Michael A. 

From: Jimmy.Dolan@alltel.com 
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2006 2:14 PM 
To: chris@coretel.net 
Subject: RE: core-alltel ica negotiations-items from 2/24/06 cal 

060224 Core 060224 Core 
Revised Red I ine--8.. Revised Redline--N.. 

Chris , 

I apologize f o r the delay. Cesar has been t i e d up w/Comraission hearings/testimony 
regarding our s p l i t and hasn't gotten his comments back to me yet. He's t r y i n g to get 
that done ASAP. I've provided responses to the number p o r t a b i l i t y attachment and b i l l i n g 
disputes. I hope to have the green l i g h t soon on how A l l t e l w i l l propose the handling of 
ISP t r a f f i c . I f A l l t e l agrees to pay Core f o r ISP compensation, does Core intend to 
continue to pursue i t s p o s i t i o n on network architecture? 

Jimmy Dolan 
A l l t e l 
Interconnection Services 
(501)905-7873 Desk 
(501)905-6299 Fax KECBVED 

O r i g i n a l Message ' " ^ A-// MAR 3 0 2006 
From: Chris Van de Verg [ma i l to : ch r i s@core te l . ne t ] ®U(^trr ircirvh 
Sent: Thursday, March 09, 2006 2:50 PM W-fTYCOMMlSblUr 
T o : D o l a n , J immy ^ A R Y ' S B U R E A U 
Subject : c o r e - a l l t e l ica nego t i a t ions - - i t ems from 2/24/06 c a l l 

Jimmy, 

Here i s my fo l l o w up on three items we discussed w i t h Cesar on 2/24: 

--Section 7 ( L i m i t a t i o n of L i a b i l i t i e s ) Cesar asked f o r an explanation 
of why Core believes i t s proposed 7.2(d) i s necessary. Core believes 
t h i s p r o v i s i o n , which preserves the p a r t i e s ' l i a b i l i t y f o r v i o l a t i o n s of 
sections 251, et a l . of the 1996 Act, i s necessary because neither party 
should be permitted to contract i t s e l f out of l i a b i l i t y t h a t i s 
established i n federal law. Section 251 sets f o r t h clear and 
longstanding interconnection requirements. Sections 207 and 208 of the 
underlying Communications Act makes a l l c a r r i e r s l i a b l e f o r v i o l a t i o n s 
of federal communications law, i n c l u d i n g section 251. 

--Section 9.4 (Formal Dispute Resolution) I agreed to provide a revised 
proposal f o r 9.4.1, one th a t melds together Core's i n s e r t i o n s and the 
A l l t e l language Core deleted. Here i s the proposed 9.4.1: 

The Parties agree that a l l unresolved disputes a r i s i n g under t h i s 
Agreement may be submitted to the PUC, FCC or state or fed e r a l court 
having j u r i s d u c t i o n f o r r e s o l u t i o n , i n accordance w i t h the applicable 
dispute r e s o l u t i o n process of the forum having j u r i s d i c t i o n . The outcome 
of such process w i l l be binding on the Parties, subject to any r i g h t 
under applicable law to appeal a decision reached by the forum having 
j u r i s d i c t i o n . 

On the issue of a r b i t r a t i o n . Core i s comfortable w i t h a pr o v i s i o n 

HIJI 



p e r m i t t i n g use of a r b i t r a t i o n upon mutual agreement of the p a r t i e s ; but 
Core w i l l not agree to mandatory a r b i t r a t i o n based on one party's e l e c t i o n . 

--Section 18 (Amendment or Waiver) I await Cesar's proposal f o r modified 
language on the section 251(f) b i t . I had suggested a sentence to begin 
"By v i r t u e of executing and implementing t h i s Agreement, A l l t e l does not 
waive..." 

Looking beyond those issues, I am looking forward to rec e i v i n g A l l t e l ' s 
revised interconnection compensation proposal. Once we have t h a t , we 
should set up another c a l l as soon as possible. 

Thanks, 
--Chris 

A * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

The information contained i n t h i s message, inc l u d i n g attachments, may contain 
p r i v i l e g e d or c o n f i d e n t i a l information that i s intended to be delivered only to the 
person i d e n t i f i e d above. I f you are not the intended r e c i p i e n t , or the person 
responsible f o r d e l i v e r i n g t h i s message to the intended r e c i p i e n t , ALLTEL requests 
that you immediately n o t i f y the sender and asks that you do not read the message or i t s 
attachments, and that you delete them without copying or sending them co anyone else. 



