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July 9, 1997 RECEIVED

JUL -9 1997

FEDERAL COMMUMCATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Ex Parte

Mr. William F. Caton

Acting Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Room 222

Washington, DC 20554

Re: In the Matter of the 1997 Annual Access Tariff Filings, CC Docket No. 97-149

Dear Mr. Caton:

Today, Mr. Bill King, Ms. Kathy Richards, Mr. Pat Finnegan, Mr. Tom Gilberg,

Mr. Jack Moy, Mr. Ken Rust, Mr. Joe DiBella, Mr. Alan Cort and myself, representing
NYNEX, spoke via conference call with Mr. John Scott and Ms. Jospehine Simmons
from the Competitive Pricing Division of the FCC regarding the above-captioned
proceeding.

NYNEX responded to a question from the FCC staff concerning the factors that led to
the growth rate for minutes of use filed in the 1997 annual access filing. The discussion
was consistent with NYNEX’s comments contained in its Reply to Comments on
NYNEX TRP Filing, filed April 30, 1997

The attached documents, which were referred to on the call, were faxed to Ms.
Simmons per her request.

Sincerely,

Attachment

cc:  Mr. Scott ;
Ms. Simmons R e OA' ‘

® NYNEX Recyeles B
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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SHRVICE COMMISSION

7~ At a session of the Public Sq.-viee
Comniceion held in the City of
Albany on August 1, 1995

' COMMYSSIONERS PRESENT:

Harold A, Jarry, Jr,, Chairman
Tiga Rosenblum

William D. Cotter

John #, 0O'Kara

CASE 394-C-0715 ~ Complaint of ATET Communications ¢f New York,
Inc. Against Nev York Telaphone cezqny :
Coneerning Alleged Improper Application of
InterLATA Access Minutes of Use Rates to

IntralATA Switched Agcess Service.

QORDER GRANTING COMPLAINT
(Issued and Iffective August 25, 1995)

/7~ . BY THE COMMISSION:
: ANTRQDUCTYION
ATET Communications of New York, Ine. (AT&T) has
complained that New York Talephona Company (NYT) vielated 's
tariff by charging ATET interXLATA switched acoeds rates for
intralATA service. We conclude that NYT has violated its tariff
by not using ATAT reports on the jurisdiction of intraGATA falls
vwhose origin NYT cannot directly determina. NYT will be directed
to accept ATET’s reports, and to provide ATET a credit, plup
0 interest, back to January 1993, when ATET began f£iling the
" reports. \

BACEGRQIND
In Case 28435,% we established a rate- diffatenti;fl

betveen the intralATA and {nterLATA switched accesz sarvic

o 3/ case 28425, gpinion and
caxzier Acrags Chargss
1983) . ’

AAn 1 Tres AAl eecm mas ’ e eeme o
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CASE 94-C-0715

provides interexchange carriers.d/ To apply this differenti ,
NYT/s access tariff provides that it multiplies an interexc
carrier’s total switched accese usage by an interstate-intrastate
facter, (the Bercent Intarstate Usage or "PIU™ facter), to |
compute interstate and intragtate aceass minutes of use.
then multiplies the ilntrastate minutes of use by an interLATA-
intxalATA factor (the Lacal Usage Percentags or "LUP" Fact ) te
calculate interlATA and intralATA access ainutes of uee.d/

As a result of the wide availability of equal access,
("Feature Group D Switched Access $exvice" or "Featurs Group D"),
NYT can determine the jurisdiction of meet calls by comparing the
calling telephons muber with the called telsphone number, and
then computing PIV and LUP factors. ATGT’'s ocumplaint conc
interpretation of tariff language governing billing for Fea
Group D when NYT cannot determins the jurisdiction of a tel?pmma
call.

RELEVANT TARIFP LANGUAGE

NYT’® access tariff, Section 2.3.14(A)(3) states i{n

pertinent part that!

Far Feature D originating access
ninutes, the Eﬂ ected intrastata interLATA
percentage will be develeped on a monthly
basic by end offiece when the Feature Group D
Switched Access fSarvice acsess minutaes are
measured by dividing the measured intrastate
{nterlATA originating accesds minutes (the
access ainutes vhere the call number is in
one LATA and the called numbex in another
LATA) Dby the total criginating intrastate
accass minutes when the call detail is .
adequate to make such determination.

i/ IntralATA day charges for switched access are 248 lower ithan
the i{nterlATA day peried charges, and time of day discountso
are greater for intralATA switched access charges than for
interLATA charges, 80 the difference betvean intralATA
interIATA switahed access charges ranges from 243 to 62%.

