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White. Nancy

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joroan. Parkey
Moncay. July O~. 2002 ~, 47 AM
'mark buechele@stls com'
Settlement Language

Mark. Greg and r have revIewed the document you referenced. the "Stlpulated Settlement of Issues" document that Bna~
sent on September 24. This document was not filed with the commiSSion and IS. nOl a tinai settlement. I think the
document Greg forwarded to you covers the agreed upon Issues. I

Parkey Iordan
BellSouth Teiecommunlcatlons. Inc.
411~·JJ5·0794



White, Nancy

From:
Senl:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jordan. Parkey
Monday. July 01.2002312 PM
'mark Duechele@stls.com'
Follensbee. Greg
FW' Arbitration Issues

i
I

Mark. attached IS an email I forwarded Bnan after the June 6. 200 I intercompany review board meeting. As yo~ c::m sec.
10 Issues had been withdrawn by Supra at issue ID (meaDing there IS no language to include or stnke • the Issue was
simply withdrawn). Three Issues. ~. 3, and 39, were closed during the June 6 m~ting. Brian or Adenet should ha ..e
notes regarding these Issues. Supra withdrew issue 39 (again. no there IS no language to Include or delete). Issue ~ \\as
resolved by the parties agreemg to Include the confidential infonnation language from the extstlng a"reement. Slmdarl]'.
issue 3 was resolved by the parties agreeIng to include the Insurance language from section ... · \ of the existIng
agreement. I only have hand written notes regarding the parties' diSCUSSion of these Issue,; ice that Issue 2 IS also
mcluded on the October emat!. Pnor to the parties' mediation with the staff. there had been ..... ;iC confusion about
whether Issue 2 was closed because testimony had been filed '"1 the issue. The parties therealler agreed that issue 2 was
ID fact closed. I

i

I don't believe any confim:ation ofthc language went back and forth between tHe parties. as we agreed 10 include
language that already appeared In the existing agreement. I will also forward to,you In a separate em:ul Bnan's responsl.:
to my email below. I believe with thIS email you now have infonnation regarding each Issue that the parties settled pnor
to release of the Commission's order. If you plan to request any other infonnation from us fOT use In a revIew of the
agreement, please let me know immediately.

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

----onglnal Messa~····
From: Jardin, PII'Qy
lent: 'ThU/'SCWt, June 07, 200110:16 AM
To: 'bchlIllenOSll5.com'
Cc: White, Nancy; FlnIen. PatrICk
S61bjat: ArtlItratJOn Issues

:::y notes, there were originally 66 arbitration issues. I show 10 of those as~eing withdrawn during issue
identiflcation. Those are 6, 30. 36, 37. 43. 50, 54. 56. 58 and 64. During the Ju e 6 meeting we discussed 24 unresolved
issues (in addition to the 24 issues I am referencing, we allo discussed and wit drew issue 64, but as we had previously
withdrawn it, I am not considering it as part of our meeting yesterday). Of the 2. unresolved issues we discussed. we
resolved or withdrew three additional issues, namely, issues 2. 3 and 39. That leaves 32 arbitration Issues that Supra wit!
not discuss until it receives netwen information. Does this line up with your n1S and/or recollection?

Parkey Jordan
404-335-0794

I



e. Nancy

Fr.. m:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subjec:t:

Jorean. Parkey
Moneay July 01. 2002 3 ~ 3 PM
'r"'lark buecnele@stls com'
Follensbee Greg
FW Arbltratlor, Issues

?i:-~:e'f J:!-:~~

B·\~_S ~...l-::"1 re Le.::,:"".M.'.. '1; ':3: l.Jr:s, r:"'lc.
4 ~ 4 - ) ) 5 - .--; i' ':14

Kay:R3l".OS,Cave;

-----Orlgl~dL ~essaqe-----

frc~: ~~aike~, Brla~ [ma~_to:BC~alket~~T~S.ccm]

5~r:t: T:-.ursday, JU:H! 07, 2CCl 2:35 ?l-:
T.?: • J::-rd"", ?arkey '; t-'eaacier, Ader.e:; Nilson,
T...:=ner, P31.. 1.
c·;: Wh.:.te, ~ar:=y ; f:'Jlen, P.3t=lck
51b]e::: B~: A=b::ra:.:.cn Iss~es

i
I

My ~otes reflect same creakcown. :t is good :0 know we ca~ work together "=
reach sc~e ag~eemer.ts. As we have prevlously stated, S~pr~ does wlsh to
d.:.sc~ss tre remalnlnq lssues, b~: feels it will be at a tr~mer.do~s

d,sadvantage withou: f:rst belng able to rev lew the requesiec .:.r.format~on.

