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White, Nancy

From: Joroan. Parkey

Sent: Moncay. July 04, 2002 11 47 AM
To: ‘mark buechele@stis com'
Subject: Settlement Language

Mark. Greg and [ have reviewed the document you referenced. the "Stipulated Settlement of Issues” document that Brian
sent on September 24. This document was not filed with the commussion and 1s not a finai settlement. | think the
document Greg forwarded to you covers the agreed upon issues.

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.-
404-335-0794 -
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White, Nancy

From: Jordan, Parkey

Sent: Mongday, July 01. 2002 3 12 PM

To: ‘mark puechele@stis.com’

Cc: Follensbee, Greg

Subject: FW- Arbitration issues f

Mark, attached 1s an email I forwarded Bnan after the June 6, 2001 intercompany review board meeting. As you can see.
10 1ssues had been withdrawn by Supra at issue 1D (meantng there 1s no language to include or strike - the 1ssue was
simply withdrawn). Three issues. 2, 3, and 39, were closed during the June 6 mpeting. Brian or Adenet should have
notes regarding these ssues. Supra withdrew issue 39 (again, no there 1s no language to include or delete). lIssue 2 was
resolved by the parties agreeing to include the confidential information language from the exisuing agreement. Similarly.
issue 3 was resolved by the parties agreeing to include the nsurance language from section ™' \ of the existing
agreement. 1 only have hand written notes regarding the parties’ discussion of these tssues ice that 1ssue 2 15 also
included on the October email. Prior to the parties' mediation with the staff, there had been ... .;ie confusion about
whether i1ssue 2 was closed because testimony had been filed -~ the issue. The parties thereafter agreed that issue 2 was

in fact closed. |

i don't believe any confirmation of the language went back and forth between the parties. as we agreed to include
language that already appeared in the existing agreement. I will also forward to.you 1n a separate ematl Brian's response
to my email below. [ believe with this email you now have information regarding each issue that the parties settled prior
to release of the Commission's order. If you plan to request any other information from us for use in a review of the
agreement, please let me know immediately.

Parkey Jordan

BetlSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
404-335-0794

---—0Onginal Message-----

From: Jordan, Parkey

Sant: Thurscay, June 07, 2001 10:16 AM
To: ‘behaken@sts.com'

Cc: White, Nancy ; Rnien, Patrck
Subject: Artitration 1ssues

Brian,

Per my notes, there were originally 66 arbitration issuas. | show 10 of those as peing withdrawn during issue
identification. Those are 6, 30, 36, 37, 43, 50, 54, 56, 58 and 64. During the Juae 6 meeting we discussed 24 unresolved
issues (in addition to the 24 issues | am referencing, we also discussed and withdrew issue 64, but as we had previousiy
withdrawn it, | am not considering it as part of our meeting yestordaa. Of the 28 unresolved issues we discussed. we
resolved or withdrew three additional issues, namely, issues 2, 3 and 38. That leaves 32 arbitration issues that Supra will
not discuss until it receives natwork information. Does this line up with your noties and/or recollection?

Parkey Jordan
404-335-0784




Frem: Jordan. Parkey

Sent: Moncay July 01, 2002 3 13 PM

To: ‘mark buechele@stis com’

Cc: Follensbee Greg

Subject: FW Arbitratior: issues

2rzan's resconse IO MY TLEVLICLS EMall.

Parzey Jorzan :

B__.Ts:%n {elezammunications, Inc

434-333-7794 !
+

----- Original Message-----

]

l
Frcm: Chaiken, Brian [ma-.to:BCraiker?STIS.cem] {
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 20Ci 2:35 2K .
Tn: 'Jordsn, Parkey '; Meaacier, Adere:z; Nilson, Cave; Raras, Kay:
T.cner, P3ui |
C:: White, Narcy ; finlen, Patrick !
SubrezT: ReE: Arbizraz.cn Issces i

Parkey:

My notes reflect same ktreakcown. It is good o know we car work together t=
reach scre agreemenrts. As we have previously stated, Suprd dces wish to
d.scuss tre remaining :ssues, btu- feels it will be at a trgmendous
d:.:sadvantace without f:rst being able to review the requestgec :niormation.