2/ p.s.C. No. 913 - Telephone tariff, Section 2.3.14.
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CASE 94-C-0715

~ For terminating access minutes, the data used
by the Telephone Company to develop the
projected intrastate inteXLATA percentage for
originating access minutes will be used to
- develop projected intrastate interram
percentage for such terainating accass
minutes.

When & cuctomexr orders Paature Group D
Switched Access Service, the customer shall
supply a projected intrastate intralATA
: pexgcantage of use £or each end office

7~ invelved to be used in the event that :
ariginating call details are insufficient to
doturmine whether the call is interlAT™A op
intxalATA.

This percantage shall ba used by the
Telephone Company as the prejectsd intrastate
intralATA percentage for such call detail.
For the puzgoses of devaloping the projected
intrastate intralATA psrcentage the cuastomer
shall utilise the sume conesiderations as
those set forth in (1) (d) preceding. The
Telephone cCompaty vill designate the number

~~ obtained by subtracting the projescted
intrastate intralATA percantage for
originating and teraineting access minutes
from the designated intrastate percentage as
the projected intrastate interLATA psraentage
of use. )

ADAT ACCEEG BILLING COMPLAINT
Until 1993, both ATAT and NYT sccepted NYT’/s use pf
measured originating access ninutes for all billings mervi
under the Feature Group D switched acdass tarif?./ This
h acceptance vas dased on a mutual assumption. that AT&T’s intralATA
usage wae insignificant.
The introduction of 300 calling services, which include

inaidantal intralATA usage, changed ATLT’s assumed level ot!
intralATA usage signifiecantly. S8ince NYT eauld not de:mlrm the

~
4/ "meagured® access minutes are these for which NYT is Ibl‘e to
detarsine jurisdictien, , vhether the traffic is

— intragtate interLATA cor intrastate intralATA.

-3-

cna 4 1176 00/ 717.17 CIUN OUAA UM T AR TT [MmAatYir an -



‘Wl———n..—us.
| .
f 808 '3vwd 1128 BSL 2l Ip:21 6. 88 INr

e E R W.'-E%mnvnsmnouma ﬁinep.s/zs

CASE 94=C=0715

™ jurisdiction of 800 cally, ATE? bugan filing jurisdictional
' reports fer those calls on a guarterly basis beginning Janu*ry i,
1993. AT&T’s jurisdictional reperss were not accepted and its
ofian to allow NIT to audit its records ware refused.
On Septenbezr 1, 1994, ATLT complained that NYT ahéuld
(1) adhere to the tariff and use LUF factors provided by
interexchange carrier when NYT cannot detexmine call’
jurisdiction; (2) isesue a credit for NIT’s application of
~ interLATA rates t0 intralATA usage aince January 1, 1993 in L
violation of the tariff; and (3) bill the preper tariffed ratas
for all ongoing intralATA switched access purchesed from NYT. As
of January, 1995, ATAT bad withheld payment of 812 millien for
alleged overbilling from Jamuary, 1993.
N¥T’a Positien . ' | ’
In a January 24, 199§ lettar, NYT statas that itsl
Feature Group D tariff reguires it te calculate the intrastate °
interLATA perc¢entage ucage factor for each customer by (1)
~ dividing measured intrastate interLATA originating access minutes
by total measured intrastate originating access minutes and then
(2) subtracting the resulting intrastate interIATA percentage
usage from 100% to determine the intralATA/interLATA eplit [(the
LUP factor). NYT claims its tariff does not permit it to accept
| LUP facters provided by customers, aexcept when there are ng
criginating minutes of use for the carrier -- for example, when a
carrier is Just beginning service or taking new service
arrangements for switched access. o
(-\ The effect of the m interpretation is to apply fhigher
interLATA rates to arguably i{ntraLATA usage, if the |
jurisdictional split of the unseasursd usage (i.e., indeterminate
jurisdiction) is substantially different than the jurisdictional
split of the mgagured usage used to calculate the LUP factdrs.
f\,' NYT claims, however, that there is nothing nefarious in &
‘ calculation of factors based on traffic it can measure. I
obsarves that in the cace of Feature Group D, jurisdiction |camnot

nnn i1 te®ms AmMl @mem memn
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CASE 94-C-0715

be deterained for originating 800 vraffic, for exanple, because
it is ippossible to detsrmine if the call texrminatee acrogse the
atreet or across the aountry.

