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Re: CC Docket No, 96-12~(remandof inmate servIce Issues)

Dear Ms. Salas:

On June 21, 2000, Robert Aldrich of this law firm and Vince Townsend of Pay
Tel Communications, Inc., representing the Inmate Calling Service Providers Coalition
("Coalition"), met with Jay Atkinson, Deputy Chief of the Competitive Pricing Division,
and Adam Candeub.

We discussed the arguments in the REOC/GTE Coalition's ("REOCs") ex
parte presentation "Inmate Payphones: Clearing Up Misconceptions," filed June 7, 2000
("REOC Ex Parte"). We made the following points.

1. The RBOCs argue that treating inmate collect calling service as "inmate
telephone service" for purposes of Section 276 "would be a sharp departure trom prior
Commission practice" allegedly classifYing the service in the same "operator service"
category as services accessible from public payphones. This argument is circular because it
references as "prior practice" the very same orders that are under reconsideration in this
proceeding.

2. Inmate collect calling service does not "'fall within the [Act's] definition of
operator services."'. See 47 U.S.c. § 226(a)(7); 47 CFR §§ 64.708(i), 64.710(b)(3).
Inmate collect calling is a difterent service that is generally provided in a different
configuration from payphone operator services, reflecting the unique environment and
security needs of confinement facilities.

3. Collect calling is the only telephone service offered at most confinement
facilities, while operator service is one of several services available from public payphones,
and represents only 6% of payphone calls. If collect calling service is not "inmate telephone
service," then the term "inmate telephone service" has no meaning in Section 276.
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4. The dominant paradigm for the provision of inmate telephone service is the
use of dedicated, frequently on-site, equipment that is separate from network operator
services platforms and that integrates the functions of collect call processing and inmate call
monitoring and restriction. The service is thus readily segregable as a "nonregulated"
service segregable from "regulated" operator services.

5. The Commission is required to utilize safeguards at least equal to Computer
III safeguards in order to prevent Bell companies from subsidizing and discriminating in
favor of their inmate telephone service in violation of Section 276. The misclassification of
inmate collect calling costs and revenues on the "regulated" side of the Computer III
dividing line, so that the competitive risk of providing the service is borne by the
"regulated" Bell entity, defeats the purpose of the safeguards requirement ofSection 276.

6. The Code 50 Reject problem cannot be resolved by querying the long-term
number portability database because that database does not identitY competitive local
exchange carriers ("CLECs") who resell local service or who use the incumbent local
exchange carrier's ("ILEC's") switch as an unbundled network element ("UNE").
Additional information regarding the Code 50 Reject problem and industry recognition
thereof is provided in the enclosed documents, which were handed out at the meeting.

As indicated at the meeting, the Coalition is preparing and will submit a more
detailed response to the REOC ex parte.

cc: Jav Atkinson
Adam Candeub
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Independent Inmate Calling Service Provider
Inmate Collect Calling

(Revised by ICSP Coalition)

Correctional Facility

INDEPENDENT IPSP PAYS:
- Line Charge
- Local Measured Service to LEC
- l+INTRA-LATA Bill to LEC
- 1+INTER-LATA Bill to IXC
- Validation Expenses
- Billing and Collection Fees
- Customer Service Expenses
- Unbillables
- Uncollectables
- Commission to Facility
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Inmate Collect Calling with Store and Forward
(Revised by ICSP Coalition)

Correctional Facility

Inmate
dials 0+ 10

3rd

Party

Vendor's

Inmate Call
Processing
Equipment

1+ 10 Call
IntraLATA

1+ 10 Call
InterLATA

Bell Atlantic
IntraLATA

Carrier*

Automated Collect Call
transport and billed by

carner

InterLATA
(IXC)*

Called
Party

BELL PUBLIC IPSP
- Pays Line Charge?
- Receives Commission

- Bell Atlantic asp
- Inter-LATA asp

- Pays Commission to Facility

LNP
DB

LIDB
DB

Local Number
Portability Look

Up

LIDB Validation

WHO PAYS?
Local Measured Service charges
l+INTRA-LATA service charges
1+INTER-LATA service charges
Validation Expenses
Billing and Collection Fees
Customer Service Expenses (e.g., bill inquiries)
Unbillables
Uncollectables
Transaction Fees to Third Party Vendor
Commission to Bell Public IPSP