Febmary 24. 2006 

Core's revised markup of Alltel's proposed GTC §9.1: 

9.1 Notice of Disputes 

Notice ofa valid contractual dispute must be in writing, specifically documenting the 
nature of the dispute, and must include a detailed description ofthe underlying dispute 
(the •"Dispute Notice"). Billing disputes must be submitted on the Billing Dispute Form 
contained in Appendix A or the dispute will not be accepted as a valid billing dispute and 
therefore rejected by the billing Party. The billing dispute form must be completed with 
all fields popfulated by the disputing Party or the form will be rejected by the billing 
Party. Nonvithsiandinu the 1'oreeointz. it*the Billing Dispute Form, or anv section or field 
withinjhejjillin^.Dispute Fonn. wouldJie_inaBRlicAl^Jns_^ 
respect to the specific disputes to be raised, then the dispu ting Party shall have no duty to 
use the Billing Djsp.utc Fonn or__sectiqn or field. In.tlia_t.event, the disp.ming.Party shall 
^bmiULwritten Dispute Notice which ("1) documents its disptitesliLisasonable detail: 
and (2) explains whv Ihe Billing Dispute Form or section or field was ifl.aBElicafalê  
insuXficien.t,_or_c(in_fiisi'Ig; 

9.1.1 Billing Disputes 

The disputing Party must submit billing disputes ("Billing Disputes") to the billing Party 
en-the-Billing Dispute Form contained in Appendix A by the due date on the disputed 
bfl-1—The-dispute form must'be complete.-with-all-fields populated with-the required 
wfomiation for the billable element m-dispute. If the billing dispute-form is not complete 
wt-h-all-informatioivthe-dispute will be-rejocted by the billmg-Party: After receipt of a 
completed dispute, the billing Party will review to detennine the accuracy of the billing 
dispute. If the billing Party determines the dispute is valid, the billing Party will credit 
the disputing Party's bill by the next bill date. If the billing Party determines the billing 
dispute is not valid, the disputing Party may escalate the dispute as outlined in section 
9.1.1.1. If escalation of the billing dispute does not occur within the 60 days as outlined 
below, the disputing Party must remit payment for the disputed charge, including late 
payment charges, to the billing Party by the next bill date. The Parties will endeavor to 
resolve all Billing Disputes within sixty (60) calendar days from receipt of the Dispute 
Form. 

COMMENT: 

There.must be some provision J'or scenariosJn_which the_billing foimjs.insufficient.to 
pmt^rlv-dcacrijiejhe actual billing issue. Otherwise, the bilJiiLgjQniLrequirement would 
simplv elevate fonn over substance. 



Febmary 24. 2006 

Core's revised redline of Alltel's proposed Attachment 14 

ATTACHMENT 14: NUMBER PORTABILITY 

I.O Sen'ice Provider Number Portability (SPNP) 

T h e_ Pa rt ie.s_sh a 11 .urov i de N uinbeiiPoiiahiJ i t y_(NP )-ili .acco rd a iic e wj.t h. ru 1 es_an d 
regulations as from time to time prescribed by the FCC. 

1.1 The FCC First Report and Order in CC Docket 95-116 requires " . . all 
LECs to implement a long term service provider portability solution that meets our 
performance criteria in the 100-large Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) no later than 
October 1, 1997, and to complete deployment in those MSAs by December 31, 1998." 
While the FCC declined "-to choose a particular technology for providing number 
portability", they did establish performance criteria for pennanent number portability and 
aligned expectations with the statutory definition of the Telecommunication Act of 1996 
ordering Service Provider Number Portability (SPNP). In a follow-up First 
Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, the commission determined that 
the technology that meets the performance criteria is Location Routing Number (LRN). 
LRN is being used by the telecommunications industry to provide SPNP. 

2.0 Terms, Conditions Under Which Alltel Will Provide SPNP 

2.1 Alltel will not offer SPNP services for NXX codes 555, 976, 950. 

2T3- Prior-io eommenc&memofany-servic-e-pQrting or LRN quef-y-semce. the Parties 
must-have an approved interconnection agreement along with a con fanning, fimet-ienal 
network interconnection, pursuant to Attachment 4 Network interconnection 
A-rehitecture. between and among involved-switches and-exchongesr 

COMMENT: 
FC.C.mles do.not.require an interconnection agreement.or.panicular interconnection 
arra n&gment.a£_a_p rereo u is i tejQjmrtinR, 

2.3 Alltel -will only provide SPNP services and facilities where technically feasible, 
subject-to-the availability of facilities, and only-fr&m-preperly-eqHipped cemral offices. 
SPNP applies only when a customer with an active account wishes to change local 
Carriers while retaining the telephone number or numbers associated with the account. 

COMMENT: 

This would be OK if we understood which, i f any. COs are not equipped forNP. 



2.4 An SPNP telephone number may be assigned by "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" only 
to "CLEC ACRONYM TXT"'s customers located within Alitels Jj^rate centerT which is 
associated with the NXX of the ported number. 

—-—Atit̂ l-wtl'l-doĵ oy-S-PNP-at-a-loeî wfrw ithin ^ix (f>) monihs after-receipt ofa Bona 
Kide Roquust fronv^fe^EC ACRONYM TXT" UJ p^evKjeti-ift-^^r^r-aiid-st^ieei-w 
appro\"al ofthis Agreemeni by the-Commission and completion ofthe network 
preparation specified-herein: 

COMMENT: 

This would be OK if we understood which, if any. CPs are not equipped for N'l^ 

"CLEC ACRONYM TXT" shall be charged a Sen ice Order charge, puriiuant to 
the Local•Exchango-Tariff. for-eaeh-LSR submitied-tHHler-this-AttachmentT 

COMMENT: 

NP_costs.are. not recouped from other carriers. 

2T7 IF'CLEC AC'rRQNYM TXT" requests a coordinated cutoveMhe charges 
contained- in • Ex-hibit-A-Frice List will be applied. 