Brlan Chalken. Esq. I'

General COl.:nsel
5Jpra Telecommunications & .
Lnforrrat:o:'",Sysr::ems, Inc. I
2620 S.W. 27:n Ave.
Mlaml, florlda 33133-3001
Pnone: 3C5/476-42~8

Fax: 3C5/443-:078
PR!VILEGE AND CON?IDENTIAL:TY NOTICE: The ir.for~ation i~ this
elect=onlC mail is intended for the named recipients only. ~ It may
conta~n privileged a~d confidential mat~er. If yo~ receive t~:s

e,ectrcnlC mall ln error, please notify the sender immediately by
r~plYlnq to this electronic ~ail or by call~ng (305) 476-4248. Do not
d:sclose the contents to anyone. Thank you. I

I

I
I

-----Or:g:nal Message-----
Fco~: Jordan, ?arkey [matlto:Parkey.Jordan@BellSouth.COMl
S~nt: Thursday, June 07, 2001 10:16 AM
T~: 'bchaiken@stis.com'
:~: White, Nancy; flnlen, Patrick
SubJect: Arbitration Issues

Brlan.

Per my notes, tn e were orlginally 66 arbitratlon lssues.
those as belng wit rawn during lss~e ldentiflcation. Thos
37, 43, 50, 54, 56, and 64. Duri:lg the June 6 meeting

I show 10 of
are 6, 30. 36,

e o':'scussed 24



---Original Message·····
From: Buechele, Mark [mailto:Mark.Buechele@stis.com)
sent: Monelay, July 01, 2002 10:04 AM
To: 'Jordan, Parkey'; Buechele, Mark
CC: FoIlensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave
Subject: RE: Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final Language

White, Nancy

From: Jordan, ParICey

Sent: Tues:;ay, July 02, 2002 9'14 AuVt

To: 'BLoechele, Mark', Jordan, Parkey

Cc: FolJenSbee, Greg; 'Nilson. Dave'

Subject: RE, Negotiation of Interconnectron Agreement F."al

Mark, as I said betore. we are trying desparately to work through the issues with you. So far we have only discussed
one arbitration Issue and one other issue relating to the contract, We are not:in agreement \\ith Supra about the stutu~

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 approprtate forum,
You apparently disagree wIth that statement, so I am a bit concerned about tbe resolution of that issue. As I saId

, hetore, we need to try to work through all the issues, see where we agree and disagree. and work toward resolution Ilf
the Issues where we are not in agreement. Unfonunately, 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. I trust
that you will be fully prepared on Wednesday to discuss substantive issues.

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

i
~_. I
Thank you for your response. Without addressing the substance of every stateme,. made It this time, I will note that In our
conversation Friday moming you uneqUivocally (and without reservation) stated th&/l the venue language would be changed back

. to the original language found in the template. Your response concerns me becausle 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 8eI1South at anytime and by others i~ the BellSouthlegal department who may only
be tangentially involved for tactical reasons. I trust this is not truly the case and that our future agreements will not be SUbject to
further change.

MEB.

·----O"ginll Message---
From: Jordan, Parkey [mailtD:ParkeyJordanOBeIlSouth.COM]
sent: Friday, June 28,20027:44 PM
To: 'Buechele, Mark'; Jordan, Partcev
cc: FoIlensbee, Greg; Nilson, DIVe
SUbJect: RE: Negotiation d Intltrconnectlon AQreement Anal LI"9uege

Mark, just to be clear that you understand our position, we are attem ting to agree with Supra on what language
we will include in the intercoMection agreement based on the FPSC rder. The parties may well settle issues In

an effort to finalize the agreement. despite the fact that the language timately agreed upon is different from the
actual position of the parties. We only discussed 2 issues this momi~g, so it is impossible for BellSouth to
determine at this point if Supra is in agreement with most of the agret;rnent or not. If the two issues we
discussed this morning are the only substantive issues Supra bas, BellSouth may decide, in the interest of