*Pays peC/Commission to Inmate Telephone Providers for calls made from their inmate phones
ison accounts. In the remaining accounts, no call processing equipment is used (see chart 2).
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Agenda
Session Overview (9:45 am - 10:15 am)

Stephanie Cowart, Bell South

Megan Campbell, ATIS

The Loss of NPA-NXX
Intelligence Due to the New
Competitive Environment
(10:15 am - 12:30 pm)

Betty Cockrell, Billing Concepts

Jill Blakeley, Time Warner Telecom

Andrew Darcy, UIT/Sprint

TecForum Luncheon
(12:30 pm - 2:00 pm)

Solutions to the Loss of NPA
NXX Intelligence (2:00 pm - 3:00 pm)

Betty Cockrell, Billing Concepts

Jill Blakeley, Time Warner Telecom

Andrew Darcy, UIT/Sprint

Panel Discussion:The Loss of
NPA-NXX Intelligence
(3:00 pm - 3:30 pm)

Megan Campbell, ATIS
Betty Cockrell, Billing Concepts
Jill Blakeley, Time Warner Telecom
Andrew Darcy, UIT/Sprint
Tami Spocogee, MCI WorldCom
Rebecca Mitchell, U S WEST
Randall Reeves, BellSouth
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Ken Havens, Sprint

Networking Break (3:30 pm - 3:45 pm)

Truth in Billing (3:45 pm - 4:15 pm)
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Jill Blakeley, Time Warner Telecom
Randall Reeves, BellSouth
Ken Havens, Sprint

~

Sponsored by the
Alliance for Telecommunications

Industry Solutions
Ordering and Billing Forum

2

March 6, 2000

Billing Challenges in the Age of
Converged Networks

TecForum 1
~

}



What Is The Problem?
• Local Competition Changes Casual Calling

• Creating Unbillable Alternately Billed Calls
- Collect, Third Party &Calling Card

- Casual 101-XXXX Dialed Calls (Dial Around)

- Anytime LD Carrier Doesn't Know the End User
or relies on LEC billing to collect charges

• Many CLEC's Can't or Won't Support Billing
and Collection Agreements
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The Fraud Issue

• The Inadequacies Inherent in Local
Resale and UNE are Creating Many
Opportunities for Fraud!

• The 'Fraudsters' Know This!

• Prison Inmates - "Friends & Felons
Program"

• "Free Long Distance"

-
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Examples of Fraud Problems

• Prison Inmates
• Unscrupulous Marketing Practices by

Certain Prepaid Local Resellers

• Fraudulent Outbound Tele-marketing
Activities

• Individual Consumers Exploiting a
"Loop Hole"
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Limit Exposure

• Control Potential Losses

• Track Activity by Billing Number
- Call Volume
- Dollar Amount
- Total Minutes

Billing Challenges in the Age of
Converged Networks

TecForum 1
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Collection Concerns

• How Do I Get This Message on the
End User's Bill?

• Is There a Billing and Collection
Agreement?

• What Will the Bill Look Like?

• Will I Get Paid?

-
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Identify The Billing Company

• Who Does the End User Think His
Telephone Company Is?

• Who Does the Network Think the
Telephone Company Is?

• It Depends on the LEC!
- Facilities Based
- Non-facilities Based (Local Resale)
- The Hybrid - UNE (Unbundled Network

Elements)

.-
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Facilities Based CLEC

• LRN (Location Routing Number)
- LNP Query on Originating, Terminating or

Billing Number

• LRN => NPA-NXX => DeN
- The Code Holder of the Exchange OCN

on the TPM

• What If the Ported Number is Resold?

... Sponsored by the
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Local Resale and UNE

• The LRN Belongs to the Wholesaler
- Incumbent LEC

- Facilities Based CLEC

• Options for Identifying the Billing
Company
- Incumbent LEC Rejects the Call

- (EMI Return Code 50)

= ilii??
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Return Code 50 Rejects
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EMI Return Code 50

• The Reject Code Used by the
Incumbent LEC When the End User's
Account Belongs to a Different LEC

• The New Operating Company Number
Is Usually Provided

• Now What?
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Options
• Direct Bill the End User for the Calls

- Finding Customer Name and Address
- Generating a Bill
- Will They Pay?