COMMilNT: 

NP costs are not recouped from other carriers. 

2.8 If "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" cancels a conversion of an end user, "CLEC 
ACRONYM TXT" will notify Alltel ofthe cancellation by 2:00 Central Time on the day 
prior to the due date requested on the LSR. If "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" notifies Alltel 
of a cancellation after 2:00 Central Time on the day prior to the due date requested on the 
LSR ("Late Notice"), "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" will pay the applicable time and 
material charge contained in Exhibit A Price List. In the event ofa Late Notice, Alltel 
does not guarantee that service disruption will not occur to the end user. 

2T9 If'CLEC ACRONYM TXT" cancels or makes a change to an LSR due date, tiie 
original LSR will be cancelled. "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" will issue a new LSR and 
"CLEC ACRONYM TXT" shall be charged an additiona^Service-Qrder charge, pursuant 
to the Loc-al-Exchange-T-ariff. for each LSR submitted under this Attachment: 

COMMENT: 



N'l' Cosls are not recouped Irom other carriers. 

3.0 Obligations of-CLEC ACRONYM TXT" 

l^pts&lity Adminiflii-otion Cemer^NPACj prior to requesting SPNP from the other Party. 

Not aware of what cenification is required. Can Alltel elaborate? 

3.2 Each Party must advise the NPAC of telephone numbers that it imports and the 
associated data identified in industry forums as is required for SPNP. 

3.3 After the initial deployment of SPNP in an MSA, if "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" 
wants an Alltel switch to become LRN capable, "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" must submit 
a Bona Fide request as provided in §6.0. Alltel will make requested switch LRN capable 
within the time frame required by the FCC. 

3.4 "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" will conform to NANC guidelines and LERG 
administration rules in requesting Alltel to open an NPA-NXX for portability in an LRN 
capable switch. 

3.5 "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" is responsible to coordinate with the local E911 and 
Public Services Answering Point (PSAP) coordinators to insure a seamless transfer of 
end user emergency services. 

3.6 "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" is required to conform to industry standard Local 
Service Request (LSR) format and guidelines in ordering and administration of individual 
service/number ports. 

ZJ——A-servioe-order processing charge (Servic-e-QFdepCharge-)-wiH be applied-te-eaeh 
service order-issued by Alltel to process a request for instailation.-disconnechottr 
rearrangement, changes to-or- record orders persuant to this section. 

COMMENT 

This may be OK, jusi.need_clarification. 

4.0 Obligations of Both Parties 

4.1 When a ported telephone number becomes vacant, e.g., the telephone number is 
no longer in service by the original end user; the ported telephone number will be 



released back to the Local Service Provider owning the switch in which the telephone 
number's NXX or thousand block (asjhe.case may be) is native. 

4.2 Either Party may block default routed calls from entering the public switched 
network when necessary to prevent network overload, congestion, or failure. 

4.3 The Panies will conform to all applicable industry guidelines-referenced-ltemiH in 
preparing their networks for SPNP and in poning numbers from one network to another. 

COMMENT: 

Didn't see anv miideiines referenced herein. 

4T4 The Parties will perform all standard &P-NP-ceriitication and-intr-a-eempany 
testing-prior to scheduling-interc-ompany-testing between the Panies' interconneeted 
networks. 

CQMMENT: 

Mav be OK—What are "standard SPNP ce]tificatian^nd..;jesti.n.gl? 

4.5 Each Pany will designate a single point of contact (SPOC) to schedule and 
perform required test. These tests will be performed during a mutually agreed time frame 
and must conform to industry portability testing and implementation criteria in force in 
the NPAC region. 
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Gruin, Michael A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jimmy, 

Chris Van de Verg [chris@coretel.net] 
Monday, March 27, 2006 5:34 PM 
Jimmy.Dolan@alltel.com 
Gruin, Michael A.; Hicks, Rick L. 
Re: core-alltel tea negotiations-items from 2/24/06 call 

Thanks f o r these new comments. I w i l l review them s h o r t l y . 

RECEIVED 
MAR 3 0 2006 

0'-C/?trARY'S BUREAU 

However, my main focus t h i s week i s to put together Core's p e t i t i o n f o r 
a r b i t r a t i o n of remaining issues with the Pa. P.U.C. This of course 
should not impede our f u r t h e r attempts to resolve remaining issues. As 
you may remember the window f o r a r b i t r a t i o n closes t h i s Thursday, 3/30. 
With respect to Thursday, would you be w i l l i n g t o accept service of 
Core's p e t i t i o n by email of a f u l l PDF version of the p e t i t i o n Thursday, 
w i t h hardcopy t o a r r i v e to you Friday? 

As f o r compensation & a r c h i t e c t u r e , I can only say that both are 
c r i t i c a l issues f o r Core. I cannot say th a t we would s a c r i f i c e one f o r 
the other. I would be w i l l i n g t o review a s p e c i f i c proposal, however. 