Brian Cha:ken, Esqg.
General Counsel

Siupra Telecommunicaticns &
Inforrat:on Systems, Inc.
2620 §.W. 27tn Ave. ;
Miami, Florida 33133-3001 |

Pacne: 3C5/476-4248 :

Fax: 3CS/443-2078 '

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information in this
electronic mail is 1ntended for the named recipients only.! It may
conta-n privileged and conf:dential matter. If you receive this
e.ectrcrn:c mail in errcr, please notify the sender immediately by
replying to this electronic mail or by calling (305) 476-4348. 5o not
disclose the contents to anyone. Thank you.

----- Or.g:inal Message-----

trom: Jordan, Parkey (mailto:Parkey.Jordan@BellScutn.COM]
Sant: Thursday, June 07, 2001 10:16 AM

Tn: 'bchaiken@stis.com'

Cc: White, Nancy : Finler, Patrick

Subject: Arbitration Issues

Brian,

e were originally 66 arbitration issues.| I show 10 of
rawn during i1ssue 1dentification. Those are 6, 30, 36,
and 64. During the June 6 meeting we discussed 24

1

Per my notes, tn
those as being wit
37, 43, sC, 54, 56,




White, Nancy

From: Jordan. Parxey

Sent:  Tueszay, July 02, 2002 9-14 AM

To: ‘Buechele, Mark’, Jordan, Parkey

Cc: Follenspee, Greg, 'Nilson, Dave’

Subject: RE. Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final

Mark, as [ said before. we are trymg desparately to work through the issues with you. So far we have only discussed
one arbitration 1ssue and one other issue relating to the contract. We are not'in agreement with Supra about the status
of the issue that was arbitrated regarding dispute resolution. The issue raised was "what are the appropriate tora tor the
submission of disputes under the new agreement?” The commission found that the PSC was the appropriate forum.
You apparently disagree with that statement, so | am a bit concerned about the resolution of that issue. As [ said

- hefore, we need to try to work through all the issues, see where we agree and disagree, and work toward resolution ot
the issues where we are not in agreement. Unfortunately, our meeting scheduled for today was again completely
unproductive, as you were not prepared to discuss any issues or any language in the interconnection agreement. | trust
that you will be fully prepared on Wednesday to discuss substantive issues. -

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
_ 404-335-0794

--——Qriginal Message-----

From: Buechele, Mark [mailto:Mark.Buechele@stis.com]

Sent: Monday, July 01, 2002 10:04 AM

To: 'Jordan, Parkey'; Buechele, Mark

Cc: Follensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final Language

Parkey,

|
|
|
|

Thank you for your response. Without addressing the substance of every statemert made at this time, | will note that in our
the venue language woulid be changed back

conversation Friday morning you unequivocally (and without reservation) stated th
_ to the original language found in the template. Your response concerns me becau

it raises the specter that persons other than

yourself and Greg Follensbee must approve the results of our final negotiations; an¢ that what we agree upon during our
discussions may be withdrawn or changed by BeilSouth at anytime and by others in the BeliSouth legai department who may only
be tangentially invoived for tactical reasons. | trust this is not truly the case and that our future agreements will not be subject to

further change.
MEB.

-----Original Message-—-

From: Jordan, Parkey [mailto: Parkey.Jordan@BeilSouth.COM]

Sent: Friday, June 28, 2002 7:44 PM

To: '‘Buechele, Mark'; Jordan, Parkey

Cc: Foliensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final Language

Mark, just to be clear that you understand our position, we are attemn

we will include in the interconnection agreement based on the FPSC prder. The parties may well settle issues in

an effort to finalize the agreement, despite the fact that the language

Eing to agree with Supra on what languuge

timately agreed upon is different from the

actual position of the parties. We only discussed 2 issues this morning, so it is impossible for BellSouth to

determine at this point if Supra is in agreement with most of the a

ent or not. If the two issues we

discussed this morning are the only substantive issues Supra has, BelISout.h may decide, in the interest of
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settlement. o agree 10 Supra’s language or to a compromise on both ot those :ssues. BeilSouth compromised
this morming on the language regarding the torum for dispute resolution. BellSouth’s position on that 1ssue 15
that the order requires the party to use the BellSouth template as the base agreement and to use the order of the
PSC to fiil in the remaining issues. BellSouth used the word "shall" in the proposal to implemnent the
commission order. BellSouth's position remains that shall is appropriate. If the parties ultimately cannot agree
on many ot the provisions 1n the agreement. we may return to our original position. For now we are wiiling 1
compromise in the effort to reach agreement, but Supra’s issues that we discuss Monday may impuct our
willingness to compromise.