NYT notes that if credits for 800 and 900 calis

NYT’s cost would exceed $20 million. It claims that there are
financial incentives for intersxchange cerriers to manipulat
reaported billing factors and that, at a minimus, the audi
~ of such customer-supplied factors muat be addressed in any
methodology. : ,

In addition, NYT argues that no customez had prev

provide LUPs for Feature Group D tragffieo. NYT also claime
the Compission must protect the interests of tha smaller F
Group D customers, whe may not have mechaniged aystame to ¢
"reliable data in a cest—effactive way.

Further, NYT notes that ATET’e claim is addressed
7 . polely to the LUP, but that the tariff uses the same methoddlogy
for calculating the PIU facter used to calculate intrastate jand
interstate switched minutes of uss. NYT argues that if
are made to allow cuastomer reporting of the LUP, then paral
changes should be considered for the PIU.

retroactive ratemaking. NYT alleges that its current rates are
based upon ATET testimony that most of ATET’s in-state -call

require NYT to provide a credit to ATAT, in violation of
tariff, based on ATST'’s current, contradictory assertions
NY? has understated AT&T’s intralATA traffic.

ARET's Ragition

as arguing that 1) the tariff requires use of an incorrect
for caleulating intralATA ainutes of use, and 3) that ATET

taaA - .
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insisting that NYT modify its tariff. AT&T ascerts that it is
inatead demanding that NYT comply with tha tariff ag writteh.

AT&T contends that by its express terma the first|
paragraph of Section 3.3.1¢(A)(3), quoted above, applies orhy
when call detail can be "measured," and that where call detail is
inadequate, the third paragraph of Section 2.3.14(A)(3), q\ioud
above, provides that the carrier will project an
intralATA/interLATA split. ATET asserta that RYT i. unabl
"massurae,® AT&T intralATA minutes of use for 800 and 900 slrviccs
within the msaning of the tariff, and that since January 1993
AT&T has provided NYT with projected intralATA usage factoxs on a
quarterly basic for billing as dontemplated by the tariff. | AT&T
replies to NYT’‘s interpretation that customer provided data will
be used only where thers ars no originating minutes of use,] by
arguing that the tariff contains no such limitation, but statee
that customer-provided detail will be used vhenever "originating
call details are insufficient to detarmine whether the sall was
interlATA or intralATA." l

ATET argues that the tariff ig clear, that NYT m
bill according to the tariff and that claimed revenue shertfalla
do not justify misbilling of customers. It challenges NYT{a
apsertion that NYT may ove {n excess of $20 million to oth‘t
carriers, on the grounds that NIT has offared no evidence {-,hat
other carriers have similsr usage patterns and could assert
elaims back to the date ATET asserted its claim. ATET es
that, in any event, since NYT toock ne corrective action vhen ATET
riled its data, it cannot argue that it ic entitled to
systematically aisbill intralATA minutes of us:tnt interraTa
rates. ATET also claims, in the alternative, hat (1) any|
ambiquity in NYT’e tariff aust be resolved agaimst NYT, (2)
NYT had an obligation to modify its tarirr when shown it
eystematically misbilling intraLATA lin'utes of use at mtefmn
rates., . ;

1126 897 217:771 ' CIVW CNON-YININ  1C:11 {(1n1)/2 Qn- Ann
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CASE 94-C~0713

ATET respords to NVT’s argument that no carrier
complained previously by noting that an industry unﬂe:utandiﬁq
cannot be usad to opviate the plain languaga of the tariff, ' In.
addition, it argues that a battar understanding of the histoLy
thi= igsue is that no party raised any concern until the gze&th
of intralATA 800 and 900 services made NYT’s mathod grossly |
erronasus. {

ATST further asserts that there is no gvidence thalt
smaller Feature Group D customers will be harmed in any way
AT&T's reguest that it be billed properly, but that the propar
solution would be for NYT to change its tariff te sccommodate
such carriera. ATET agrees with RYT's assertion that the ‘
method should de-used t¢ calculate LUP.and PIU, and states that
it nas unsuccessfully urged NYT to modify PIU determinationsg.