• Send Messages to the New LEC
- Does The CLEC Support B&C?

• Block End User's Future Calls
- How Long Should I Block?
- Will He Change LEC's Again?

... Sponsored by the
Alliance for Telecommunications
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Information Transmitted
During Call

• Collect, Third Party &Calling Card
- Existing Processes Don't Provide

Complete Data at All Times

• 101-XXXX
- No Satisfactory Solutions Currently Exist

.-
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Some Conclusions

• Deficiencies in Local Resale and UNE
Processes Have Created New
Opportunities for Fraud

• Further Solutions Need to Be Identified
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Ordering and Billing Forum
Issue Identification Form

OBF Issue Number 1553

Date Submitted 8/12/97

Date Accepted 8/13/97 atOBF #59

Initial Closure 4/21/98 at OBF #62

Final Closure 11/2/98 atOBF #64

Issue Category Resolved

Part A, Page 1

Issue Title: Processing of Misdirected Messages in a Post-LNP Environment

Issue Statement:: When an alternately billed message is directed incorrectly to the
incumbent company due to a Billing Validation Database timeout or failure, the
incumbent company should forward the message unto the appropriate company. The
incumbent company is the only company with knowledge of the billing company
ownership due to the regionality of the LSMS databases.

Impact of Other Issues or Procedures:

Desired Results: Determine how to process misdirected messages.

Committee Assignment:
Associated Committee:

Issue Champion: Stephanie Cowart
Address: 600 N 19TH Street

Birmingham, AL 35244

Resolution:

Company: BellSouth
Telephone: 205-321-6760

Section 7.3 Message Return Criteria and Section 7.8 Local Numbe"r Portability in the
EMI Document will be updated to include "Special Processing Requirements for returns
due to change in Local Service Provider (Return Code 50)" for exchange carrier and
interexchange carrier calls.



ISSUE 1553
DRAFT
1/21/98

7.3 Message Return Criteria

General

Every effort should be made to return the message to the sender in its original
formatj content. This includes Unbillable, Post Billing Adjustments and
Uncollectible records.

Special Processing Requirements for Returns Due to Change in Local Service
(Return Code 50)

Note: This process does not apply to any other defined return codes.

EC (Exchange Carrier) Calls
Traditionally, Ee (Exchange Carrier) calls that bill outside the originating
EC territory are sent to the perceived billing EC. If the calls are unbillable
solely as a result of a change in ECjLSP (Local Service Provider), it is the
responsibility of the perceived ECjLSP to forward the calls to the correct
ECjLSP and not return them to the originating company for reason
defined as Return Code 50.

Interexchange Carrier Calls
Interexchange Carrier calls that are billed by an EC will be sent to the
perceived billing EC (Exchange Carrier). If the customer has changed
Local Service Providers and the Interexchange Carrier does not know the
true billing Local Service Provider, the perceived Local Service Provider
will return the calls to the Interexchange Carrier using Return Code value
50 and if known will populate the LSPID (Local Service Provider ID, e.g.
Company Code) in positions 168-171.



Network Interconnection Interoperability Forum (NIIF)

Network Interconnection Architecture Committee (NIAC)

Contribution

NIIF ISSUE NUMBER: 0131 - Identification of Service Providers for Circuit
Switched Calls

DATE:

TITLE:

December 6, 1999

Assessment of LIDB Responses for Providing Service Provider ID

SOURCE: Brian Baldwin SBC/Ameritech 847-248-5324

ABSTRACT: This contribution provides an assessment of the responses received from
LIDB owners to the nine NIAC questions regarding LIDB capabilities for
providing Service Provider ID.

NOTICE

This contribution has been prepared to assist the NIIFINIAC in its discussions on Issue #0131. It has
been prepared for discussion purposes only and is not to be construed as binding on SBe. SBC
reserves the right to change or withdraw this contribution at any time.