With regard to the effective date of the agreement, | do not agree with your characterizations ot BellSouth's
position. but we each clearly stated our respective positions this morning, and I see no need to rehash them
here. Further, you have mischaracterized the email that you reference as evidence of BellSouth's ageement that
the new interconnection agreement would not be retroactive. First. [ sent that email to Paul in an etfort to settle
the issue of the rates that we would use in the recalculation of the June to December bills. Second, you have
pulled one sentence out of context (and not even the entire sentence) and have conveniently ignored the
remainder of the email. Supra had claimed that BellSouth's recalculation of the June to December bills should
be based on the FL commission's new UNE rates rather than the rates in the agreement. By this ume, BeliSouth
was aware that Supra was taking a position on retroactivity that was contrary to what BellSouth believed and
contrary to Mr. Ramos' testimony before the FPSC. Paul was also concerned about the effect ot retroactivity on
the June 5, 2001 award. | told Paul that | would offer some language to try to settle these issues. In exchange
for using the rates from the new interconnection agreement in the recalculation of the bills, I would agree to (1)
use the date of signing as the date in the blank in the preamble, and (2) add a sentence that says (and |
paraphrase) despite the effective date in the preamble, the parties agree to apply these rates, terms and
conditions retroactively to June 6, 2001. [ was merely trying to settle disagreements of the parties regarding
UNE rates applicable to June-December, 2001, retroactivty of the agieement, and the preservation of the June 5
award in light of retroactivty. I neither forgot about this email, nor did I make a misstatement, deliberate or
otherwise. BellSouth has never agreed to Supra's position on this issge. [ offered a settiement that Supra
refused - Paul never responded to that email. However, it appears that you are deliberately ignoring both the
plain language of the email and the settlement context within which 1} was offered in an effort to claim that
BellSouth has changed its position. That is clearly and obviously not the case.

| see no reason to continue to rehash these two issues. We will continue our discussion on Monday and will
hopefully get through all of Supra's issues or disagreements with what BellSouth has proposed (if any).

Parkey Jordan

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

404-335-0794

---—0riginal Message--—--

From: Buechele, Mark [maiito: Mark.Buechele@stis.com]

Sent: Friday, June 28, 2002 3:58 PM

To: Jordan, Parkey

Cc: 'Follensbee, Greg'; Nilson, Dave

Subject: Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final Language

Parkey,

l _ -
This note will serve to memorialize our telephone conference this moring regarding our negotiation of final language fo
inclusion in the follow-on agreemaent.

|
I
|
i

Based upon our discussion this moming, we agreed that on paragragh 16 of the General Terms and Conditions.
BellSouth will change the word “shall” back 1o the original word of "may” used in the template filed with the FPSC
Accordingly, the first sentence of that paragraph will read as follows:

“Except as otherwise stated in this Agreemaent, the parties agree that if any dispute arises as to the interpretation
of any provision of this Agresment or as to the proper implementation of this Agreement, sither party may
petition the Commission for rasolution of the dispute.” !

7/14/02



We also discussed at 'e~gm the effective cate to 2e used n the new followon interconnection agreement it s ,our

position that because tre current interconnection agreement has a clause ceaing with retroactivity. that th.s necessar v
means tnat the effective date of the new folowon agreement must be June 10. 2000. My position is thar the ‘emoiate

fileg with the FPSC at the start of this arbitration contained a blank date Typicaily, tart.es leave the effect.ve ca'e of 3

contract blank wnen they intend to use the execution date as the effective date Because the parties cannot uscaily
predict when the agreement will be executed. they leave the date blank in Lne with this practice, it i1s my recoitection that
when you and | were negotating this agreemert back in the summer of 2000. we both understood and agreec that the
effec:ve date would be the execution date. it is for this reason that the agreement template had a biank date rather tnar
a date of June 10, 2000 (a date clearly known to all of us when the tempiate was filed with the FPSC)