AT&T raecponds to NYT’/s argument that NYT’g ourrent
rates were based upon ATET testimony by stating that while ATAT
tastified that woet of its in-state calling is interlATA, i
acceptance of different rates for intralLATA and interlATA agaess
did not authorize NYT to incerrectly bill ATET for intralATA
ninutes of use. AT&T claims that NYT vas fully aware at time
of the testimony of the split betwean ATiT’s in-state usage and
that there 1is no support for NYT’as assertion that the Commission
relied upon AT&T’s testimony. i :

DISCHREION | ‘

As ATST argues, the issue in this proseeding is t-.he
proper  interpretation of NYT’s tapiff and the methodology :ﬁu
the tariff required, More gpecifically, ATiT‘s claim raieeb a.
billing diapute arizing frem NYT/e alleged niszapplication of its
tariff.

It appears that ATET is correct in its veading the
tariff. The relevant portion of tariff Section 2.3.14(A) (3) (the
¢£irst paragraph quoted above apd requoted here), states that:

“Per Feature Group D originating access
minutes, the projected intrastata interlLATA
psrcentage will developed on a sonthly

LY L)
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CASE 94-C~=0715

- inapplicable.
' The third paragraph quoted abeve, and requoted n:h,

" inadeaquate to make a jurisdictional deteraination:

1126 832 212

basis by end office M.Zestnn_ﬂzm_g

w 3 the peagured intrast te
i.ntermnhgriqinating access minutes... b;
the total eriginating intrastata access
minutes t

sake such a determination. (Ewphasic added)

anly wvhen the call detail upon which this methodology reli
be measured.
There is no dispute about the meaning of measured

Thus, by ite express terms, this portion of the tariee appt%l.u
can

minutag ~= NYT and AT&T both agrees that measured agcess mini

ere thoss as te which NYT is able to determine jurisdiction
3a8s, vhether the traffic is intrastate interIATA or intras
intralATA. 1In this proaeeding there is alsc no disputa tha
Jurisdiction of 800 and 900 calls cannot be nsasured by NYT
Thue, this paragraph of the tariff, which requires that cal
detail be adaquate to make a Jurisdictional determination,

2r:21 L6. 88 Tnr

PAGR. 1213

jtes

Eate

L the
18
is

gots forth tha procedure to be used vhen tha call detail i

"Whan a customer orders Feature Group D
Svitched Access Servica, the customer shall
supply a projected intrastate intralATA
percantage of use for each end office
involved to be used in the svent that ‘

sn_.zaum?a.snmu as the projected
intrastate intralATA percentage for such call

detail. (enphasis added).
Contrary to NYT‘c assertion, this paragrapl doea not limit

use of guptomer-provided ILUPs t0 situations wvhere there are:

originating minutes of use on which to base the calculati
ragquired by NYT/c tariff. Rather, ATET is correct that
specific language of the tariff states that customex-provi
data will be used where originating call details are insuf

the

icient
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CABE 94-C=0715

r\ toc make the necegsary jurisdictional determinations, i,g., where
the call details cannot be neasgured.
~ ‘ NYT appears to beliave that ATET is seeking to chapge

the methodology the tariff requires for calculating the LUP
becauge the present methodology is unfair and ovargtates acepss
chargee that ATLT muat pay te NYT due to ATET’S incrsased
intralATA ueage. Thus, many of NYT's irgumente are premised on
its perception that it must refute the reasons why the tari
- must be changed to incorporate a better or more accurate
' nethodolegy. .
NYT!s arguments miscarry somevhat inasmuch as the [issue
is construetion of the current tariff. Some of its argumentys,
particularly the relianse on padt industry practice, might
gexmane if the tariff were ambiguous and extrinsic evidence |vas
nesded to conetrue it.d/ However, the tariff is not ambigu
so we need not address WYT's arguments in detail. We need only
nete that sinca this ie a billing dispute, our decision is
r\ limited to the facts and ciroumstances presanted herain; ‘e
concerns about claims other carriers might raise and mtbe*-
those carriers are in the same position a& ATST will be :
considered should thome carriers complain. In addition, NYy‘s
claim that adoption of ATET’s proposal would be retroactive
ratemaking is i{ncorrest. Ve are not changing rates or othefvwise
affecting rate levels, but are dealing vith a customer‘s
| couplaint as to wvnethexr it vas billed under the proper rat
~ provisieon of its tariff. ) {
' Purther, as AT&T points out, other NYT conteu:,
- sueh as those about the protection of NYT's interests and those
of other Feature Group D customers, or about the need to re ise
PIU calculation, really go to whether the tarifs should ’
|

bV sec cue sc-c-aou -

Tsmic S Sicn (Iseusd August 9, 1995) [use ot
Lndustry praceice vhore tariff ie nbiguens] .