Background:

At NIIF 20, Ameritech submitted a proposal to utilize the existing Line Infonnation Data
Bases (LIDBs) to store and forward account owner infonnation for called and calling
parties. In order to assess the utility of that proposal, NIAC members accepted an action
item to forward a questionnaire to their respective LIDB product managers. The
questionnaire consisted of a list of nine questions regarding current and future data
storage, screening and provisioning capabilities that potentially could support Service
Provider ID (SPID). To date responses have been received and posted for six LIDB
platfonns.

Analysis:

The responses received regarding SPID capabilities of six LIDB platforms are
summarized in the following table:

Ameritech Bell Att. IIluminet Pacific Bell SNET SWBT U.S. West
Currently yes yes yes yes - stored yes yes- yes - already
capable of since May stored since stored for
storing 1999 January ported TNs
account 1999 and group
owner? records
Currently available I no - needs available yes available I yes available by
equipped wi month after business by 1/31100 month after lQOO or
screening software case software 2QOO
capability? purchase purchase
Current could be yes within 12 could be OLNS data could be could be
support of available mos. if the available could be available available by
Get Data? after 6/00 demand is IQOO available in IQOO EOYOO

sufficient 6-8 mos.
Possibility of could be needs could be could be could be could be yes, is
a switch available defmition available available available available possible
owner field? within 6 and source within 6-12 within 6 within 6 within 6

mos. mos. mos.. mos. mos.
Anticipate need unknown scalable - need need need current
query forecast need forecast forecast forecast excess cpy. -
capacity forecast need forecast
problems?
Current no no, but no, but no no no no
support for willing to willing to
batch consider consider
processing?

The above table suggests that most, if not all LIDBs could support Phase I of the
Ameritech proposal (i.e., SPID for ABS queries) by mid-year 2000 (lQ or 2Q). In
addition, it suggests that Phase II of the Ameritech proposal (i.e., SPID for non-real time
Get Data queries) could be supported by most LIDBs by end-of-year 2000. Finally, it
suggests that more information is needed from billing service providers (e.g., estimates of
query volumes) in order to determine whether LIDBs could fully support Phase III (i.e.,
SPID for both real-time and non-real time Get Data queries).



Perhaps the most significant concern with the Ameritech proposal is the potential volume
of queries generated in support of a Phase III deployment, as well as the processing
requirements of the responses received to those queries. Although a Get Data query can
provide the originator with more concise information than that available with a general
ABS query, some may still be concerned that the volume of Get Data queries generated
by billing companies to obtain SPID information may exceed both the PSTN capacity,
and the processing capacity of billing service providers as well. All respondents
indicated the need for query forecast information in order to properly assess the impact of
an increase in query volumes.

Perhaps a potential solution to this concern may be for billing service providers to
provision their own (or a commonly-shared) SPID data base(s) themselves, and utilize
LIDB's Get Data capability to obtain an initial load ofaccount owner information (for
existing lines) as well as occasional updates (e.g., for new and ported numbers)'. Since
batch processing within LIDB does not appear to be an available resource for supporting
initial (bulk) downloads, negotiations for an off-line data dump or a staggering of the
times during which queries are generated may be appropriate. Once the initial load is
completed, however, less frequent updates may be required, except for new working
numbers and those for which an LNP port has taken place.

I Subject to the usage provisions ofcarrier Get Data tariffs or contracts
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BellSouth Telecommunications
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TITLE: BellSouth Response to LIDB Owner Questions (NIIF Issue #0131)

************************************************************************

ABSTRACT: This contribution provides a BellSouth response to the NIIF's questions to
LIDB owners.

************************************************************************

NOTICE: This contribution has been prepared by BellSouth to assist the NIAC in its
discussions and is not to be considered a binding proposal on BellSouth.
BellSouth reserves the right to change, amend, or withdraw this
contribution at any time for any reason.

************************************************************************



Potential Questions to LIDB Owners

1. Is your LIDB currently capable of storing account owner infonnation for all line
records? If not, what is required to provision this capability and how soon could it be
made available?

BellSouth LIDB has the ability to store Account Owner information today. We
currently have it populated at Group (NPA/NXX) level and at line level for
Ported Numbers. We have to add it to Resold and unbundled elements lines.
We are in the process of adding OLNS data to LIDB. In an effort to minimize
resources, we will convert our embedded database for missing AO records at the
same time we load OLNS data, then proceed to process on going updates. We
are now targeted for end of 3QOO.