You ciaim that during the course of the evidentiary hearing Mr. Ramos testified that the follow-on agreement waulic be
retroactive Unfortunately. | have not yet been abie to confirm exactly what Mr Ramos said and the cortext under whicr
his words were spoken. Nevertheless, in my opinion, any such testimony would largely be irrelevant because retroactivity
was not an issue in this arbitration docket |

|
Furthermore, after Greg Follensbee this morning mentionad an emaii of January 4, 2002 to Paul Turner. | decided to ask
around for a copy of that e-mail. It is interesting to note that on January 4", you sent an e-mail to Paul Turner of Supra n
which you specifically advised in reference to filling in the effective date of the foliow-on agreement, that:

|

“We will insert the effective date in the preamble as the date executed by both parties”
|

When { read this language | was quite surprised since you had assured me this moming that BellSouth has never taken
the position that the effective date shouid be the execution date. | trust that you simply forgot this previous position and
that your misstatement was not a deliberate attempt to try and take advaqtage of my absence from this docket since the

Fall of 2000.

In any event, we both agree that the original template filed with the FPSC lad a blank effective date and that this typically
means the effective dale is the execution date. We aiso agree that it makes little sense to execute an agreement (which
with a June 10, 2000 effective date), will require the parties to begihning new negotiations aimost immediately
Furthermore we both agree that when BellSouth and ATT executed their follow-on agreement last year, the effective cate
was the execution date. | have since confirmed that the effective date %the BellSouth/ATT follow-on agreement was
10/26/01 (i . the date BellSouth executed the agreement). We aiso both Rgree that there is nothing in either the record
or in the parties’ corresponcence, which reflects that the parties ever angd fo (or even advocated) an effective date o
June 10, 2000.

Given the fact that the parties never agreed to an effective date of June 10, 2000 and in fact we had personally agreed to
the contrary in the summer of 2000; the fact that this issue was never brpught to the FPSC for resolution; the fact tha
such an effective date is contrary to both general business practices and BeliSouth's own practices; and the fact that we
both agree that such a date makes no sense; | fail to see how BellSouth can continue advocating an effective date o
June 10, 2000, rather than the execution date. | trust BellSouth will re-thirk its position on this matter. In any event, you
advised me that you would consult with your client further on this matter.

Finally, pursuant to our conversation this morning, we will be cailing your office on Monday morning at 10:30 a.m to
continue these discussions.

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at ypur convenience.

MEB.

“The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking
of any action in relilance upon, this informeation by persons or entities other tHan the intended reciplent is prohibited. If

- you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the mlhﬂllt%bm all computers.”

1
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White, Nancy

From: Buechele. Mark [Mark Buechele@stis.com|
Sent: Tuesday. July 02, 2002 1.12 PM

To: Jordan, Parkey; Buecneie, Mark ,
Ce: Follensbee, Greg, Nilson, Dave ;
Subi- :t: RE Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final
Parkey, !

| am in recept of your e-mail of this morning. | assume that your e-mail was preparad last rght. but then sent this morning, nerce

the incorrect references to the proper day:
|

in any avent, as you know we spent yesterday trying to verify and establish the documents which give nse to BellSouth's
language n the proposed agreement which purports to reflect the voluntary agreements by the parties. You and Greg were
annoyed that | simply didn't accept your representations that the changes accuratety reflect the parties’ previous agreements
without reference to correspondence or other documentation. Unfortunately, my experience has been that written documentation
1s far more accurate than memories of events dating back more than one year. r

Per our discussion, as of yesterday you were still unable to support all of the changes made as a res... - allegedly voluntary
agreements between the parties. | wouid have thought that all changes made by BellSouth as a result of voluntary agreements
would have been weli documented with a reference made to the document (or other correspondence) which memorializes tne
voluntary agreement. Unfortunately, this may not be true in ail instances. In any ewient you have prom:sed to foliow up further on

these open issues.

Yesterday we agree to cover first the language involving voluntarily agreed matters; and then move on to language derived from
the Commission's orders. With respect to timing, you have advised me that BellSouth is unavailabte to have discussions on
Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday of next week. | trust that BeliSouth will make available the time needed to fulty discuss these

matters.