N

721n 1

2.3.14(a) (3) New York Telephone Company shall base b!.ningLfor

CASE 94-C-0715

appropriately be modified. That questiocn is not before us jon
this billing oconplaint. _

ATET has provided quarterly LUPs to NYT pursuant 'to the
terns of NYT’s tariff. To the axtent NYT disputes the validity
or accuracy of the ATE¢T-supplied LUPs, it had ample opportunity
to.inspect and audit those percentages as provided by tarifs
section 2.3.14(D).4/ It chose instead to ignore them by |
applying an ingcerrect interpretation of ite tariff, Thetet!orﬂ.
ATET’s Tequested rellef chould ba granted, ' !

It chould be realiszed that local exchange co-pani',as,
such as NYT, vill be competing with services supplied by
interconnacted céuaniu insofar as those companies gain 1+
intralATM presubecription capahilities. If this competitién is
to be falr, the interexchange carriers must be charged the
correst intralATA rate Dy NYT. NYT’s application of thae tariff
hag been defactive, and thus it muet eredit ATET Commurications
for any past overpayments, plus interest.
The Commiasion Ordexs:

1. Pursuant to its tariff, P.5.C. No. 913 - uciion

1
t
t
’

intralATA switched access service provided ATAT Communications of
New York, Inc. on ATET supplied jurisdictional reports whepn New
York Telephone Company cannot directly determine the ju:iafliction
of a call. '

2. New York Telsphone Company shall, pursuant tf: the
tariff, recalculate intralATA access charges for ATLT ,;
Communications, Inc., froem January 1993 to the present on fthose
calls feor wvhich New York Telephone Company cannot direct
determine the jurisdiction, using the jurisdictional reporte that
AT&T supplied from Jamuary of 1993 to the preaent. ' f

3. Nev York Telephone Company will ecredit ATAT
Compunications, Inc. for any past overpayments in violatidn of

v

3/ gag case 94-(:-6894, sppra, at 20, n. 17, (NYT/s tariff iread to
give it an effective right to audit]. ‘

alQ-
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CASE $4-C-071S5

& the tariff, with interest, and provide procf that it has dcnd @o
wvithin thirty days of the date of this order.
4. This proceeding is esntinued.

4 . By the Commission,
(SIGNED)  Jemn C. Crary
Secretary
~ ‘

SacP.12/13

’ -
A g8 & MRS P TorYRELAT 1ONALE ;
| {
:
s

CASE 94~-C=-0715



i ———— ..

£18° 3944

nIINn '

1126 838 212

gr:21

T T™ . Y. - v e Mg

LB«

N DAl MmrlA N SIMRAl R At -—An . ®®

8@ nr

1 eman 2l ) 0, A A

A



.

18- 399d 1126 89¢4 212 gpr:21 L6« 88 Nr
.Q *
?‘ ! ‘
-I.-_J
‘ New York Telephone
‘ A NYNEX Company
Sandra Dllorio Thorm 1085 Avenue of the Amencas
Counse! o New York, New York 10036
Logat Depanment Prone (212) 335619

Fax (212) 768.7568

- October 2, 1995

-

Honorable John C. Crary

Secretary, Public Service Commission
State of New York

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223

Re: Case 94-C-0715

Dear Secretary Crary:

The following schedule, issued by New York Telephone Company (“the
Telephone Company®), 1is transmitted for filing in accordance with the
requirements of the Public Service Commission, State of New York, to be
effective November 10, 1995.

P.S.C. No. 913 - Telephone

4th Revised Page 20 2nd Revised Page 20.4.2
4th Revised Page 20.1 1st Revised Page 20.5
3rd Revised Page 20.2 7th Revised Pate 21
3rd Revised Page 20.3 2nd Revised Page 21.1
1st Revised Page 20.3.1 4th Revised Page 22
4th Revised Page 20.4 Original Page 22.1

5th Revised Page 20.4.1 Original Page 22.2

This filing is made pursuant to the Commission's Order Granting
Complaint of August 25, 1995 in the above-captioned case. The proposed tariff
revisions provide for changes to the Jurisdictional Report Requirements
section of the tariff to require customers to provide multiple percentages of
intrastate intralATA use (LUP factors) by Feature Group and Call Type and
multiple percentages of interstate use (PIU factors) by Feature Group and Call
Type for certain Switched Access Services, which will be used by the Telephone
Company to apportion the usage, recurring and/or nonrecurring charges by rate
element among interstate, intrastate intralATA and intrastate interlATA
jurisdictions when the jurisdiction of a call cannot be determined from the
call detail recorded by the Telephone Company (i.e., when the jurisdiction of
the calling and called parties cannot be determined from the Telephone

®

NYNEX Recycies .

hin 1 1176 9a/ 717:9171 SIMW SNOA-XINAN  £€:T1 (Ind) L6 .80- 1AL



A btiomssossn o

1@ 3984 1126 839L 212 Ep:21 (6. 8@ NS

-2

Company's call records). In addition, the revisions provide the Telephone
Company an enhanced ability to audit customer—provided information te help
ensuré the accuracy of billing information.