2. Does your LIDB currently have a security/screening capability, which could
selectively forward account owner infonnation to certain query originators? If not,
what is required to provision this capability and how soon could it be made available?

Yes. The BellSouth LIDB and LIDB/Administrative Systems (AS) have the
capability to support Data Screening. The targeted date for deployment is end
of3Q 2000.

3. Does your LIDB currently support Get Data and/or OLNS queries? If not, what is
required to provision this capability and how soon could it be made available?

Both LIDB and LIDB/AS systems have the capability to support both OLNS and
Get Data. The target date for external customers is 4Q 2000 for OLNS.
BellSouth has no current plans for deployment of Get Data.

4. If/when Get Data and/or OLNS query processing is available, does/will your LIDB
have a security/screening capability to selectively forward account owner infonnation
to certain query originators? If not, what is required to provision this capability and
how soon could it be made available?

Yes. BellSouth would make this available using Levell Data Screening.

5. Is it possible to provide an additional data field to store switch owner infonnation for
all line records within LIDB? If so, what is required to provision this capability and
how soon could it be made available?

Yes. It would require the companies making the request to fund generic
requirements for LIDB. LIDB owners would have to purchase the capability.
The LIDB owners would (could) also be required to secure funding for generic
requirements and capability for the LIDB/AS and Data Screening (both LIDB
and LIDB/AS) if applicable. LIDB owners would need to identify the data



source and make modifications to upstream systems and interface(s). This could
be a 2-3 year work effort.

6. Would account owner infonnation be available to query originators for all line
records stored within LIDB?

Yes, if the query originator's switch can accept AO information for BNS, CC,
OLNS and Get Data queries.

7. Ifno account owner infonnation were available for a particular line record, what
response would be returned to a query originator capable of receiving such
infonnation?

We have Account Owner loaded at the Group level. IfAO information is not
found at the line level, then the query processing will use AO at the Group
record for that line.

8. Do you anticipate query capacity problems within your network if Get Data/OLNS
queries are forwarded for direct dialed, sent paid calls?

BellSouth would have to do network capacity planning for the additional queries
just as we would for anything else, but in order to do that we would need a query
forecast.

9. Is your LIDB currently capable of supporting batch processing (e.g., one Get Data
query on 1000 line records)? If not, what would be required to provision this
capability and how soon could it be made available?

No. LIDB by design is not capable of supporting batch processing.
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Wednesday, March 01, 2000

How to Stop the Bleeding; That's the Question Telephone Carriers are Asking Themselves as Billing
Challenges Mount

March 1, 2000 12:00am
Source: Business Wire

CHICAGO--(BUSINESS WIRE) via NewsEdge Corporation --

Technical Forum at IEC Conference On OSS

Technologies to Discuss Potential Solutions

Imagine for a moment you are running a business that provides a valuable service needed by many. Imagine too that your
customers notonly like the quality of the service you provide, they also are happy with the price you are c1tirging for it.

Now imagine that you can't collect any revenue from the service you provide because you don't know whom to bill.
Multiply this scenario over millions of customers and you would have roughly the situation that is currently creating a
great deal of angst amongst telephone carriers.

Billing challenges have become pervasive throughout the industry according to Stephanie Cowart, manager of billing for
BellSouth. Cowart, who is chairing a technical forum entitled "Billing Challenges in the Age of Converged Networks," at
the upcoming Global TMN & OSS Summit 2000 to be presented by the International Engineering Consortium (1EC)
March 6-9 in Miami, Florida, says, "When you can't identify who owns what line, you can't bill properly, and when you
can't bill properly, you can't generate the revenue you need to stay in business. That's a big problem."

The problem affects both end-user billing, where residences or businesses are billed based on the services they are using,
and access billing, where one company bills another company for the use of the fIrst company's facilities.

"A common example of access billing occurs when an interexchange carrier is involved in a long-distance call," explains
Cowart. "The customer who places that call is subscribed to a local telephone company and that company's facilities are
used prior to the call being handed off to the interexchange carrier for completion.

"The same thing happens on the terminating end of the call. So, the interexchange carrier owes both the originating
company and the terminating company a piece of the revenue that has been generated from that call."