Lastly, with respect to the issue of venue, | disagree that the issue was arbitrated. Il is my understanding the only issue actually

_briefed and advanced by all parties was whether or not commerciat arbitration could be mandated as a venue for dispute
resoiution. Thus the Commission's orders must be read in this light. On Monday ygu agreed with me, but now have reversed
your position compietely on this matter.

Per our agreement yesterday, | look forward to discussing this matter further with y?u tomorrow at 1:30 pm.
MEB. ;
--—-0riginal Message—---

From: Jordan, Parkey [mailto:Parkey Jordan@8ellSouth.COM]
Sent: Tuesday, July 02 2002 9:14 AM

ing desparately to work through thelissues with you. So far we have only
discussed one arbitration issue and dge other issue relating to the contract. We are not in agreement with Supra

about the status of the issue that was atsitrated regarding dispute resglution. The issue raised was "what are the
under the new agreement?” The commission found that the PSC

gree with that statemient, so | am a bit concerned about the
to try to work thropgh all the issues, see where we agree and
ere we are not in agreement. Unfortunately, our meeting
, 88 you were not prepared to discuss any issues or any
will be fullly prepared on Wednesday to discuss

was the appropriate forum. You apparently
resolution of that issue. As I said before, we n
disagree, and work toward resolution of the issues

scheduled for today was again completely unproducti
language in the interconnection agreement. | trust that

substantive issues.

Parkey Jordan
7/14/02




White. Nancy

From: Jorcan Parkey

Sent:  Tuescay, July 02, 2002 4 09 PM

To: ‘Buechele, Mark', Jordan. Parkey

Ce: Follensbee, Greg; ‘Nilson, Dave’

Subject: RE Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final :

. . N 1

-1ark, [ see no need to continue to rehash these discussions. BellSouth does not agree and has never agreed with vour
position on the arbitration issue regarding the appropnate fora - resolution of disputes between the parties. Further.
we are not annoyed that vou will not accept BellSouth's repre rions that BellSouth's document accurately reflects
the agreement of the parties. To the contrary. we are annoyed that after having this document since June |3, and aftcr
scheduling four meetings, you have made no effort to verify independently that the agreement we provided comports
~ with the BellSouth template, the voluntary resolution of issues between the parties, and the commission's
order. BellSouth believes the documnent is accurate. We assumed that Supra would be able to review the document and
reach its own conclusions as to whether it agrees or disagrees with specific provisions of the document. Further.
yesterday (July 1), just after our 1:30 call, I sent you the remaining documentation you requested relatirig to the
resolved or withdrawn issues.

BellSouth has made and will continue to make time to discuss these issues. LcllSouth is still planning to meet with you
Wednesday, July 3. as scheduled. Please be prepared to discuss any issues that Supra has with the proposed

agreement. We are also available to continue any discussions, if necessary, on Friday, July 5.
|

Parkey Jordan i
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
404-335-0794

----0Original Message-----

From: Buecheie, Mark [maiito:Mark.Buechele@stis.com)

Sent: Tuesday, 02, 2002 1:12 PM

To: 'Jordan, Parkey'; ele, Mark .
Cc: Follensbee, Greg; Nilsqn, Dave

Subject: RE: Negotiation oMNgterconnection Agreement Final Language

Parkey,

I am in receipt of your e-mail of this molging. | assume that your 8-mail was prepared last night, but then sent this morning, hence
the incorrect references to the proper day®

" In any event, as you know we spent yesterda ing to verify and establish the documents which give rise to BellSouth’s
language in the proposed agreement which purpgrts to reflect the voluntary agreerﬁents by the parties. You and Greg were
annoyed that | simply didn't accept your representations that the changes accurately reflect the parties’ previous agreements
without reference to comespondence or athef docu tation. Unfortunately, my experience has been that written documentation
is far more accurate than memones of events dating k more than one year

Per our discussion, as of yesterday you were still unable to\gupport ail of the changps made as a resuit of allegediy voluntary
agreements between the parties. | would have thought that 8l changes made by BeliSouth as a result of voluntary agreements
would have been wall documented with a reference made to the document (or other correspondence) which memorializes the
voluntary agreement. Unfortunately, this may not be true in all ind{ances. In any event you have promised to follow up further on
these open issues.

matters; and then move on to language derived from
t BellSouth is unavailable to have discussions on
ake ilable the time needed to fully discuss these

Yesterday we agree to cover first the language involving voluntarily ag
_ the Commission's orders. With respect to timing, you have advised me

Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday of next week. | trust that BellSouth will
matters.