Regards, 
--Chris 

Jimmy.Dolan@alltel.com wrote: 
> Chris, 
> 
> I apologize f o r the delay. Cesar has been t i e d up w/Commission 
> hearings/testimony regarding our s p l i t and hasn't gotten his comments 
> back to me yet. He's t r y i n g t o get that done ASAP. I've provided 
> responses to the number p o r t a b i l i t y attachment and b i l l i n g disputes. 
> I hope to have the green l i g h t soon on how A l l t e l w i l l propose the 
> handling of ISP t r a f f i c . I f A l l t e l agrees to pay Core f o r ISP 
> compensation, does Core intend to continue to pursue i t s p o s i t i o n on 
> network architecture? 

> Jimmy Dolan 
> A l l t e l 
> Interconnection Services 
> (501)905-7873 Desk 
> (501)905-6299 Fax 
> 
> 
> 
> O r i g i n a l Message 
> From: Chris Van de Verg [mailto:chris@coretel.net] 
> Sent: Thursday, March 09, 2006 2:50 PM 
> To: Dolan, Jimmy 
> Subject: c o r e - a l l t e l ica n e g o t i a t i o n s — i t e m s from 2/24/06 c a l l 

> Jimmy, 
> 
> Here i s my fo l l o w up on three items we discussed with Cesar on 2/24: 
> 
> --Section 7 ( L i m i t a t i o n of L i a b i l i t i e s ) Cesar asked f o r an explanation 
> of why Core believes i t s proposed 7.2(d) i s necessary. Core believes 
> t h i s p r o v i s i o n , which preserves the p a r t i e s ' l i a b i l i t y f o r v i o l a t i o n s of 
> sections 251, et a l . of the 1996 Act, i s necessary because neither party 
> should be permitted to contract i t s e l f out of l i a b i l i t y t h a t i s 

1 



> established i n federal law. Section 251 sets f o r t h clear and 
> longstanding interconnection requirements. Sections 207 and 208 of the 
> underlying Communications Act makes a l l c a r r i e r s l i a b l e f o r v i o l a t i o n s 
> of federal communications law, i n c l u d i n g section 251. 
> 
> --Section 9.4 (Formal Dispute Resolution) I agreed to provide a 
> revised 
> proposal f o r 9.4.1, one that melds together Core's i n s e r t i o n s and the 
> A l l t e l language Core deleted. Here i s the proposed 9.4.1: 
> 
> The Patties agree that a l l unresolved disputes a r i s i n g under t h i s 
> Agreement may be submitted t o the PUC, FCC or state or federal court 
> having j u r i s d u c t i o n f o r r e s o l u t i o n , i n accordance with the applicable 
> dispute r e s o l u t i o n process of the forum having j u r i s d i c t i o n . The outcome 
> of such process w i l l be binding on the Parties, subject t o any r i g h t 
> under applicable law to appeal a decision reached by the forum having 
> j u r i s d i c t i o n . 
> 
> On the issue of a r b i t r a t i o n , Core i s comfortable with a pr o v i s i o n 
> p e r m i t t i n g use of a r b i t r a t i o n upon mutual agreement of the p a r t i e s ; but 
> Core w i l l not agree to mandatory a r b i t r a t i o n based on one party's e l e c t i o n . 
> 
> --Section 18 (Amendment or waiver) I await Cesar's proposal f o r 
> modified 
> language on the section 251(f) b i t . I had suggested a sentence to begin 
> "By v i r t u e of executing and implementing t h i s Agreement, A l l t e l does not 
> waive..." 
> 
> Looking beyond those issues, I am looking forward t o receiving 
> A l l t e l ' s 
> revised interconnection compensation proposal. Once we have t h a t , we 
> should set up another call as soon as possible. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> --Chris 
> 
> 

A * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

> +*****»•******** + * * * * 

> The information contained i n t h i s message, including attachments, may contain 
> p r i v i l e g e d or c o n f i d e n t i a l information that i s intended to be delivered only t o the 
> person i d e n t i f i e d above. I f you are not the intended r e c i p i e n t , or the person 
> responsible f o r d e l i v e r i n g t h i s message to the intended r e c i p i e n t , ALLTEL requests 
> that you immediately n o t i f y the sender and asks that you do not read the message or i t s 
> attachments, and that you delete them without copying or sending them to anyone else. 
> 
> 
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Gruin, Michael A. 

From: Jirnmy.Dolan@alltel.com 
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2006 6:08 PM 
To: chris@coretel.net 
Subject: RE: core-alltel ica negotiations-items from 2/24/06 call 

I regret that you f e e l that you have f i l e f o r a r b i t r a t i o n t h i s week. A l l t e l feels that 
our outstanding issues can be resolved w/out going to a r b i t r a t i o n and have the opinion 
that the PA PSC would not frown on extensions. I'm out of the o f f i c e tomorrow but I'm 
av a i l a b l e anytime Wed-Pri to continue discussions. As f a r as how to provide your 
p e t i t i o n , I don't t h i n k l e g a l has a preference but I ' l l have to check. 

