
Specify below the document type and Technical Reference (if applicable) that is to be used by the Supplier
to design the requested feature-and by the BellSouth Technical Assessment Center (BTAC) to test the

feature for compliance.

Type Instructions

D lndustry Check this box and complete the Technical Reference information below if a BellSouth or
or BellSouth industry specification such as a Bellcore GR is to be used by the Supplier to develop the
Specification requested feature and used by the BTAC to test for compliance. If full compliance is

expected, state so in the description under Technical Specifications. Ifnot, specify which
of the requirements, TR Sections, etc., the supplier should comply with. Be specific!

r8J Feature Check this box if the feature definition is to be used by the Supplier to develop the feature
Definition and used by the BTAC to test for complJance. If this option is selected, the feature

definition must specify all of the imponant requirements, functionality, and feature
interactions for the requested capability.

D Supplier Check this box if the Supplier is to write the Feature Specification Document which is to
Specification be used to develop the feature and test for compliance. If this option is selected, it will be

necessary to'obtain a copy of the Supplier'~ FSD for review prior to development.

Revision #Issue Date

Section 3. Design & Compliance Testing Documentation

BeJlSouth
Software Development Request

Technical Reference

2

None

Section 4. Rating

Select the ONE Rating which best describes why this feature is being requested.

Rating Priority Definition of Rating

D Mandatory I Capability is mandatory to satisfy a legal or regulatory mandate.

D Fundamental 2 Capability is fundamental to the operation of the network and is
considered a network necessity.

0 Reliability 3 Capability is desired to improve or maintain the reliability of the netv.'ork
and/or reduce system outages

D Service 4 Capability is desired to improve customer service and satisfaction.

0 Platform 5 Capability is desired as pan of a major network platform or architecture to
sUpPO" new services.

D Capacity 6 Capability is desired to increase the capacity of a critical limiting
switching system component.

~ Revenue 7 Capability is desired to increase revenue.

D Expense 7 Capability is desired to reduce the expense of operating, administering, or
maintaining the network.



BellSouth
Software Development Request

Section ~~ Feature Definition
To enter text in any of the: description sections, place the cursor in the space below the section title and

type.

IFeature Synopsis

EST is requesting that NORTEL provide a line option Call Hold feature that provides the same
functionality and interactions as existing NORTEL Call Hold feature provisioned in a common block
arrangement. This feature should allow a subscriber to place a call on hold and be able to initiate other
calls without reverting back to the held call until the subscriber desires to do so. NORTEL's existing
Residential Call Hold feature (NTXJ69AA) has a different functionality that does not satisfy BST

requirements.

1_---
I Background

Call Hold is one of three features that in the past was only provisioned from an ESSX-like common block
central office arrangement as part of EST's Prestige Communications Services feature. (The other two
features are Call Pickup and Call Transfer.) EST plans to provision these three features outside the
common block on subscriber's lines as separate line options starting in 1Q98. However, in the DMS 100
and DMS100/200 switches, Call Hold (NORTEL's name is Residential Call Hold, NTXJ69AA) does not
have the same functionality as the feature in the common block arrangement.

I Detailed Feature Description

Residential Call Hold (NTXJ69AA) in the DMS switches works in the following manner: Once RCH is
assigned to a line, the subscriber can activate RCH on a call In progress by flashing the switchhook,
receiving dial tone, dialing the RCH access code, receiving dial tone again and going on-hook. (The dial
tone that is received after the RCH access code is input is nOl interruptible, i.e., another call cannot be
dialed.) The held call is reconnected when the subscriber goes off-hook either from the same set or from
another extension. lfthe subscriber does not pick up the call during a timed interval (up to 3 minutes), the
party on hold is automatically disconnected. During the timed interval, the subscriber will hear a periodic
reminder ring.

The Call Hold that EST wants works in the following manner: Once CH is assigned to a line, the
subscriber can activate CH on a call in progress by flashing the switchhook, receiving dial tone, dialing the
CH access code, receiving dial tone again, and if desired, dial a third party and wait for the answer. CH can
be invoked again as before which places the third party on hold and reestablishes the connection between
the subscriber and the original held call. The subscriber can continue to alternate between calls by flashing
and dialing the CH access code. The held call cannot be added to the original call to fornl a three way call,
but the original connection can be retrieved by flashing. If the CH subscriber disconnects with a party on
hold, the subscriber is automatically rung back and, upon answer, is reconnected to the held party. There
should be no timers for the Call Hold feature which would limit the amount of time that a call can be held.
Also reminder rings are not required.