Lastly. with respect to the issue of venue, | disagree that the issue was arbitrat t is my understanding the only issue actually

7/14/02
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‘White, Nancy

: Jordan, Parkey
Son Wednesday, July 03, 2002 4:44 PM

Sent: :
‘mark.buechele@stis.com’

To:
~c: Follensbee, Greg

\bjoct: July 3 Meeting

Mark. this is to confirm our agreements/discussions during our negotiations today.
Issue A - agreed issue was withdrawn (i.e., no language necessary).

Issue B - agreed that the BellSouth template was used as per the order (subject to Supra’s outstanding motion for
reconsideration).

Issue 1 - OPEN for further discussion.

Issue 2 - agreed with language in GTC Section 18. subject to changing AT&T references to Supra, and subject to
changing the language in the 11th/I2th line of Section 18.1 toread ". .. recorded usage data as described elsewhere in

this Agreement."

Issue7 - agreed to change the language in the third paragraph of the settlement language (Att 2. Section 2.6) to read as
follows: "When Supra purchases an unbundled loop or a port/loop combination, BellSouth will not bill Supra Telecom the
end user common line charges (sometimes referred to as the subscriber line charge). as referenced in Attachment 1.,
Section 3.25, of this Agreement. Supra may bill it's end users the end user common line charges." The remainder of the
language is agreed to. subject to Dave Nilson's confirmation of the call flows in Exhibit B.

Issue 9 - agreed to language in the agreement.

We understand that you will be in depositions all day Friday. We agreed that you would send us any questions you have
Friday moming, and we will talk Friday at 4:00 to continue our discussions.

irkey Jordan
dellSouth Telecommunications. Inc.
404-335-0794



‘White, Nancy

From: Buechele, Mark [Mark.Buechele@stis.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2002 7:25 PM
To: Jordan, Parkey; Buechele, Mark
Cc: Follensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave
ubject: RE: July 3 Meeting

rarkey,
Ir ~larification o your e-mail, witn respect t¢ Issue B, I actaally
referred 1z Supra's pendin: rotisr under Florida Rule of CTIvil rrocedure
- .540 iznere is a scbtle dist:incticni, but als> stated that rotwitnstencing
taat pencing moticn Supra was wiliing 7o negotiate in good feitn from
Ra]llSouth's temp.ate.
With respect to Issue 1, Sucrrz feels strongly about what was and was no:
arpcitrated befcre the Commission anc feels that BeilScuth's cnanges raise
raw isstes. Nevertheless, we ackncw.edge that you wish tc¢ disz:.ss this
issue furthrer,
With respect =2 Issue 7, I was acvised by David Nilscn that in crder <o
eliminate the zoseibili<yv ¢ having the "UNE Loccal Call Flows”™ ze stblect o
pozential change -n the future, Supra and BellScuth agreed that they wo;;d
t-ach mutuvally ajreed "UNE Local. Csll Flow" diagrams to AttechTent Z as an
exhibit. Fence the refererce tc Exhibit "B" 1n paragraphs Z..7.4.3, 6.3.2.:%
anz 6.32.2.3 in Attacnment Z. CZave Nilson advised me that he and CGreg
Fo__.enspee talked abou:r attaching (35 an Exhibit)mutually acreed modiflec
versions of all %€ call f_ow diagrams which were on BellScuth's wedb site
_as+% fall. As I understsrc 1z, agreec upcn mcdifications were T2 pe made -o
these diaarams c=fcre they were -ncluced as an Exhibit. AlZthcugh CGreg and
Dave startez =< recgotlaze the fcorm ¢f these diagrams, because oI the time
crunch irn this Zozxet, Greg ard Zave agrees tc resolve trhe mocriicaticns
ater. W.th passage of tnes hearing snd surseguent decisicrns, Grec anc Tave
imply l:ST —rack of finisring this <ask. C[uring our cecrversatlon tccay,
sreg fellenspes menticonez that Tave still needel tTc aprreve hls proposec
Exnif:oe "F". vrnen Dave _o2c< et CGreg's creopcse., his first cemmarnt was That
~re Exhib:iw dig ncs ccnzzarn all ¢f the call f_ow diagrams, anc fcr many cf
~he diagrams orcviced, crevicus.y agreed ucon modifications hac rot peer
rade. Accord.ngly, I sugczes:t trnat Deve and Greg tcuch bzse ivrediately Ir
order to hamrer cut Exnikb:zz "B" to Attaznment Z.
Addiz:cra_ly, tne separz-lior =f the language placed in paragrephs ¢.2.2.C2
and €.3.2.3 frcm the ertire lancuaage agreed upon, nuddiles the fact trat zhe
referenced ¢ trese specific zall flcw diagrams was actially meznt tc
adcress wren Sugra wWas recgulred tc pey €nc user line charges. Acccrdinaly,
scme clarifying langaage reads tc be procoesec on these Twe new rarajrachs.
Final.:y, we 3ls¢ began discussing Issue 13 A~ f-orst
BellScuth s.mzly feorgcot —o include the =zgreed upcn la
pointec ouz that 5reg Fc.lenskes had already caught t
recent rev.s:c-rns cf Jure 1lz:h. In reviewing his rev:
6/.8/0z;, 1 zonfirmed that he had ac:curately incliuded
put needed heztk whez-her the varzgraphs he removed me