Jimmy Dolan 
A l l t e l 
Interconnection Services 
(501)905-7873 Desk 
(501)905-6299 Fax 

-Original Message-

RECEIVED 
MAR 3 0 2006 

yr/UTY COMMISSIO! 
From: Chris Van de Verg [mailto:chris@coretel.net] : { ' ^ F f A R y c D] IREAU 
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2006 4:34 PM ~ 'v'bDUr^t-^ 
To: Dolan, Jimmy 
Cc : Gruin, Michael A. ,- rlh@stevenslee . com 

Subj ect: Re: c o r e - a l l t e l ica negotiations-- items from 2/24/06 c a l l 

Jimmy, 

Thanks f o r these new comments. I w i l l review them s h o r t l y . 
However, my main focus t h i s week i s to put together Core's p e t i t i o n f o r 
a r b i t r a t i o n of remaining issues w i t h the Pa. P.U.C. This of course 
should not impede our f u r t h e r attempts to resolve remaining issues. As 
you may remember the window f o r a r b i t r a t i o n closes t h i s Thursday, 3/30. 
With respect to Thursday, would you be w i l l i n g to accept service of 
Core's p e t i t i o n by email of a f u l l PDF version of the p e t i t i o n Thursday, 
with hardcopy to a r r i v e to you Friday? 

As f o r compensation & a r c h i t e c t u r e , I can only say that both are 
c r i t i c a l issues f o r Core. I cannot say that we would s a c r i f i c e one f o r 
the other. I would be w i l l i n g to review a s p e c i f i c proposal, however. 

Regards, 
--Chris 

Jimmy.Dolan@alltel.com wrote: 
> Chris, 
> 
> I apologize f o r the delay. Cesar has been t i e d up w/Commission 
> hearings/testimony regarding our s p l i t and hasn't gotten his comments 
> back to me yet. He's t r y i n g t o get that done ASAP. I've provided 
> responses to the number p o r t a b i l i t y attachment and b i l l i n g disputes. 
> I hope to have the green l i g h t soon on how A l l t e l w i l l propose the 
> handling of ISP t r a f f i c . I f A l l t e l agrees to pay Core f o r ISP 
> compensation, does Core intend to continue to pursue i t s p o s i t i o n on 
> network architecture? 
> 
> 
> Jimmy Dolan 
> A l l t e l 



> Incerconneccion Services 
> (501)905-7873 Desk 
> (501)905-6299 Fax 

> O r i g i n a l Message 
> From: Chris Van de Verg [mailto:chris@coretel.net] 
> Sent: Thursday, March 09, 2006 2:50 PM 
> To: Dolan, Jimmy 
> Subject: c o r e - a l l t e l ica negotiations - - items from 2/24/06 c a l l 
> 
> 
> Jimmy, 
> 
> Here i s my f o l l o w up on three items we discussed with Cesar on 2/24; 
> 
> --Section 7 ( L i m i t a t i o n of L i a b i l i t i e s ) Cesar asked f o r an explanation 
> of why Core believes i t s proposed 7.2(d) i s necessary. Core believes 
> t h i s p r o v i s i o n , which preserves the p a r t i e s ' l i a b i l i t y f o r v i o l a t i o n s of 
> sections 251, et a l . of the 1996 Act, i s necessary because neither party 
> should be permitted to contract i t s e l f out of l i a b i l i t y that i s 
> established i n federal law. Section 251 sets f o r t h clear and 
> longstanding interconnection requirements. Sections 207 and 208 of the 
> underlying Communications Act makes a l l c a r r i e r s l i a b l e f o r v i o l a t i o n s 
> of federal communications law, inc l u d i n g section 251. 
> 
> --Section 9.4 (Formal Dispute Resolution) I agreed to provide a 
> revised 
> proposal f o r 9.4.1, one th a t melds together Core's i n s e r t i o n s and the 
> A l l t e l language Core deleted. Here i s the proposed 9.4.1: 
> 
> The Parties agree that a l l unresolved disputes a r i s i n g under t h i s 
> Agreement may be submitted to the PUC, FCC or state or federal court 
> having j u r i s d u c t i o n f o r r e s o l u t i o n , i n accordance w i t h the applicable 
> dispute r e s o l u t i o n process of the forum having j u r i s d i c t i o n . The outcome 
> of such process w i l l be binding on the Parties, subject to any r i g h t 
> under applicable law to appeal a decision reached by the forum having 
> j u r i s d i c t i o n . 
> 
> On the issue of a r b i t r a t i o n , Core i s comfortable with a pr o v i s i o n 
> p e r m i t t i n g use of a r b i t r a t i o n upon mutual agreement of the p a r t i e s ; but 
> Core w i l l not agree to mandatory a r b i t r a t i o n based on one party's e l e c t i o n . 
> 
> --Section 18 (Amendment or Waiver) I await Cesar's proposal f o r 
> modified 
> language on the section 251(f) b i t . I had suggested a sentence to begin 
> "By v i r t u e of executing and implementing t h i s Agreement, A l l t e l does not 
> waive..." 
> 
> Looking beyond those issues, I am looking forward to receiving 
> A l l t e l ' s 
> revised interconnection compensation proposal. Once we have t h a t , we 
> should set up another c a l l as soon as possible. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> --Chris 
> 
> 
********************************************************************** 
******************** 

> The information contained i n t h i s message, i n c l u d i n g attachments, may contain 
> p r i v i l e g e d or c o n f i d e n t i a l information that i s intended to be delivered only to the 
> person i d e n t i f i e d above. I f you are not the intended r e c i p i e n t , or the person 
> responsible f o r d e l i v e r i n g t h i s message to the intended r e c i p i e n t , ALLTEL requests 
> that you immediately n o t i f y the sender and asks that you do not read the message or i t s 
> attachments, and that you delete them without copying or sending them to anyone else. 
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************************************************************* 
The information contained i n t h i s message, in c l u d i n g attachments, may contain 
p r i v i l e g e d or c o n f i d e n t i a l information that i s intended to be delivered only to the 
person i d e n t i f i e d above. i f you are not the intended r e c i p i e n t , or the person 
responsible f o r d e l i v e r i n g t h i s message to the intended r e c i p i e n t , ALLTEL requests 
that you immediately n o t i f y the sender and asks that you do not read the message or i t s 
attachments, and that you delete them without copying or sending them to anyone else. 