I Technical Specifications

Not Applicable.

IEnd-User Perspective

3



BeJJSouth
Software Development Request

Once CH is assigned to a line, the subscriber can activate CH on a call in progress by flashing the
switchhook, receiving qial tone, dialing the CH access code, receiving dial tone again, and if desired, dial a
third party and wait for th~ answer. CH can be invoked again as before which places the third party on hold
and reestablishes the connectiQn ber-veen the subscriber and the original held call. The subscriber can
continue 10 altemate berween calls by flashing and dialing the CH access code. The held call cannol be
added 10 the original call to fonn a three way call, but the original connection can be retrieved by flashing.
If the CH subscriber disconnects with a party on hold, the subscriber is automatically rung back and. upon
answer, is reconnected to the held party. There should be no timers for the Call Hold feature which would
limit the amounl of time that a call can be held. Also reminder rings are not required.

IOAM&P Requirements

CH should be a line option provisioned via a service order on RES lines. This feature should interact with
other ex isting features in the same manner as comparable fealUres in the present Prestige Communications

Service.

4
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NORTHERN TElECOM

N£rRTEL
Ms; Deborah Holler
SIOIIl' Mill1ug(r Jnrrustru,,'lurt! Phmning
fidlSnulh T~I~,,;nmanuni,,;alinn"'.Inc.
Roo,n 251'30 B~IISouth CCnlcr
67~ Wc~1 Peuchtrec Stn:ct, N.E.
"lJunla, Gcor{!iu 3Uj7~

Rcrt'r~llce SClrrware D~"clopmel1t Reque~1 feillur~ In #:10~'iH • COlli Hold (Cf-If) nn
RCllidcIlIIJI (RES) Lines.

On JJnu,Jl)' ~, 199H, Nllnd pruviut!d R~IISuuth Wilh un OrlJ~,. uf Mi.lgl1ilud~ Prk~ Quute or
$1.1 M ({1 d~"elop Ihl: CJIl "old 011 RES Linc!l fe ...tlJ~ in the NAOJO reJc~)e and include the
capability to bridpc 11\\\1 rC~lIurc back to the NA007, NAOO! and NI\OO9 releases.
Suh...~qut:111 III thul Quot~, NoneJ pmv"J~d i.I verhaJ Ordc:r uf M~gniluuc Estlmule of
$~2~.UUO for lhe fe.llun: 10 be developed excluding any btid~ill~ caruhility.

Dt:J1' f)~hhit:.

JJnuury 28, 1998

• Opllon It I· Firm rm'~ Ill" $O.7M dollars ror CiJlI Hold un RF.S I.int!s rt:atu~

dcvc loped and dc Ii vcrcd only in N.4.010 rclease.

• 0r"on #2· Firm prit:l: ('If $O.9M dollurs for CaUllold on RES Lines fe,\tut'\:
dC\lclo~d In the NAOJ 0 reJcns\: wilh the kutUf\: palL'h in lh~ NAOO7 r~I~a."'c

and prnriJt\al~d 10 the NAOOM and NAW) n:lease). The re~ture p;1lch ill
NAOU7 10 be deli ....cred ~il( (6) mOnlh:i :Incr contmet cJO:illl'l: :Uld
ucvdopmcnl slar\.

In llln,it.1l'ralilln 01 ed'Suulh'.'i need to have u firm prk~ lur husin~ss cusc purpo...cs,
NOliel uccelefi.!led the' p,oe!:)). performed an in-deplh eVClluiJljon for fealure dcvclopJn':nl
and lkll:'rnlincc.J firm pri~Jllg a.-; ul>icribcd in the altuchcu Firm Prjc~ Quotc fur BcHSoUlh
JI1d a' shnwl1 helnw'

Thal\k Y(1\1 in your continued illlcm:l'l in Nortel producl!.. II' ynu have uny qucs\inns. )'\)u
ItlUY l'llnllJCI nl~' ul 770·fifll ·410:;.