the rnew languace zcdcec.

Lastly, you advised me that Bel_3outh was going to request assistarnces frenm
“he Cormission in meldiztlng <ur negotiations over final language. I -olcd
you thart [ rnoced thet EBellScuth weuld nict be representing tret 3agra was
somehow draczirg Zts Ieet <n thois matter. We betn agreed thzt 3oinz throust
“hese charnzes is very Ted:ous and f»-"orsumi:g work., #We bpotn ackrowlezge
thet descite Tre eif~rts rzde oy Scuth ts put together this gprcoisec
tclilow-on agreement, “ral nuTerol ':s:axes are never-he.ess b=_.-3
0.SCOovVer=7a as we exam.lé Tris gdocumert at a detailed level. 7104 stz-ed tras
yCUr compleéint wzs not s> rmoch with me, but with the fact <rhat ziven <he
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redoous and time-consumirg nature of this task, Supra shouid nave began this
process vack in Marcn. 1 agree that this is a very tedious ant
tire-consuming tas«, howewver, I cannct charge the past. Thereliore, we “u
nee¢ to try £C get through thls agreerert wltn n the zime period a..cwed
t o2 Commissizr.. 1 this recard, I hope to get bactk with yvau on Sriday wic
fartheyry ZITmEnRTS.

S
=
o)
~
T

IV ot

ippy July 4Th!

rke Parkey.Jordan@Be’lScuth.COM]
Ju 2 4:44 FH

_e:

Gre

Mee

“irr cur agreements/discussicns durirg our nesctietions

was withdrawrn (i.e., no larguagde recessaryi.

Bell3cuth template was used as per -ne crder
rcing motior. for reccnsideratiorni.,

Issue 7 - aJr=ed witn .ang Secticr lE, subect tc Sing ATeT

references ~> Sugra, an:z hanging <he language in 11-h/22th
'ire of Secticzn 1E.L %z reccrded usage data as r_bec
lsewhere in =n-e Agrsement.

Issue” - aqresd Yo Zhangs Tre langia Eracraon

se-t_emer.. _aniuage Att I, Secticrh ollows: i

pur~Tnases an .rburdliaz lcop cr a Dor n, Bells:

bill Sipre Telszcom the encd ussr comm somezimes

as tne subscricer :ine chzazrge), as r chment .,

0f this Acreemsnt. Suprsz mey £i11 i end user

charges.” 7Thes remeinder of the lan , suriect

Milscn's rontirmaticon o the call f

X
;]
'n
D
o
|

i

Agreec o lzrguage 1in the

We urnders-and tnet wio will Ze Ir decositions all icay. We ajreed
rhat you would serc s any Zusszicns you heve Frida ninz, &nd ws will
Talx< Triday am £:700 o cconTlnle our Ziscussieons.

tarxey Jzrzan

BellScutr Te_ecomruricetlicons, Inz. \

404-335-7764

PR R R R AR RN R A R R S E R E R R A R E R E R R A R RN R E RN E R R RS R IR I

D I o I R I I R R R A R R R R AR E R EE EEREE R EAn I I

(2%

"The infzrmaziurn transmitzed -8 In-erded cocnly Zor the perscon °
. cortain ¥Cf£;,ert1a_, precpri=cary

wh.ch .t 1s azarsssec zar2 may Y S
priviieges materizl. Any review, retransmissicr, dissemineticn or oIn vse
of, or ta<ing c¢f any a:tio: in reliarce upcn, this irnfermeticn py Cerscns or
entities ciner than Ine ntended reciplent is prchipited. If ycu rece_vec
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White; Nancy !