7114/02



~ettleMenl. ~l' .lgrcc to Supra's language or to a compromIse on :>ot~ 01 tr.oc;e :ssu¢s. BedS"loth '::l'mrr0mlsc:J
thIs mornmg on the language regarding the forum for dispute resolution. BellSourh's po,mlOn on rhJt ls:.ue IS
that t~c l1rder requIres the party to use the BellSouth template as the base .lb'Teemet1t anJ to use the order of the
PSC to liil In the remaining issues. BellSouth used the word "shall" In the proposal [0 imple~ent the:
commissIOn order. BeJlSouth's position remains that shall is appropriate. If the panies ultimately cannot agr.:..:
on many of the provIsions m the agreement.. we may return to our onginal position. For now we are -wlilmg hI

I:ompromlse In the effort to reach agreement, but Supra's issues that we dISCUSS ~10nda:t may Impul,;t our
willingness to compromise.

With regard to the effective date of the agreement, I do not agree WIth your charactenzations of 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 thJt
the new interconnection agreement would not be retroactive. First. [sent that email to Paul in an effort to settle
the issue ofthe rates that we would use in the recalculation ofthe June to December bills. Second. you havl:
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 btlls should
be based on the FL commission's new UNE rates rather than the rates in the agreement. By this time. BellSouln
was aware that Supra was taking a position on retroactivity that was contrary to what BdlSouth believed and
contrary to Mr. Ramos' testimony before the FPSC. Paul was also concerned about the effect of retroactivity Dn
the June 5. 2001 award. I told Paul that f would offer some language~to try to settle these issues, In exchange
for usmg the rates from the new interconnection agreement in the recalculation of the bills, rwould agree (0 ( I )
use the date of signing as the date in the blank in the preamble. and (2) add a sentence that says (and I
paraphrase) despite the effective date in the preamble, the panies agree to apply these rates, tenns 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 agJieement, and the preservation of the June 5
award in light of retroactivty. [neither forgot about this email, nor did I make a misstatement. deliberate or
otherwise. BeliSouth has never agreed to Supra's position on this issllae. I offered a settlement that Supra
refused· Paul never responded to that email. However, it appears th~'t you are deliberately ignoring both the
plain language of the email and the settlement context within which i was offered in an effort to claim that
BellSouth has changed its position. That is clearly and obviously no the case.

I see no reason to continue to rehash these two issues. We will contimue 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
··--original Message---
From: Buechele, Marte [mallto:Mark.BuecheJe@stis.ccm]
sent: Friday, June 28, 2002 3:58 PM
To: Jordan, Parkey
ce: 'Follensbee, Greg'; Nilson, Dave
SUbject: Negotiation d Intereonneetion Agreement Final Language

Parteey, I
This note will serve to memorialize our telephone conference this momin Iregarding our negotiation of final language fa
inclusion in the follow-on agreement.

Based upon our discuaaion this morning, we agreed that on paragra h 16 of the General Terms and Conditions.
BeIlSouth w~1 change the word "shall" back to the original word of "ma " used in the template filed with the FPSC
Accordingly. the first sentence of that paragraph wMI read al follows:

"Except as othetwl.. s'-fed In this Ag,",".nt, the partin ag,.. thM'If any dispute .ris•• • s to the inhlrp,.gtion
of any provision of this Agntement or u to the propel' implement-tion of this AII,..",.nt, .nher party may
petit/on tlte Commission for ,.solution of the dispute. • I

!
7fl4/02



We also discussed at le"grr. the effective date to :Ie ~sed ,n t~e new follo\';on InterconnectIOn ag"eeme"t ;t s ,:'~r