Th~ wind0w (If 0PI'0rlUnily for development of Ihis fealure in the NAUIO wjIJ soon close.
ThereforI:'. Ihe linn pn<'<: Cluolulions oplions will expirc 0" February 13. 1991t In
lIlJcJJlIOn, ;Ind ,~s\lJlllng Illl'l\.' :Il'C flo L:hanBcs It) thl! l~alurt: 1~'4UCSl, u cuntnu:tuul
(IlmlTl;lm~Jll In lh~ ......J)' nr J nun-can~:diJhlt: UII~r of Agnel:m~nlwilt n~l:d to be cxecuted by
February 1U. I Wt(.

Alli.lChm~nl.

';(~,~~
Rich'lrrl 11. DUrlon
Sr. A,,;cllunl Mun..~~r
13~J1Sou'h Account

No,lh.rn "I",IC','o", ~I 170 Iltll,4(j(ltJ

55S! Wil\ll~ur\l ro"woy, Suile Ii
I\lphlln:llo, (ji\ 30201.lIlY'



t ;'ustom
~Iutions

Firm Price Quote for BeilSouth

Call Hold (CHD) on RES Lines

NORtEL
10nl(li mUI.

Derrvery Ue!hod: Qptior. 1: Feature only in NA010 release.
Option 2: Feature in NA010 & Feature patch ira NA007 & patch propagation to NA008 & NA009.
Feature Patch in NAOO7 will be delfvered 6 months after contrild closure & development S1art.

Am Price Quote Qgtion ,: S0.7 II or

Option 2: S0.9 M fOf the entire BeISouth (BSl) nefwor1( or DMS·100s. based on the NTP (shown belew)

.......i1iMll ~.'".i''' T80 a1ltte time d col'1lr3C1'Uaf commitJ'nefYt. Strggesf Jyplta, schedJte or 25 'Yo of the total in each of (tie
four quarters of '98.

Specificnons: 1. Based on the BeJiSouth Software Development Request Feature 10' 30898
2. NTP 297-8001-3505 Standard 0.601 March 1997 Oalafitling MOC Minimum - Can Hold

Elpiry: This Price Quote WlD expire on F&uary 13, 1998. (To meet the NA010 delivery requirements).

Requested Neat Steps: To deiver the feature in NADto (assuming no changes 10 the feature request), a contractual comrritn'l!nt
(e.g.: non<ancelable LOA from eST) as required before VZOI98.

Bell South Contact: Deborah C. HoMer (5tj)ject Matter Expert)

LocaINortel Contact: Richard Burton (Sales)

Abstract:

Depenclencies:

This feature provides the Centrex Cau Hold functionality on RES lines as described in
1, Based on the BellSouth Software Development Request Feature 10 "30898 and in
~. NTP 297-8001-3505 Standard 0.601 March 1997 OatafiJling MDC Minimum - Call Hold

This feature is dependent on the Centrex Call Hold feature:
BAS Generic BASOOOO3
MDC Mininun MDCOOOOl

v. SridarM1 Jan. 26, '98
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Sincerely,

CLEC - Notification of Contractual Changes

June 16, 1998

All Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs)

Jim Brinkley - Director
Interconnection Services

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY JIM BRINKLEY

• Performance Measurements
• Intrastate Access for customers purchasing Unbundled Network Elements
• Resale Discount Applications for Customer Service Arrangements (CSAs) in certain

states
• Local Tandem Access
• Unbundled Network Element Recombinations to reflect 8th Circuit Court Decision

• Year 2000 Compliance

@ 8ELLSOUTH .

Questions regarding these revised terms and conditions should be directed to your Negotiator,
or you may call 1-888-461-9030.

As a result of changes in BellSouth policies, the standard Resale and Interconnection
Agreements are being revised to reflect updates to the terms and conditions for the following

categories:

Subject:

Date:

To:

Customer Letter I Announcement
SN91081333

eellSouth Interconnection ~ervices
675 West Peachtree Street
Atlanta. Georgia 30375





REPLY AFFIDAVIT OF LYNN A. WENTWORTH

I Citations to "AT&T __", "MCI __", and "Sprint __" refer to the briefs of those parties. Citations to
"McFarland " refer to the affidavit of AT&T employee Patricia McFarland.

Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

CC Docket No. 98-121

In the Matter of

Application by BeliSouth Corporation
for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana

1. My name is Lynn A. Wentworth. I am Vice President and Chief Financial Officer of

BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. ("BSLD"). I previously provided an affidavit in support of

BellSouth's application in this docket.

2. I file this affidavit to reply to certain allegations and arguments (collectively the

"Allegations") of AT&T, Mel and Sprint. I In order to respond directly to the Allegations,

my affidavit assumes that the requirements of Section 272 of the Telecommunications Act

ef 1996 (hereafter "Section 272") apply to BSLD transactions with BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. ("BST"). As explained in BellSouth's brief and affidavits

previously filed in this docket, Section 272 will not apply to BellSouth until BellSouth

engages in one or more of the activities that require a 272 affiliate.

3. I note that only the three entities that control most of the interLATA long distance market

have challenged BellSouth's demonstration that it will carry out its activities in accordance

with Section 272. In addition, only AT&T has submitted an affidavit attempting to support

its allegations. MCI and Sprint have filed no affidavits. As I demonstrate below, the

Allegations of these parties should be disregarded by the Commission.



4. The Allegations ignore BellSouth's compliance with Section 272(b)(5). So that there is no

misunderstanding, -let me again be clear: we have posted at the BellSouth website

(http://www.bellsouth.corp.com. hereafter the "website") the entirety of the rates, terms and

conditions of all our current non-tariff transactions and provided at least a summary (and in

one case, the entire agreement) of all past transactions with BST. No transaction, current

or past, has been omitted. The agreements posted. coupled with BST's publicly available

tariffs, represent all of the current transactions between BST and BSLD.2 These actions

exceed the Commission's requirement to post only a summary of transactions, and they

provide a complete response to the allegations that BST and BSLD are in violation of

Section 272 (AT&T 78-79, MCI 65-66), that BellSouth has failed to divulge all

transactions (AT&T 79-82, McFarland ~ 35, MCI 65, 69), and that BellSouth has failed to

provide detailed specific evidence (AT&T 80-82, MCI 65-66, McFarland ~~ 7,10,20,24

33).

5. AT&T suggests that BSLD is not in full compliance regarding its past transactions with

BST. See McFarland ~~ 25-30. AT&T ignores, however, the explicit language in my

original affidavit that explains that six of the twelve past transactions were development

work associated with current contracts whose rates, terms and conditions are included in

their entirety at the BellSouth website, and that one other past transaction was the subject

of a written agreement also reproduced in its entirety. See original affidavit of Lynn A.

Wentworth, ~14 (App. A, Tab 26). The remainder of the past transactions were reduced to

writing through the billings sent by BST to BSLD Thus, all transactions have been

reduced to writing and all have been at least summarized at the website. All ongoing

transactions have their agreements provided in their entirety at the website.

6. No transaction has been removed from the website. All ongoing transactions are conducted

pursuant to the agreements published in their entirety or pursuant to publicly available

tariffs. The past transactions were, in half of the cases, developmental work for the

ongoing transactions, and in the other half are expired transactions for such things as an

employee expense correction and library research. Four transactions (i.e., Interoffice

2 In a strained effort to delay BellSouth's interLATA entry, the McFarland affidavit (~34) attempts to distinguish the
agreements from "transactions". Its language, however, implicitly concedes that there is no distinction. By defining
a "transaction" as an agreement" ... on the terms and conditions for exchange of information, facilities, and

2



Testing, End to End Testing, Collocation, and Telecommunications Services) previously

described as "past'! were (and are) in fact ongoing, and accordingly, their summaries have

been removed from the past transaction section. The entirety of the rates, terms and

conditions for such transactions were and continue to be included among the agreements

reproduced in their entirety at the website (and, in the case of telecommunications services.

in BST tariffs).