Another example stems from the advent oflocal competition. Let's say a residential customer places a call to a neighbor
just down the street but--due to local competition-:they each subscribe to different local exchange carriers, resulting in
the call being passed from one carrier to the next. The result is that access-billing issues come into play.

Keeping it all straight is the real challenge, says Cowart: "Many times the company that actually has the revenue for the
call can't fIgure out who the originating company is, or who the terminating company is, and therefore, they don't know
who they're going to receive billing from."

Before local competition things were easier. For example, if the originating company was an RBOC (such as BellSouth),
it was easy to identify that a specifIc line belonged to the RBOC, because the NPA and the NXX were always specifIcally
identifIed with one company. With local competition, RBOCs often resell lines to competitive carriers; when this
happens, the number no longer belongs to the RBOC, but to the CLEC, and currently there is no mechanism in place to
indicate to which of the carriers the line actually belongs. Without this knowledge, it's diffIcult--if not impossible--to
accurately bill for the use of that line.

"It's a huge challenge," says Cowart, "and on the end-user side the challenge is even bigger. Take the companies that

-
http://workgroups.newsedge.com/display-p.asp?doc_id=NEb022908I.00 1 03/01/2000
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. offer dial-around service (e.g., 10-10-321). The interexchange carrier that carries the call frequently doesn't know to
whom the originating line belongs. Therefore, they have no way of knowing how to get that record to the originating
company for billing. Many times, that revenue simply goes uncollected. We're talking millions of dollars."

Part of the answer to this daunting challenge, claims Cowart, is a national database of information that carriers could
share. While promising, to work properly such a database would require information from every individual line number,
meaning that every carrier would have to agree to participate. Such universal compliance presents a significant challenge,
but Cowart believes it's feasible if companies were given the proper incentive.

"The answer is market-driven compliance," Cowart explains. "Perhaps companies could be paid f~p.!1.!tingJheir_
information into the database, or, once their data is in the system, every time the data is accessed they would get some
small portion of the fee generated by that accessing."

Another less appealing answer is an industry mandate, whereupon the FCC intervenes and forces compliance. There is
precedent for this type of mandate, says Cowart. "If you port out a line to another facilities-based switch, you must put it
into the local number portability database. And the way that database is structured and funded was determined by the
FCC." However, at current, the industry is working towards a solution without FCC involvement.

A third possibility is that carriers will simply succumb to common sense. "Without this kind of knowledge, you can't
bill," Cowart says. "And if you can't bill, you can't collect money."

Cowart cautions that the national database, though extremely promising, should not be viewed as a panacea, because it
doesn't allow for signaling forward and real-time "when-the-call-is taking place" information. "Switches in the middle
and switches at the end don't have any information regarding this," she explains. "This comes from a billing-system
extraction of the database after the fact. Consequently, a national database may not prevent all of the calls that can't be
billed from taking place. The only thing that will do that is a real-time network solution."

Longer term, Cowart predicts that the industry may ultimately turn to such a network-driven solution, whereby network
switches would signal a piece of information in the call-setups that would indicate the originating company, the company
that carried the call, and the terminating company. While such a solution would cover the gaps left open by a database
driven approach, it is not without its own drawbacks.

"Depending on who you talk to, this can be a very expensive solution, because every switch in the country would have to
be updated for it to work," Cowart says. "Also, everyone has to participate; if you have even one switch that is not
capable of forwarding the information, the whole thing breaks down." Consequently, Cowart believes a network-driven
solution is 5-10 years down the road, so far down the road that, "we're not really even looking at it at this point."

The TecForum Cowart is chairing is sponsored by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) and
will feature the recommendations of the Ordering and Billing Forum, an ATIS committee that is investigating the
requirements necessary for the creation of a national database. In addition to this TecForum, the IEC's Global TMN and
OSS Summit 2000 offers more than 30 seminars, technical forums, plenary sessions and keynote addresses focusing on
TMN and OSS technologies, strategies, and business drivers. In addition, an integrated exhibits presentation spotlights
the latest product and service innovations from le~ding industry suppliers.

More information on the Global TMN and OSS Summit 2000 can be obtained by contacting the IEC at +1-312-559-4600
or by visiting www.iec.org.
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