;>051110n that because I"e current Interconnection ag~eement has a clause cea,lng with retroactivity that ths r"ecessar "
means tnat the effective date of the new foll~on agreement mL;st be June 10, 2000. My POSition IS that the ~emOla!e
filed With the FPSC at the start of thiS arbrtratlon contained a blank date TYPlca:ly, :>art.es leave the effecl:·.e ca:e 0' 'l

contract blank wnen they Intend to use the execution date as the effectrve date Because the parties cannot us... C!;lv
predict when the agreement will be executed, they leave the date blank In !,r.e With thiS practice. It IS my recollection Ina'!
when you and I were negotIating thiS agreemert back In the summer of 2000, we both understood and agreec that Itle
effe~:"..e date would be the execution date. It IS for thiS reason that the agreement template had a blanK date rather I,a.­
a aate of June 10, 2000 (a date clearly known to all of us when the lemplate was filed With the FPSC)

I
You claim that dUring the course of the eVidentiary hearIng Mr. Ramos testified that the follo~n agreement wOL;lc be
retroactive Unfortunately. I have not yet been able 10 confirm exactly what Mr Ramos said and the cOl"ltext under wr,ler,
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 I

I
Furthermore. atter Greg Follensbee this morning mentioned an &omail of January 4. 2002 to Paul Turner. I deCided to aSk

around for a copy of that &-mail. It is interesting to note that on January 4lt1, 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 follow-on agreement. that

I
"We will insert the ."ect/ve date In the PfNmbie .s the d,te executed. by both ".rties'"

I
When I read this language' was quite surprised since you had assured me thiS morning that BeliSouth has never taken
the position that the effective date should be the execution date. I trust that you simply forgot this prevIous pOSition and
thai your misstatemenl was not a deliberate attempt to try and take advantage of my absence from thIS docket smce the
Fall of 2000. I
In any event. we bqth agree that the originaltemplale filed with the FPSC ~ad a blank effective date and that this typICally
means the effective dale is the execution date We also agree that it mak,s little sense to execute an agreement (which
With a June 10, 2000 effective date). will rlKlulre the parties to beginning new negotiations almost immediately
Furthermore we both agree Ihat when BeIlSouth and AlT executed their ~Iow-on agreement last year. the effective date
was the executiOn date. I have since confirmed that the effective date the BellSouth/ATT follow-on agreement was
10126/01 (i e. the date BellSouth executed the agreement). We also both gree that there IS nothing in either the record
or in the parties' correspondence. Which reflects that the parties ever agrr' to (or even advocated) an effective date 0
June 10. 2000.

GIVen the tact 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 b,pught to the FPSC for reSOlution; the fact tha
such an effective date is contrary to both general business practices and HSouth's own practices; and the fact thai we
both agree that such a dale makes no sense: I fail to see how BeIlSout can continue advocating an effective date 0

June 10. 2000, rather than the execution dale. I trust BeUSouth will r..thi its position on this matter. In any event. you
advised me that you would consult with your client furth. on this matter.

Finally, pursuant to our conversation this morning, we will be calling yo r 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 y ur convenience.

MEB.

............................................................................................................. ..
I

'7'he imorm.Uon transmitted I. Intended only for the person or entity to which It is eddressed end mey contein
c:onffdentl., pt'Oprietary, end/or privileged materiel. Any review, retnmsmi../~n, dlsseminetion or other use of, or ,.lcing
of .ny Ktion In tell.nee upon, this ImonnetJon by persons or entities other~n the Intended recipient Is prohibited. If

. you received this In error, plN.e con,.et the .ender.nd ./ete the meteriel _j_m ell computers••

7/14102



White, Nancy

i
I
I

I assume that your &omall was prepar8d lasl night. but then sent this morning. !"lerce

From: Buechele. MarK. [Man< Buechele@slls.comJ

Sent: T... esday, July 02, 2002 1.12 PM

To: Jordan, Parkey; Sueenele, Mark

Cc: Follensbee. Greg, Nilson. Dave

Sub: -;t: RE Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final

Parkey,

I am in receipt of your e-mail of this morning.
the Incorrect references to the proper day

In any event. as you know we spent yesterday trying to verify and eslablish the documents which give rise to BellSouth's
language In the proposed agreement whICh purports to rellect the voluntary agreements by the parties. You and Greg were
annoyed that I SImply didn't accept your representatIons thai the changes accuratelY reflect the parties' prevIous agreerr:ents
without reference to correspondence or other documentation. Unfortunately. my exrerience has been that written documentation
IS far more accurate than memories of events dating back more than one year.