7. AT&T also criticizes BellSouth's employee compliance procedures as insufficient (AT&T

82-83, McFarland ~~ll, 24, 55-58,60,63,65, and 74). Their criticism nowhere addresses

the strong compliance program described in my original affidavit. As that affidavit

explained (~15), every BSLD employee is given specific training on the requirements of

Section 272 by the BSLD Legal department, and accounting department personnel receive

particular training on their Section 272 responsibilities.(~ll)

8. While some of the Allegations seek to establish an extra-statutory standard for separation

of directors between BST and BSLD (see AT&T 84, Sprint 60-63) none dispute that the

directors ofBST and BSLD are not the same. This admitted fact demonstrates compliance

with the statute's and the Commission's requirements that the same person may not

simultaneously serve as an officer. director or employee of both a BOC and its 272

affiliate. See Non-Accounting Safeguards Order, '178, n. 432.

9. Sprint (p. 64) also complains that BSLD will provide BST with sales tools to market

BSLD's long distance service. The sales tools will permit BST agents to, among other

things, compare BSLD services with those ofBSLD competitors. Joint marketing is

specifically permitted by Section 272(g)(3), and marketing surely contemplates the

comparison of services marketed by the agent with services of competitors.

10. Sprint (pp. 64-65) also alleges that BellSouth has not stated broadly enough that BST and

BSLD will not perform operating, installation and maintenance functions associated with

the other's facilities. While BellSouth does not agree with Sprint's interpretation of the

Commission's requirements, neither BST nor BSLD have performed, or contemplate

performing, operating, installation or maintenance functions associated with the other's

services," the McFarland affidavit ('35) equates (correctly) the BSTIBSLD posted agreements with transactions. In
short, the "agreements" and "transactions" are the same thing.

3



facilities. We have and will comply with the Commission's requirements related to

operational independence.

11. Sprint (pp. 64-65) affio alleges that Appendix A to the Facility Use Agreement is not

present. This allegation is simply erroneous. A check of the website will show that the

appendix is present.

12. AT&T (p. 82; McFarland ~~5I, 53) and MCI (p.73-74) allege that BSLD has an obligation

to disclose transactions with non-BST affiliates. although they do not and cannot reference

such an obligation in Section 272. In any event. BSLD provides no service to any non

BST affiliate that "chains" into BST.

4
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Ilynn ,P<. Wentworth

STATEOF~ )
)

COUNTY oF~.,kaf/£~ )

Subscribed and sworn before me, the undersigned authority, on this Zbliaay of August, 1998.
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mw eJemau, also shoWn in the Proposed Service Quality Measurement colUD:U1, is the

ddault performance staDdard, or the benchmark value. The benchmark value is that the

CLEC should always receive data back from the lLEC within five scc;onds and. 9SOA. of

the 1i:me, within two seconds after the query is launched.

These default or benchmark values require some elaboration to uaderstaDd their

amtft1. Sprint (and, Sprint believes it is fair to say, the other LCUa members) did Dot

i:I::dmd that lbese benchmark values should be a bard-and·fast rule or a performanc=c

mmdard applicable to all ILECs. Rather, it has been the LCUQ members' view that all

by are =titled to is parity with each ILEe's 0\w performance (unless that perfonnance

is clearly dcfK:icnt.~, not in compliance with state commission quality ofservice

S!Jmderds, in which case, as discussed above, the !LEe should fumish at least statc

compJiaut ICI'Yicc to CLECs),1IDd that the n.EC's pcrfomJance for one CLEC does DOt

lIDdaly discriminate against that CLEC vis-a-vis the quality ofservice gi'YCD to other

Ct.£Cs and so the ILEe itself. What~tutesparity may thus diffi:r from one ILEC to

1Mnext. Ho\WVet, wbat constitutes parity cannot be determiDed witbout iDfomwioD as

to each ILE~I own iatemal per{ormaDce.

In tho LCUG members' individual inlerconnection negotiations with ILECs,

may lLECs were simply not forthcomina about their own iDtemal quality ofservice

masw*, 'aents or standards. In the ahIeDce ofsuch information from the u.F.Cs. the

LCUG mcmbc:rs developed by pnera1 consensus lIDd proposed their own default service

qaatity benchmarks, predicated. on the existence ofrobust systemS interfaces between

lLECs and CLECs, and based in part on aped·upon perfoDIIaDCC levels in CLEC-ILEC

iDII::rcom2ection agreements. and in part on state commission quality ofservice SbUIdards.