The Company is arranging for newspaper publication of notice of
these revisions, and proof of publication will be forwarded to you in due

course.
Copies of this filing are being sent to all active parties in Case '
94-C~0715.
Very truly yours,
Attachment

cc: A1l Parties to Case 94-C-0715

PRI TTec 0/ 71771 CIUW CNON-YXAININ - ee: 11 {301)/6 80- NP
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P.5.C. No. 913—Telephone

New York Telephone Company 4th Revised Page 20
‘ Superseding 3rd Revised Page 20

ACCESS SERVICE

. 2. general Requlations (Cont'd)

2.3 ligats r (Cont’d)
2.3.14 Jyrisdictional Report Reguirements

“(A) Report Requirements , ‘ ()
(1) When initially ordering Switched Access Services the customer is )
required to report projected percentages of interstatk usage (PIU) and (€)
intrastate intralATA local usage percentages (LUP) to the Telephorne (Y
Company by Feature Group and Call Type as set forth below. The (c)
customer must report the percent of interstate use (PIU) and intrastate (C)
intralATA percentage (LUP) by Feature Group and Call Type as follows: (€)
. FEATURE_GROUP (€)
; CALL TYPE A B )] (C)
Originating Required Required Required (€)
Originating 200 - - Required (c)
Originating 800 - Required Required {c)
Originating 900 - Required Required (c)
Terminating Required Required Required (C)
Terminating 800 - Required Required {€)

Terminating Directory
Assistance - Required Required {C)
Terminating Mass (C)
Announcement Service Required fequired Required (C)
(2) These percentages will be used by the Telephone Company to apportion (C)
the usage, recurring and/or nonrecurring charges by rate element among (€)
interstate, intrastate intralATA, and intrastate interlLATA (C)
jurisdictions when the jurisdiction of a call cannot be determined from  (C)
the call detail recorded by the Telephone Company (i.e., when the (C)
jurisdiction of the calling and called parties cannot be determined (C)
from the Telephone Company's call records). (9]

Issued: October 2, 1995 Effective: November 10, 1995

By Sandra Dilorio Thorn, General Attorney
1095 Avenue of the Americas., New York, N.Y. 10036
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P.S.C. No. 913—Telephone

New York Telephone Company 4th Revised Page 20.1
Superseding 3rd Revised Page 20.1 o~

ACCESS SERVICE

2. General Requlations (Cont'd)
2.3 “Obligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
2.3.1¢ Jyrisdictiona) Report Requirements (Cont'd) ‘
(A) Report Requirments (Cont'd) (c)
(3) When the call detail recorded by the Telephone Company is adequate to () -
determine the appropriate jurisdiction of the Switched Access usage (C)
“(i.e., when the jurisdiction of the calling and called parties can be (C)
determined from the Telephone Company's call records), the customer (¢)
reported jurisdictional fnformation will not be used for those calls, (C)
Instead, the usage will be directly assigned to the appropriate (¢)
jurisdiction based on the Telephone Company's recorded call detail, (c)
(4) For purposes of developing the projected PIUs, the customer shall (C)
consider every call that enters the customer's network at a poinat {€)
within the same state as the state where the called station is located (€)
to be intrastate and every call that enters the customer's network at a ()
point in a state different from the state in which the called station (c)
is located to be interstate. (C)
For purposes of developing the projected intrastate intralATA LUPs, (C)
the customer shall consider every call that enters the customer's {C)
network at a point within the same state and LATA as the state and (C)
LATA where the called station is located to be intrastate intralATA (C)
and every call that enters the customer's network at a point within (€)
the same state but in a different LATA from the LATA in which the {Q)
called station is Jocated to be intrastate interlATA. ()
(s) The customer shall cbmpute the PIU for each Feature Group and Call (€)
Type by dividing interstate access minutes for that Feature Group and (C)
Call Type by total access minutes for that Feature Group and Call Type. (C)
The customer shall compute the LUP for each Feature Group and Call (C)
Type by dividing intrastate intralATA access minutes for that Feature (C)
Group and Call Type by total intrastate access minutes for that (C)
Feature Group and Call Type. (€)
The computations for *Originating® and *Terminating® Call Types shall (C)
include only those access minutes for which a 1ower level PIU and LUP (C)
is not required as set forth in 2.3.14(A)(1) preceding. For example, (C)
the "Originating Feature Group D* PIU and LUP computations shall (c)
inciude all Feature Group D originating access minutes other than 700, (c)
800 and 900 access minutes. (C)
Issued: October 2, 1995 Effective: November 10, 1995
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P.S.C. No. 913~Telephone