Per our diSCUSSion, as of yesterday you were still unable to support all of the chang~s made as a res... , ~. allegedly voluntary
agreements between the partIes, I would have thought that all changes made by BeIiSouth as a result of voluntary agreements
would have been well documented with a reference made to the document (or olh. correspondence) which memOrializes li'1e
voluntary agreement. Unfortunately, thiS may not be true in ailinslances, In any e...ent you have promised to follow up further on
these open Issues. I

Yesterday we agree to cover first the language inVolving voluntarily agreed matters! and lhen move on to language derived from
the CommiSSIOn's orders. With respect to timing, you have adVised me that BeIlS~th is unavaUable to have diSCUSSions on
Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday of next week. 'trust that BeIlSouth will make aVBilabie lhe time needed to fully discuss these
ma~, I

Lastly, with respect to the issue of venue, t disagree that the issue was arbitrated, It is my understanding the only issue actually
briefed and advanced by all parties was whether or not commercial arbitration could be mandated as a venue for dispute

. resolutIOn. Thus the Commission's orders must be read in thiS light. On Monday yqu agreed with me, but now have reversed
your position completely on thiS matter. I
Per our agreement yesterday. I look forward to discussing this matter further with you tomorrow at 1:30 p m.

I
MEB.

---original Message---·
from: Jordan, Parkey [mallto:ParkeyJordan@BeIlSouth.COM]
StInt: Tuesday, July 02,20029:14 AM
To: 'Buechele, a . rdan, parkey

CC: FoIlensbee, Greg; , Dave *1SUbject: RE: Negotiation terconnection Agreement Final Language

Mark. as I said before, we are 'g desparately to work through the issues with you, So rar we have only
discussed one arbitration issue and e other issue relating to the co act. We are not in agreement with Supra
about the status of the issue that was 'trlted regarding dispute res lution. The issue raised was "what are the
appropriate fora for the submission of dis under the new agreement?" The commission found that the PSC
was the appropriate forum. You apparently , gree with that statc:n1enl. so I am a bit concerned about the
resolution of that issue. As I said before, we n to try to work thro~gh all the issues, see where we agree and
disagree. and work toward resolution ofthe issues ere we are not agreement. Unfortunately, our meetIng
scheduled for today was again completely unproductJ , U you wer not prepared to discuss any issues or any
language in the interconnection agreement. I trust that will be ly prepared on Wednesday to discuss
substantive issues.

Parkey Jordan

7/14/02



White, Nancy

From: Jorcan Parkey

Sent: Tuescay, July 02, 20024 09 PM

To: 'Buechele, MarK', Jordan. Parkey

Cc: Follensbee, Greg; 'Nilson, Dave'

Subject: RE Negotiation of InterconnectIon Agreement Final
I

.Iark, I see no need to continue to rehash these discussions. BellSouth does not agree and has never a~'Teed with your
position nn the arbitration issue regarding the appropnate fora - :-esolution of disputes between the parties. Further,
we are not annoyed that you will not accept BellSouth's repre :ions that BellSouth's document accurately renew,
the agreement of the parties. To the contrary. we are annoyed that after having this document since June 13. and atkr
scheduhng four meetings, you have made no effort to verify independently that the agreement we provided comport~

With the BellSouth template. the voluntary resolution of issues between the panics, and the commission's
order. BellSouth believes the document 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 I), just after our I:30 call, I sent you the remaining docwnentation you requested relatlllg to the
resolved or withdrawn issues. I

BellSouth has made and will continue to make time to discuss these issues. ~ellSouth is still planning to meet with you
Wednesday, July 3. as scheduled. Please be prepared to discuss any issues tlilat Supra has with the proposed
agreement. We are also available to continue any discussions, if necessary, bn Friday. July 5.

I
I

Parkey Jordan
BeJlSouth Telecommunications. Inc.
404-335-0794

Lastly, with respect to the issue of venue, I disagree that the issue was arbitrat I is my Understanding the only issue actually

7/14/02

Yesterday we agree to cover first the language involving voluntarily ag matters and then move on to language derived from
the CommisSion's orders. With respect to timing, you have advised me t BellS th is unavailable to have discussions on
Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday of next week. I trust that 8ellSouth will ake ilable the time needed to fully discuss these
matters.

