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(212) 758-9500 FAX (212) 758-9526

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals
445 Twelfth Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Level 3 Communications LLC Ex Parte Presentation in CC Docket 99-68 Inter-Carrier
Compensation for ISP-Bound Traffic)

Dear Ms. Salas:

Pursuant to Sections l.l206(a) and (b) of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § l.l206(a) and
(b), this letter is to provide notice of an oral ex parte presentation by Level 3 Communications, LLC
("Level 3") in the above-referenced proceeding on Thursday, September 14,2000. Patricia Paoletta,
Vice President, Government Affairs, William P. Hunt III, Vice President and Regulatory Counsel, and
Michael Romano, Attorney of Level 3 and Tamar Finn of Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP met
with Dorothy Attwood, Mary Beth Richards and Jack Zinman of the Common Carrier Bureau and
Tamara Preiss and Jane Jackson ofthe Competitive Pricing Division. The purpose of the meeting was
to discuss the attached handout, which was distributed at the meeting.

Thank you for your attention to this correspondence. Pursuant to the Commission's rules, an
original and one (1) copy of this letter is provided. A copy is also being hand-delivered to Dorothy
Attwood and members of her staff. Please date-stamp and return the additional copy of this letter for
our records.

Sincerely, _

~~~
Tamar E. Finn
Counsel for
Level 3 Communications, LLC

Enclosure

cc: Dorothy Attwood
Mary Beth Richards
Jack Zinman
Tamara Preiss
Jane Jackson
Michael Romano
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It's Not Just Ab.0

",nsation:
lution

...Bound Traffic

Least Four Issues Must Be Addressed
Regarding Compensation for the Use ofLocal Carrier Networks:

1. Compe~af r ISP..bound traffic

2. Points of Interconnecti

3.

4.
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•Ion.
fie should
ause network

cally indifferent
ensation reflects

September 15,2000

• In the absence of a specific federal rule, State commission
application of Section 251(b)(5) reciprocal compensation
is the logical consequence of treating ISPs as local

end users.

• Going forward, inte
traffic must not hinge on

• Intercarrier compe
mirror 251(b)(5) r
functions arethe s

• Originating carrier
because payment
avoided termination
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• Resolution
address Issues

- Issue 2:
- Issue 3:

Issue 4:

September 15, 2IDOO

Points of
The Costs 0

ation

ection
ating Traffic

Terminatine: Compensation

5



S­
a>
.0

~
15..
Q)

en



• Where shouldLECstJiereGi);~lired to exchange traffic
(including ISP-bound traffic)?

~QPtion to
e point in each

cH~t12710rder (emphasis

wCLECsto
ly feasible point."

• "[T]his me
intercon.
LATA." ­
added).

• Section 251(c)(L,) re
interconnect "(1,t any tec

September 15, 2000 7
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locations• ILECs wa
throughout
- SWBT: TX puC Arbitration Awardreauires interconnection in

every local calling area

Ameritech, SNET, Pacific Bell: Require interconnection at every
tandem upon market entry. Rejected by CA arbitrator and IL
Commissi~'Curr~ei!1f5arbi.t\1y Level 3 in CT and MI.

BellSOUth:~ema~~~~~~;'Oints of
interconnection fo(its ,,2!1~.«~~;~~ittic,. Currently being
arbitrated bv Lev..
Qwest:

September 15,20QO
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• Mandating inte
LATA viola
the inte

lJltiple locations within a
ermine rest")'llitida.

9

designate POls.

September 15,

• CLECs would bear additionaJ costs to build out to all
ILEC-designated POI§,,, regardles~I;'0f network efficiencies
or traffic volumes.

• FCC m1.lst r~'iterate
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Thee

• The ori...
originatJ·
transportjn,
Competition Order

Traffic

11September 15, LVVV

• Each carrier bears costs to build out facilities to point of
e:",,', , ,;:::.<:-:_,:":,_::::>:::·,,,';;':':':~>;:5)';;

InterconnectIon. -- Loctil'Comaetition Order (at paragraph 553).



• This policy

Traffic

12

road" by forcing
k~~~ to take ILEC-

~ilities~se~~~~O;~~J~it~affic is the originating
ibilitv. because';thes'~:Iacilitiesare part of the

'rules of the
roaa' ungerwnich for
one company's any other CU5;torner' eV'entt
customer is served by 'll1other telepbo:t!~ company. -- TSR Wireless v.
US West, FCC OO~194 (at Pw~graph

September 15, 2000

• ILECs want
CLECs to pay for
originated traffic
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fficThe

• Arises"- -- '"
- Virtual {~';~'::~~i':: dial-in numbers

regardless physical locations.

- Widely used by ILECs and CLECs.

- Discussed in Cornments:·.SB~Comments at 43; Verizon
Comments a118; Bel1SouthComJ:11.~J;~!~at 13; Conversent Reply
Comments.

September 15, 2()()()

• Originating
calls to POI
- All c
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• ILECs are
offset any

ing Traffic

Arbitrations and

• If ILECs prevail at the state level,compensation to CLECs
will be offset and CLECs will be forced to pay for majority
of ILECs' oritzinatin2 ISP,~l~ound)traffic.

14September 15, 'vvv
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ce of

"F'rafficT

• Under ILECri:~a~~;Lr(~C InJ~1B~~rrier Compensation
Resolution woulidbe nu~lifiedbyILEC traffic delivery
proposal.

• Under ~~..&-~_

ISPs

September 15, 2000
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• To avo
compe

ffie

- Costs of originating ISP..b~]jnd traffic will be borne by the
originating customer, j'1:lsta$~Hey are in the context of any other
1ocally..di(l;l~!@.call.

September 15, 2000 16
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'pensation

favor on this point.

c is not eligible for
otlocal.
NC arbitration

reciprocal com
• At issue in T

proceedings.
• TX and IL

• ILECs

• Virtual NXX'andTerminating Compensation
• Use ofVirtual NXX is widespread.
• Many ISPs do not maintain a physical presence in each

local calling

Location

September 15, 2000
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Loc~.v.L

September 15, &..vvv

• Many calls
reciprocal comnensation
ILEC proposals.

• May nullify any FCC decision in this docket.

• Widespread local cal1inll oresence oflSPs would be
harmed, lim~!ing t

• Imposes codl on ISP
subscribers.
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• The FCCs

WIll annlV regfiraless
physical presence in

~ompensation

hatever
~bound traffic
tains a
•

September 15, ~\J\JV 20