From: Jordan, Parkey

Sent: Friday, July 05 2002 12:37 PM

To: ‘Buechele, Mark'; Jordan, Parkey

cc: Follensbee, Greg, 'Nilson, Dave’
ubject: RE: July 3 Meeting

Mzrk, 1 apzlcgize for leaving issue 13 off the list. We did distuise issue 17 and agreod
t- the language 3ellSoutn crevided

As for the cszil flow ciegrams, vie discussed the diagrams with Dava, but rei~her Zreqg not
~ave any noTes regsrding changes to the call flows., Altacugh we will checx agaln, |
celieve z-e zall flows that were attached to the cocument are a’ll the cal_ rinwe Be ' lao ;-
has, sc Z'm rnot sure why Dave thinks <here are any missing. In any event, 1S Tave «an
identify rissing call flows, we will add them, and if he wants tc propcse nmodificeticons (o
the call “lows, we will Zcck at then.

We were expecting to nave ar. emaill from ycu this morning cutlining additiconal guestion:
tnat you had sc we could regilrn working cn your issues, but we nave rcot receiva:z r):niﬁj
We will expect tc hear from you a= 4:00 today.

Tar«ey Jordan

PeilScutn Teleccmrurizaticens, Inc

405-338-0731

————— 1gtﬂa- Message-----

Frcom: Ruecﬂa [ralitoc:Marx.Buechelelistis.con)

SeftN Wedresasy 23, 2202 7:zS EM

7o in, P Euechele, Mark

(e nskee, Nilscrn, CZave

Subject: : July 2 Meeting

rarkey,

In clarificztion vr =-rzill, with respect ¢ Issve B, I acTually
referred -c Supra’ rding mcTicn under Flor:ds Rule of Civ:.l Frccecure
L.540 ‘there 5s le cistincticon’, put elsc stated that roTwitnszancing
tnat pending moiicn Sudyra was willinz to riegotiate in gooa faith Zrem
BellSouth's zemplete

Wizh res feels strongly about what was and was not
SrDitrat «Cn anc fee.s that Bel>Scuth's changes raiss
new 1ssu sknowiedge that you wish to diszciss ~he.s
1&sue ru he:

wirth rescect tc Issue 7, I wes «s€d by Cavid Nilson thet in crder ¢o
eliminate tne possibliiity of havi he "UNE Local Call Tlcws" pe surject t«o
pozernt-al charge in the Zuture, Supr and BelilSouth agreed tha: *tney would
a.tacn mo-aally agreed "UNZ Lceccal CaiNFlow" diagrams to Azstzchment T s an
exnibit. Hernce the reference tc ExhiciX "B" in paragraphs 2..7.4.3 3.2.2
ard 6.2.2.2 in Attachrert 2. C zve NilsolN advised me that he zrnd Gr
Fcliensbe= tal<ed acout & (as an {xhirit)mutually agreed modifiec
versions oI all 9¢€ call flow rars which\ were on BellSouth's web te
last fall. As I incerstand ift, agreed upcen Rodifications were ¢ e meZe o
these diazrams beiore iney were included as ax Exhibit. Althcugh Greg and
Uave started to neccriate thne form of these rams, because of the tire
vranch In thas Zcockes, CGreg and Tave agreecd to yesolve the mea: ticrs
~ater. Ww.th passace of tTne rec--“g end subsequan: cdecisiors, anc lave
simply Lost track of finishing this -ask. LringNQUI conversaticr Tolisy,
Greq Fcl_erskee merticnez thet 2ave s:til. needed tc apTrcve nls croossed
Zxhibit "B", #When lave 100k at Greg's propesel, his first corment was the
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