----Original Message-----
From: Buechele, Marie [mailto:Marie.8uechele@stis.com]
sent: Tuesday, 02,2002 1:12 PM
To: 'Jordan, Parkey, ele, Marie
CC: Follensbee, Greg; N n, Dave
SUbJect: RE: NegotIation 0 erconnection Agreement Final Language

~::~PI of jCUr .mail ollh;s mo ing. I.ssuma tha. your .mail was prapaL lasl nlghl. bullhan san' !h;s morning, hanea
the inCOrrect references to the proper da , I

ing to verify and establish the dOOJmenls which give rise to BellSouth's
language in the proposed agreement which pu rts to re1Iect the voluntary agree",ents by the parties. You and Greg were
annoyed that I simply didn't accept your represen 'ns that the changes accurately reflect the parties' prevIous agreements
without reference to correspondence or other docu tatlon. Unfortunately, my e~etience 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 t pport all of the chang s made as a result of allegedly voluntary
agreements between the parties. I would have thought that changes made by IlSouth as a result of voluntary agreements
would have been well documented with a reterence made to tH document (or othtF correspondenee) which memorializes the
voluntary agreement. Unfortunately, this may not be true in all in neel. In any ent you have promised to follow up further on
these open issues.



BELLSOUTH OPPOSITION

WC DOCKET NO. 02-238

EXHIBITT



'White, Nancy

From:
Sent:
To:
~c:

'bject:

Jordan, Parkey
Wednesday, July 03.20024:44 PM
'mark.buechele@stis.com'
Follensbee. Greg
July 3 Meeting

Mark. this is to confinn our agreements/discussions during our negotiations today.

Issue A - agreed issue was withdrawn (i.e., no language necessary).

Issue 8 - agreed that the BellSouth template was used as per the order (subject to Supra's outstanding motion for
reconsideration).

Issue I - 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 II th/ 12th line of Section 18.1 to read "... recorded usage data as described elsewhere in
this Agreement."

Issue7 - agreed to change the language in the third paragraph of the settlement language (AU 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 I.
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 confinnation 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 morning. and we wiII talk Friday at 4:00 to continue our discussions.

lrkey Jordan
de IISouth Telecommunications. Inc.
404-335-0794

1



White, Nancy

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

"bject:

?:Hkey,

Buechele. Mark (Mark.Buechele@stis.com)
Wednesday, July 03.20027:25 PM
Jordan, Parkey: Buechele. Mark
Follensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave
RE: July 3 Meeting

I~ clarif:=a:lO~ c~ you~ e-~ail, wi:~ ~espect :c Iss~e S, : aC~Ja:ly

referred : ~ S~F~a's pe~d~~; ~o:ic~ u~de~ F:or~da Rule of :~vil ?roc€d~~€

:.540:~ere is a s~btle jist~nc:~cni, but also stated tha: ~otwittstan~i~g

t~a: pending m0t~c~ ~~pr3 was wil~i~? -0 negot~ate in good !cit~ f=c~

?el:Soutn's :emp:ate.

Witt =espp~t ~o :ss~e 1, S~~ra fee1~ s:ro~~:y about w~at was and wa~ ~c:

arbit~ate~j be:cre tte C~~iSS10~ anc feels that 8eilSo~tr's c~a~g€s roi~e

~ew iss~es. ~evertreless, we ackncw:edge that you wis~ tc dis:~ss this
~ssue fl,;Tt.r:e=.

With respECt :0 Issue -, : was acvlsed by Jav:d Kilscn ~ta: in crde= :0
ellminate the Fossibili:y c~ ha~:~g the "G~E Local Ca:l F:ows" ~e s~b~ect :0
po:e~tia1 cha~ge :~ the f~t~re, Sup=a and ee1:Scut~ agreed t~a: :~ey w~~:d

attach m~t~ally a~reed "~~E :o~a: Call Flew" diagrams to A:tac~~e~t 2 3S an
exh::.blt. t:e::ce the ~efere:-.::e '-0 Ex:-.ibit "2" i:1 paragrapr:s .z.::'~.~.3, 6.3.~.~

a~= 6.3.2.3 i~ A:tac~~e~: 2. :ave ~~:so~ advised ~e that he and 3reg
F~::'_e~sbee :~lked abo~: attac~i:1g :as an Exhibit)mutually agreed ~~di::ec