New York Telephone Company 3rd Revised Page 20.2
Superseding 2nd Revised Page 20.2

ACCESS SERVICE

2. S_EMLRMM (Cont'd)

23 Obligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
~ 2.3.14  Jurisdictional Report Reguirements (Cont'd)
(A) Report Regyirements (Cont'd) )
(6) In the event a customer fails to report the PIU and/or (UP for (9
Originating 700, Originating 800, or Originating 900 Call Type(s) for {€)
any Feature Group(s) as required in 2.3.14(A)(1) preceding, the (C)
Telephone Company will use the "Originating® PIU and/or LUP reported ()
for such Feature Group(s) to apportion such usage until the customer (€)
provides the required data at a regularly scheduled update as provided (C)
in 2.3.14(B) following. ()
. In the event a customer fails to report the PIU and/or LUP for (©)
Terminating 800, Terminating Directory Assistance or Terminating Mass (C)
Announcement Service Call Type(s) for any Feature Group(s) as required (C)
in 2.3.14(A)(1) preceding, the Telephone Company will use the (C)
*Terminating” PIU and/or LUP reported for such Feature Group(s) to (C)
apportion such usage until the customer provides the required data at (C)
a regularly scheduled update as provided in 2.3.14(B) following. (c)
(7) PIUs and LUPs are to be reported by the customer in whole numbers on a (C)
Billing Account Number, LATA, or end office basis. (C)
{(8) In the event that the projected PlUs and/or LUPs provided by the (©)
customer when initally ordering Switched Access Services change prior (C)
to the date upon which the Telephone Company provides service to the (c)
customer, the cystomer shall report the change{s) to the Telephone (c)
Company prior to service completion. (<)
(9) For purposes of implementation, the customer is required to update its (c)
jurisdictional report in conformance with the regulations contained {C)
herein, for the impending guarter as set forth in 2.3.14(8)(1) (c)
following. If less than 30 calendar days exist from the effective date (C)
of this tariff to the impending quarter, the customer is required to (C)
update its report for the next ensuing quarter. If a customer fails to  (C)
update its jurisdictional report as required for purposes of {C)
implementation, until the customer updates its jurisdictional report as (C)
set forth in 2.3.14(B)(1) following, the Telephone Company will apply (C)
to all Call Types within each Feature Group the PIU and LUP facters (C)
that were applied to each Feature Group in the last full three-month (c)
period (beginning February, May, August or November) prior to the (©)
effective date of this provision. (€)
Issued: Octaber 2, 1995 Effective: November 10, 1995
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P.5.C. No. 913~Telephone

New York Telephone Company 3rd Revised Page 20.3
Superseding 2nd Revised Page 20.3 —~

ACCESS SERVICE

I~
2. Genera) Regulations (Cont'd) '
2.3 Qbligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
2.3.14 Jurisdictiopal Report Requirements {Cont‘d) .
(B) Changes 1n Projected Percentages of Use | (C)
(1) Effective on the first of January, April, July and October of each <)
year the customer must update the jurisdictional report required in (c) —
2.3.14(A)} (1) preceding if the actual percentages of use for the past (c)
three months differ from the last reported percentages of use. In such (C)
cases, the customer must forward to the Telephone Company, to be (C)
received no later than the 21st day of each such month, a revised (€)
report showing the actual interstate and intrastate intralATA {C)
percentages of use for the past three months ending the last day of (C)
December, March, June and September. (o))
(2) The revised report will serve as the basis for the next three months (©)
billing and will be effective on the bill date in the following month (€)
(i.e., February, May, August and November), except where jurisdiction (C)
for a call can be determined from the call detail recorded by the (©)

Telephone Company, in which case usage will be directly assigned to the Q)
appropriate jurisdiction based on the Telephone Company's recorded call (€)

detail, (C)
(3) No prorating or backbilling will be done based on the report. » (©
(2) If the customer does not supply a revised report, the Telephone ()
Company will apply the percentages supplied by the customer in the last  (C)
quarterly report. For those cases in which a quarterly report has (c)
never been received from the customer, the Telephone Company will apply  (C)
the percentages provided in the initial order for service. (C)
Issued: October 2, 1995 Effective: November 10, 1995
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P.S.C. No. 913—Telephone

New York Telephone Company 1st Revised Page 20.