Febniary 24! 2006 

Core's revised markup of AlIteFs proposed GTC §9.1: 

9.1 Notice of Disputes 

Notice of a valid contractual dispute must be in writing, specifically documenting the 
nature of the dispute, and must include a detailed description ofthe underlying-dispute 
(the "Dispute Notice"). Billing disputes must be submitted on the Billing Dispute Form 
contained in Appendix A or the dispute will not be accepted as a valid billing dispute and 
therefore rejected by the billing Party. The billing dispute form must be completed with 
all fields poplulated by the disputing Pany or the form will be rejected by the billing 
Pany. N;qi withstand ing the I'uregoing. if die Bjjling Dispute .Form, or. any section nr jldd 
within the Billing Dispute Form, would be inapplicahle. insufficient, or confusinwith 
respect to the specific disputes to be raised, then the disputing Pany shall have no duty to 
use.the.Billini' Disp»ie_l:orm_or_section orjield.jn that .event., ihe disputin z Part v̂ s iui II 
submit a written Dispute Notice which (1) documents its disputes in reasonable detail: 
and (.2) cxplains_wjj\Mhe Djjling Pispuie Form or scctioji_orJjckl was inapplicable. 
insufficient, or confusing. 

9.1.1 Billing Disputes 

The-d4*puti-H«-I^ft-y-t«tist-sitbmit-hil!-m^di^utes^ 
mi the Billing Diaputo F(u=Hve<->ntT)ined in Appendix J\ by the due dattf on- the disptUed 
bith-fhe-dispute fofm-must-be-cempleter-wiUi-all fields populated with the required 
information for the billable element in dispute. If the billing dispute form is not complete 
with-ali-i-Bformation. the dispute wili-be-rejected by the billing P-am^-After receipt of a 
completed dispute, the billing Party will review to determine the accuracy ofthe billing 
dispute. If the billing Party determines the dispute is valid, the billing Party will credit 
the disputing Party's bill by the next bill date. If the billing Party determines the billing 
dispute is not valid, the disputing Party may escalate the dispute as outlined in section 
9.1.1.1. If escalation of the billing dispute does not occur within the 60 days as outlined 
below, the disputing Party must remit payment for the disputed charge, including late 
payment charges, to the billing Party by the next bill date. The Parties will endeavor to 
resolve all Billing Disputes within sixty (60) calendar days from receipt of the Dispute 
Form. 

CX^MMEilT: 

There must lie some pro vision., fur scenarios. in_whicli_the billing form is insufficient to 
f^llcrJyLde&crij^ Othe.rwlsejjjc biHin^formjiequirement would 
simply elevate fonn over substance. 



Febmary 24. 2006 

Core's revised rediine of Alltel's proposed Attachment 14 

ATTACHMENT 14: NUMBER PORTABILITY 

1.0 Sen'ice Provider Number Portability (SPNP) 

The Parties shall pro\ ide Numher Portability (NP) in accordance with rules and 
reiznlaiions as from time to time prescribed bv ihe FCC. 

1.1 The FCC First Report and Order in CC Docket 95-116 requires " . . .all 
LECs to implement a long term service provider portability solution that meets our 
performance criteria in the 100 large Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) no later than 
October 1, 1997, and to complete deployment in those MSAs by December 31, 1998 " 
While the FCC declined %to choose a particular technology for providing number 
porta bii iry", they did establish performance criteria for permanent number portability and 
aligned expectations with the statutory definition of the Telecommunication Act of 1996 
ordering Service Provider Number Ponability (SPNP). In a follow-up First 
Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, the commission determined that 
the technology that meets the performance criteria is Location Routing Number (LRN). 
LRN is being used by the telecommunications industry to provide SPNP. 

2.0 Terms, Conditions Under Which Alltel Will Provide SPNP 

2.1 Alltel wil l not offer SPNP services for NXX codes 555, 976; 950. 

2T2 !ii:ittrHe--etWHBefiwmt;fii-t>l^ 

must have an approved imc'rcunnection agreement along with a con formings functionai 
netwoi:k4ntercoiinectioir.--pursuant tu Attachment 4 Network-lmercennei.-non 
Architecnire. between and among involved switches and exchanges. 

COMMENT: 
liCC rules.do, not require, an interconnection_aMreenjent,or panicular interconnection 
ar ra n.£CrnenLajLti. [arerequ.i sj i_e_io_por tjn 

2.3 Alltel-witi-only-provide -SPNT-sefviees-atK^-laeiliiie^vhere-te&hmcaliy feasible 
subject to the availability of facilities, and only from properly equipped central offices. 
SPNP applies only when a customer with an active account wishes to change local 
Carriers while retaining the telephone number or numbers associated with the account. 