~ersio~s 0f all 9E call flow diagra~s which were on BellSc~th's web si:e
~as~ fall. As: J~derst5~= ::, agreec u?cn ~cdificatio~s ~ere :0 be rrade :0

the3e jiaQ=ams ~e:cre they were :n::l~ced as an Exhibit. A:t~c~g~ Greg and
Dave start.e~ := r.eqotla:e tr.e fcr~ c: these dlagrams, be:a~se 8: the ~:~€

cT~nch lr. t~is :c~~et, Greg a~d Jave agree~ to ~esolve t~e moc:~:c2tic~s

·~re=. ~:th ~assage of tn€ hea=::1g and su~seq~ent decisicns, ~req o::c :ave
i~ply IG~: track of f:~:sti~g tnis task. C~r:r.g o~r cc::versa::cn tocay,

~;req Fcl~EnsDee ~e~:i=~e~ tha: :3~~e stil: ~eedE~ :c app:cve h~s ~=cpo5€d

FX:jit:t "P". i·::-:E::"'. Dc ...·e ~':'c-: c:' :;=-e~t3 ;;:-::::;;c-sa:', his firs: CC:":"ui2:'":: \-Jas ::'".a.t
:~e Ex~:~:~ d:= ~c~ ccn:al~ all of the :::al: f:8w dia~rams, ans fer ma~y cf
:te diag=a~5 crcv~=ed, ~r€vic~s::'y agreed UP~:1 ~odif~::at:c~s had ~ct bee~

nade. Accord_~~l;, I s~~~es: t~at Da7e and S~eg ~cu=~ base ~~~edlately •
orde:- to harnrr.er cu:. Ex:-. .:.t~: "B" t,:) ;'.~t.a:~rne;".~ 2.

Addi::G~a_ly, t~e separa:~a~ cf ~~e langua~e p::'aced in para~rapts 6.3.2.~

a~d E.3.2.3 f=c~ the entire la~q~age agreed upo~, ~uddles t~c fact t~at the
~efere~ced :: t~ese s~ec~fic call flow d:ag~a~s was act~ally ~e3nt to
adc=ess w~e~ Su;ra was =e~~l=ej tc ?a; e~c ~ser li~e cnarges. Acccr~~~~l;,

same clari~y:~~ :a~gJa~e needs tc be prc~cse= 0~ these two new paragraF~5.

LnaL.y, we 3.:5-: beqal. j~s:::~S5i:-lg :5S.Je 13. A"":. f:rst : t;l:) ..>g:-.t t:-Ia:
BellSc~t~ s:~p:y forget ~C' il.:::l~de the agreed ~Fen la~?uag€, tu: then you
poi~tec O~: :tat ~=e~ Fc:le~sbee had already caug~t this Gi5ta~E i~ ~lS

=ecent =e-·.'_S:-::::-.S of ..71~:-:e L·:h. I;; re·"lew:ng his rev:sed ."".ttacn:r,en: ;:; lot
6!:8;D~:, I co~fir~ej that he had a=c~rately i~e:uded the agreed lal.;uag~,

Dut ~eeded to check w~e:~e= :te pa=agraFhs he re~oved made sense :~ ~:=h~ :f
the ~ew language ad=ec.

Las:ly, jC~ ad~ised ~e ~hat Ee1:Sou:h was going to req~es: 5ss~stance f=c~

:~e C::;;L"nissi8:'"". i:-l :,:.eJ.i2:i:-l:; C·J= ::egc:iatior.s over final :a:1~'.Jage. - ::01c
y~u t~rit I ~2~ed t~at Eel150ut~ wo~:j :-lot be represen:ing t~a: S~pra was
S0~e~:w c=a~~_rg ::s ~ee: :~ tt_s ~atter. We betn agreed t~a: g:l~~ :~=~~~t.

