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BeJlSouth writes this letter to clarify a point made in its commenL~ filed February 27.
2001 in the ubove referenced dockeL~.l On page fOUf of its comments. BeJlSouth i~ responding
to the Commission's request forcommentll on "whether a requesting carrier may phy~icallyor
virtually coJJocate its line Cardll; at the remote lerminul hy installing it in the incumbent'!/. DLe for
the PUrpose.41 of line sharing.••1 As BellSouth discussed in its comments. none of its DLC
architectures allow for the simple plugging of line cards into it41 DLCs (0 be used by a
competitive local exchange carrier ("CLECtI) fur provisionins advanced services. Allowing
collocation of line cards in a OLe would require the implementation of a network superior to the
network BeJJSouth currently prOVides for it~lf and therefore the Commission should not require
BeUSouth to pennit collocation of line cards.] BeIlSouth·s argument in the alternative is.
however. that if the Commission does require the collocation of line cards in the DLC. the
CommisRion ~hould ullow BellSouth to satisfy this obligution through vinuaJ collocation as

I In the Mutt~rofD~ploymentof Wireline Services Offering AdvQ1It:ed
Te/~communicat;ons Capability arid Implementation O/Ihe uleul Competition P,.ov;sions ofthe
TelecotrU'tJUn;c:ut;ons Act 011996, CC Docket Nos. 98-147 and 96-98, Third Report and Order on
Reconsideration in CC DtK:k~1N(J. 98-147, Fourth Report urul Order on Recon.rideratifJn ;n CC
Docket No. 96-911. Third Further Notice ofPropo.red Ruling in CC Duc..*et No. 98~/47 and Six'h
Further Notice ofProposc~dRulemaking in CC Docke' No. 96~98. FCC 01-26. released January
10. 2000J ("Notice").

Notice' 56.

See BeUSouth·s Comments at 5 - 7.
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opposed to physical collocation because of the security reasons set forth in BelJSouth's
comments.4

BellSouth' s comments, however. may not be clear on this Ja~t point. The relevant
sentence on page four now states:

"Where BeUSouth has deployed a OLe network architecture that will allow a CLEC to
use line cards, BellSouth is wiUing to negotiate a virtual collocation arrangement with the
CLEC."

In lieu of this sentence. BcllSouth should have stated:

"Accordingly, the Commission should not require collocation of line cards. However. if
the Commission does require coJlocation of line cards where BellSouth has deployed a
DLe network architecture that will allow a eLSe to use line cards, BcllSouth urges the
Commission [0 adopt virtual collocation arrangements with the CLEC:'

BeUSoulh apologizes for any confusion or inconvenience the statement in thc comments
may have caused. BellSouth i~ serving thi.~ Jetter on aU parties who filed comments in this
proceeding so that they have this clarification as they droft their reply comments.

Should you have any question plea'\c contact me at 404-335-0711.

Sincerely yours, l.

~2.£~~
Stephen L. Eame.4tt
Attorney for BeIlSouth

SLE:lb
cc: Johanna Mike

Kathy Furroba
Aaron Goldberger
Dennis Johnson
Rodney McDonald
Je5.~ica RosenworceJ
Sraci Pies
David Ward
Elizabeth Yockus

4 See BeUSouth's Comments at 4.