CQMMEiVT: 

Th i s_wo u Id _be_0 K. i f we u n de rs too d wh i c h, j f a 11 y ..CQs. a re. 11 ot .eq a i pped _i'or_N P. 



2.4 An SPNP telephone number may be assigned by "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" only 
to "CLEC ACRONYM TXT'"s customers located within .-Vil+eî -.the.rate center- which is 
associated with the NXX of the ported number. 

7̂? A4lw4-v4il deploy SPNP in a loca^fr-^dH^kH-fr :>-t*H>ttt^^ 

appro^iKti^HS Agreemem-bv ilie-&V>^HHissiofHU}€4-c-̂ > l̂et4^H-<:>41f̂ e network 
prepar-itiiun-speeified-hereitir 

COMMENT: 

This would be OK. i f we understood which, if any. COs are noi equipped 1'orNP. 

a^i ^GM^C ACRONYM '["XT' 5hall be charged a Seiviw-QKkfr charge, purr.uunt ro 
the Local Lxehange-Tariff. for each-l-Sl-ir-submined under-this-rVmiehmentT 

COMMENT: 

iSIP_costs.arc, nqtreaiuped_Jjxmijnher eajriers. 

ZJ If "CLEC ACRONYVI TXT'-re^uests a coordinated-ei-Mever the charges 
LH:HUained4n-E:̂ lHbiHVPr-iee-List-̂ v4ti-be-appyedT 

COiyiMl^jQ 

NP^costs are not rejrmipedj'i^iuiolher.caiTjgrs. 

2.8 I f "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" cancels a conversion of an end user. "CLEC 
ACRONYM TXT" will notify Alltel ofthe cancellation by 2:00 Central Time on the day 
prior to the due date requested on the LSR. Jf "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" notifies Alltel 
of a cancellation after 2:00 Central Time on the day prior to the due date requested on the 
LSR ("Late Notice"), "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" will pay the applicable time and 
material charge contained in Exhibit A Price List. In the event of a Late Notice, Alltel 
does not guarantee that service disruption will not occur to the end user. 

2T9 If "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" caneels or makej a change to cm LSR due datft-the 
original LSR will be cancelled. "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" will issue a new LSR and 
"CLEC A-GRQNYM.TXT" shall be charged an additional-Service Order charge, pursuant 
te-the-Lec-al-Exclianae Tariff, for each LSR- submitted twdei-this-AttaehmemT 

COMMENT; 



N C cosi.s arc not recouped frorn oiiier_c:ii'riei'<. 

3.0 Obligations of "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" 

fetrU-t-Thfiy-mttai '̂ Vor pro^f^its certiticafHUHVrkh-apfii-ivâ -tc vegiomil-N'tiwbtff 
IMruibUHy-Admimst^ 

COM MENT: 

Not aware of what.ceniilcation.is. required. Can, Ailtei elaborate? 

3.2 Each Party must advise the NPAC of telephone numbers that it imports and the 
associated data identified in industry forums as is required for SPNP. 

3.3 After the initial deployment of SPNP in an MSA, if "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" 
wants an Alltel switch to become LRN capable, "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" must submit 
a Bona Fide request as provided in §6.0. Alltel will make requested switch LRN capable 
within the time frame required by the FCC. 

3.4 "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" will conform to NANC guidelines and LERG 
administration rules in requesting Alltel to open an NPA-NXX for portability in an LRN 
capable switch. 

3.5 "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" is responsible to coordinate with the local E911 and 
Public Services Answering Point (PSAP) coordinators to insure a seamless transfer of 
end user emergency services, 

3.6 "CLEC ACRONYM TXT" is required to conform to industry standard Local 
Service Request (LSR) format and guidelines in ordering and administration of individual 
service/number ports. 

U Arsemtre-ordeppî fltH îftg-eharge (Serviee-Ofder-Gharge) wd-Mw-applied-to-eaeh 
sorvice oî er-isiuied-bWVHtel to pruceEis-a-r-oquest for installaHoih-disconneau-m; 
rearrangeweiH. changes to or record orders persuant to this section: 

Thjs.may be OK, just need clarification. 

4.0 Obligations of Both Parties 

4.1 When a ported telephone number becomes vacant, e.g., the telephone number is 
no longer in service by the original end user; the ported telephone number will be 



released back to the Local Service Provider owning the switch in which the telephone 
number's NXX or thQu^andJijncl^ native. 

4.2 Either Party may block default routed calls from entering the public switched 
network when necessary to prevent network overload, congestion,.or failure. 

4.3 The Parties will conform to all applicable industry guidelines-+el'ei:«K;e44ie!--eirt in 
preparing their nerworks for SPNP and in porting numbers from one network to another. 

COMM PAT: 

4T4 4^KiT-affle^41ii->er4'orm-all-sKH}dTii\l SPNP cert-i-titaHiew-and-inira-ct 
terHrte-pHer-t^-seh^tding' inter̂ omi)any-te5ting4ietween-the-4-)-ai;HtfsJ4)Het:e<:H:in.ji-ttfti 
nefwo -̂Sr 

COMMENT: 

Ma>ikc OK^^A^ljatjireJ^aiuiard 

4.5 Each Party will designate a single point of contact (SPOC) to schedule and 
perform required test. These tests will be performed during a mutually agreed time frame 
and must conform to industry portability testing and implementation criteria in force in 
the NPAC region. 





CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 30th day of March, 2006 copies of the foregoing document 

have been served upon the persons listed below in accordance with the requirements of 

52 Pa Code Sections 1.54 and 1.55 of the Commission's rules. 

Alltel PA, Inc. 
c/o Cesar Caballero 
One Allied Drive 
B5-F04D 
Little Rock, AR 72202 

Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut Street 
5 lh Floor, Forum Place 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923 

Office of Small Business Advocate 
Commerce Building, Suite 1102 
300 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

PUC Office of Trial Staff 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
2nd Floor, F West 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Michael A. Gnnn b^q. 
Stevens & Lee 
Attorney ID No.: 78625 
17N. 2nd St. 
16th Fioor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
Tel. (717) 234-1090 
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njiuc urairr coaumimi 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

OiTice of Administrative Law Judge 
P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265 

Apr i l 12, 2006 

IN REPLY PLEASE 
REFER TO OUR FILE, 

In Re: A-310922F7004 

(SEE ATTACHED LIST) 

Petition of Core Communication, Inc. for Arbitration of 
Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions with Alltel 

Pennsylvania, Inc. 

Arbitration Notice 

This is to inform you that a hearing on the above-captioned 
case w i l l be held as follows: 

Type: 

Date: 

Time: 

Location 

Presldi ng: 

Pre-Arbitration Conference 

Wednesday, May 10, 2006 

10:00 a.m. DOCUMENT 
FOLDER 

Hearing Room 2 
Plaza Level 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Administrative Law Judge David A. Salapa 
PO Box 3265 
Har r i sbu rg , PA 17105-3265 
Phone: 717.783.5452 
Fax: 717.787.0481 

'' APR 1 7 2006 

#387273 rev 04/05 
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Attention: You may lose the case if you do not come to this 
hearing and present facts on the issues raised. 

I f you intend to f i l e exhibits, 2 copies of a l l hearing 
exhibits to be presented into evidence must be submitted to the 
reporter. An additional copy must be furnished to the Presiding 
Officer. A copy must also be provided to each party of record. 

Individuals representing themselves do not need to be 
represented by an attorney. All others (corporation, 
partnership, association, trust or governmental agency or 
subdivision) must be represented by an attorney. An attorney 
representing you should f i l e a Notice of Appearance before the 
scheduled hearing date. 

I f you are a person with a d i s a b i l i t y , and you wish to 
attend the hearing, we may be able to make arrangements for your 
special needs. Please call the scheduling office at the Public 
U t i l i t y Commission at least (2) two business days prior to your 
heari ng: 

• Schedul ing O f f i c e : 717.787.1399 
• AT&T Relay Serv ice number f o r persons who are deaf or 

hea r i ng - impa i red : 1.800.654.5988 

pc: Judge Salapa 
Cher ie Py le , Schedul ing O f f i c e r 
Beth P lan tz 
Docket Sect ion 
Calendar F i l e 

#387273 rev 04/05 



A-310922F7QQ4 PETITION OF CORE COMMUNICATIONS. INC. FOR 
ARBITRATION OF INTERCONNECTION RATES. TERMS AND CONDITIONS WITH 
ALLTEL PENNSYLVANIA INC. 

MICHAEL A GRUIN ESQUIRE 
STEVEN & LEE 
17 NORTH 2ND STREET 
16TH FLOOR 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

ALLTEL PA, INC. 
C/O CESAR CABALLERO 
ONE ALLIED DRIVE 
B5-F04D 
LITTLE ROCK AR 72202 

OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 
555 WALNUT STREET 
5TH FLOOR FORUM PLACE 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1923 

WILLIAM R LLOYD JR ESQUIRE 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ADVOCATE 
1102 COMMERCE BUILDING 
300 NORTH 2ND STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA^ 
«nB4* PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

- P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265 JSSZFJSSS 
(mot imin counuoa K t r c R T O O U K FILE 

April 14, 2006 

PLEASE DOCKET 
SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

Re: Petition of Core Communications. Inc. for Arbitration oflnterconnection Rates. 
Terms and Conditions with Alltel Pennsvlvania, Inc. 
Docket No. A-310922F7004 

Dear Parties: 

The Commission has scheduled this matter for a pre-arbitration conference on 
Wednesday, May 10, 2006 at 10:00 a.m. in Hearing Room #2, Commonwealth Keystone 
Building, 400 North Street, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania and assigned the matter to me. 

Please provide to me, in writing, on or before Friday, April 28, 2006, in accordance.with 
the Commission's procedures established by the orders at Docket No. M-00960799, the date you 
received a request for interconnection from Core Communications, Inc. A copy of the log of 
"Day 1 requests" you are required to maintain by the Commission's Final Order entered May 3, 
2004, at Docket No. M-00960799, showing receipt of Core Communication, Inc.'s 
interconnection request and any readjusted "Day 1 request" will be sufficient. 

I f you have any questions, please contact me at 717-783-5453. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Salapa 
Administrative Law Judge 

Pc: New Filing 
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