3a
Superseding Original Page 20.3.1

ACCESS SERVICE

2. gGeneral Regylations (Cont'd)
2.3 Qbligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
2.3.14 Jyrisdictional Repprt Reguirements (Cont'd)
(c) Jurisdictional Audits ‘ (€)
(1) The customer shall keep sufficient detail from which the perceantages €)
of interstate and intrastate intralATA use reported to the Telephone (€)
Company can be verified and upon request of the Telephone Company make (€)
such records available for inspection and audit. The customer must (C)
maintain these records for 24 months from the date the report became (<)
effective for billing purposes. (C)
(2) Initiation of an audit will be at the sole discretion of the Telephone (€)
Company. The audit shall be performed by an independent party selected (C)
_ by the Telephone Company. An audit may be initiated by the Telephone (c)

Company for a single customer no more than once per year. The customer  (C)
shall supply the required data within 30 calendar days of the Telephone (C)

Company request. (€)
(3) In the event that an audit reveals that any customer reported PIU or ()
LUP was incorrect, the Telephone Company shall apply the audit result (C)
to all usage affected by the audit. The customer shall be backbilled (C)
or credited, for a period retroactive to the date that the incorrect (C)
percentage was reported, but not to exceed 24 months. Backbilled ()

amounts are subject to a late payment penalty and payment shall be made (C)
in immediately available funds, within 31 days from receipt of bill or (C)

by the following bill date, whichever is a shorter period. ‘Interest : (€)
dﬂi,l.)eec’ S~ will not apply to credited amounts. ) (C)
(3) Should an audit reveal that the misreported percentage(s) of use has ()

resulited in an underpayment of Access charges to the Telephone Company (C)
of five percent or more of the total Switched Access Services bill, the (C)

customer shall reimburse the Telephone Company for the cost of the (€)

audit. Proof of cost shall be the bills, in reasonable detail, (c)

submitted to the Telephone Campany by the auditor. ()

(5) Within 15 days of completion of the auditor's report, the Telephone (c)
Company will furnish a copy of the audit results to the person ©)

designated by the customer to receive such results. ©)

)
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P.S.C. No. 913—Telephone

New York Telephone Company 4th Revised Page 20.4
. Superseding 3rd Revised Page 20.4

ACCESS SERVICE

2. General Reqylations (Cont‘d)
2.3 Qnligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
2.3.14 Jurisdictiona] Report Requirements (Cont’d)

(D)
(D)
0 -
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)

(D)
(0)
(D)
(D)
(0)
(0)
(0)
o -~
(D)
(D) -

(D)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(D)
D)
(0)
(0)
(0)
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P.S.C. No. 913—Telephone

New York Telephone Company _ Sth Revised Page 20.4.1
Superseding 4th Revised Page 20.4,]

ACCESS SERVICE

| 2. Genera! Requlatjons (Cont'd)
2.3 Qbligations pf the Cystomar (Cont'd)
2.3.14 Jurisdictiona) Report Requirsments (Cont'd)
(0)

(D)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(D)
(0)

(D)
(0)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(0)
(D)
(D)
(D)

(D)
(0)
(0)
(D)
(D)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)
(D)
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New York Telephone Company

2. fGeneral Bequlations (Cont'd)
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P.S5.C. No. 913—Telephone

ACCESS SERVICE

2.3 Obligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
2.3.184 Jyrisdictional Report Requirements (Cont'd)

2nd Revised Page 20.4.2
Superseding lst Revised Page 20.4.2

(0)
(0
(0}
(0)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(0)
(0)
(D)
(0)

(D)
(0)
(0)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(D)
(0)
()
(D)
(D)
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P.S.C. No. 913—Telephone

New York Telephone Company 1st Revised Page 20.5
Supgrseding Original Page 20.5

ACCESS SERVICE

2. General Reguylations (Cont'd)

2.3 Qbligations of the Customer (Cont'd)
2.3.14 Jurisdictional Report Requirements (Cont'‘d)
' (D)
(D)
(0)
(D)
(D)
(0)
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