8
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• ConlumerFederationofAmerica

August 13, 1998

Mr. William E. Kennard. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. NW
Wuhinpon. DC 20554

Dear Chainnan Kennard:

Consumers Union and the Consumer Federation of Amenta respectfully request
that the Commission open an immediate invcstiption into wheU1er long distance carriers
have pISSed through, in an equitable manner, all the cost SIlvinp they received durina
1998 u • result ofcarrier accetI ch8qe festrueturin& IIDd per-minute access reductions.
Baled OIl data collected. from the Commiuion, imerexcbaDle aDd local telephoDe
~.. \W beli~ that IS lDucb IS $2 billion ill iDtsvcbenp price l'Iduc1ioaa have
DOt bee,..cl tbrouIb to caIIUIDD IDd b-wi_ ill die fonD of.. r8ductioDa for
I., ...._ ..~ofrnll ,.1aJ 11III billa] cwJ1InI,til...... --·oJ·
COIIIW1MI have been overchuged more than $1 billiOns by AT&T, Met. Sprint and
SIIIIller cmien. We therefore uk the Commission to modify its rules so that access
cIIIqe Nductiou would be crecIltDcl to ach customer's 1CCQUDt, l'IItber tbID IPPlied to
tba~im.c..... u._d to iD1mexchmle carriers.

After tbe FCC reduced interexcbaDp cmien' per-minute access charles by about
S3.2 billion in January 199I,1Dd further redua:d them by about $360 million in July for
the ....... ofthil year, we have bee UDlble to ftDd any subetaDtial nne rcductioas
offered on the most advertised IDIl commonly UMd residential schedules of the major
10111 diltlDce CII'rien. TIkiDI iDIo account the increuecl UDivenal service cbaqes these
cmien iDcuned., al tile ponion oftbe Presubaibod Interexc:bulp eam.. Charlo
(pICC) tilly haw DOt peaed Oft to their customers. we stin ftDd more the S2 billion in
Del _ViDP to me lona diDDce complDies that have not been uanslated into scheduled
rate reducdans for the vut majority ofresidential 10111 discance tUStomers.

Altbouab thae fiDdinp mate it more obvious thaD ever before that 5elJDC'Dts of
the 1011I distIDce market are Dot DeII'Iy u competitive as the Commission previously
concluded in fu1Jy dereplatinl prieml in the lonl distance industry, we are not askiDJ
the FCC to re-replate long elistllDee. Instead. we ask. that the Commis!ion revise its
rules in a manner that ensures equitable flow through of aecess charie reductions. By
calculatiDg -=cess reductions on a per-KCOunt or per-line basis. local exchqe carriers
could provide direct credits (aaaiftst the Subscriber Line ChIrp. for example) to each



consumer. ensUriHg dollar-for-dollar flow through of access reductions. If this
accounting change were immediately mstituted. consumers could be credited for all the
PICC and universal service charges assessed for 1998 (about S1 billion in total).

It is criticallhat the FCC take steps to ensure full flow through of access savings
before further charges are added to consumers' bills (PICC charges are scheduled to
increase by $.SO - S1.00 per month in January, 1999). If the long distance companies are
not required to distribute their savings equitably among all customers. consumers will be
charged about 53 billion in long distance line-item charges in 1999 without an assurance
of any per-minute rate reductions.

- .... . I,

r', \
J ~ ; \

/ V \ iv'''''"' f:j
I

"Dr. Mark Cooper
Consumer Federation of America~c)DS\IImers Union

ce: Onmiuioaer SUIaIl Nell
",.9........HIroId W. F....-Roth
COmmilSioaer MlcbMl K. Powell
Commissioner Gloria Tristani



OR
1 Pair per Household

OR
J3 Sacks per Household

OR
22 Loaves per Household

1~15J~1Ions ofmilk

OR
11 Gallons per Household

1.363.636,363. Sacks of potatoes

[ HOW-MUCH DOES $3 BILLION BUY?



.300,000:1.: boxes

OR
3 Lunch Boxes per Household

214.Z85.7r of gas

OR
2 Full tanlcs per Household

OR
Fly the eDtia popu.llJi!m of Iowa and Tennessee to

Wasbinaton, DC for a weekend
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RECEIVED

COMMENTS OF THE
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

CC Docket No. 97-231

FEDERAL COMMUNICATrONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

Before the

In the Matter of:

Application by BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.,
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.
for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana.
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