~hese chari~~s ~s v~ry :ed:Q~s ~r:d :~~e-=~~s~~i~:; wcrk. We bct~ ~ck~~wle=~e

:hat des~~:e :~e e~f~r:s raja oy 3E;lS=~:~ to put together :r.1S Fro?:sec
f:i::'ow-on a9=~erne~t, :~a: ~u~erOJS ~:s:a~es are ne~er:he:ec5 b~_~~

O:S=07ere~ as we exar~ne :~~s dO:::J~e:t at a detailea levei. iCJ stated t~a­

fcur cO~F~a~~t was ~o: s: ~_=h wit~ ~e, b~t w:th the fa=t eta: ~:ve~ ~h~



~ed:c~S a~d ti~e-c~~s~~~~g natu~e of this task, Scpra shou:d have beqan this
process Gd~k in ~arc~. I ag~ee that this is a very tedio~s an=
ti~e-cons~~~~g tas~, ~owever, I c~nno: ~h~~ge t~e past. T~e=e~o=e, we ~~st

neec to try tc get t~;~;)\,;g~ :r.:~ ag~ee:T.er.t with:n the :ir.le period a~:"c"',,,d by
t1~ rcrnm~5s~:~. ~t:s ~ega=d, I ~ope to get ba:k wi:~ y~u 0~ ~rj~~y wit~

f j, t t :--1E:::" ':.: ~.E:rl-:':3 a

MEB.

'"-~O~,g;~a' Me~~~~e-----
Fr=~:~;r;~~~ ?a;k;~ [~a:ltc:?arkey.Jorja~@Be:"lScut~.COMJ
S~~I"':: W~r.es-:'c~l' :--.:y ·J3, 2:C'2 4:44 F:-1
-:'.:,: 'mc=~:. l,.;.ec~~:-e~s:.is.:c:':".·

c~: ?0~:~~S ee, ~re;

S~t;,ie'.::: : 3 :'~ee:ir.q

was wlt~drawr :i.e., ~o la~guage recessaryiI ss~e P. - a::re-::d

Mar~, t~i~ is :~ :C~:lr~ C~~ ag=ee~e~ts/disc~ssicnsduri~g o~= ~e;c:iati~~s

to::iay.

:S5~e P acreed :ha: t BellSc~t~ template was ~sed as per :~e ~~der

!S~blect ~0 SJ~ra's 0J:St ~ci~g ~0tio~ for re=onsiderati~rj.

ISSJ':

Issue L - d~=~ed ~it~ :"s;.quaae 'n G~C 5e=:ic~ IE, sut~ect te =ta~;~~g AT&;
refere~ces ~; S~~ra, 3~~ subJe=_ to cha~;l;'; :te lang~age i~ :he 11~h!:2th

'i~e 0: 5~c~i:~ It.: ~c ~ead" ~eccrded uSage data as descr~be~

lsewhere i~ :~~5 ~?=ee~e~:.~

:5s~e - ~nreej t~ 2~3~~e :~e ~ t~e

se':.:~ener.· -03:-::":51"" f..to:.::', .3e=:ic~ L.. r: t::: ~ead as f.Jl:"ol';s: ";·~r.er. S~!=,-,a

pur:~~ases a~l _~~~~d~~~ :c:.p C~ a ?=~~:!lc~ ~~~bi~at~on, 3el~5:·~tt w~i~ ~o:

b:~ 1 S·_pre. ':'e~e=:~ :.r:e er.c 'Jser c;:o·mmon 1 "e ::-ha=ges ls~:ne:i::-,es re:erred :'0

as t:,,= subs.:rl::·er ~irle cr.=.:-ge" as refere. ceo i~. A.tt3.c~:ne::t :, ~ec:'.~_c:-J 3.~~,

0: tnls P-.'.;ree:re:".:. S..:pra mc)' :::~:l it's en· \,;sers :he end user :::omrr.,J~ 1:.. r.e
~harges." :~e remai~de-, 0: t~e langJage is greed ~O, su~ject :'0 Dave
r'i:':'SC~j'5 ,~,:r.L=r..c.t~c:: 0: t.·H~ca:'l flews ~rl Ex. ieit 5.

~'Je a }=eed
c";d -,-,;E, \.-.'il ~

far~ey ]:;r::;,an

5ellSout~ ::-e_o-:!:.:c.::1r";L:cat;_::::~15, 1:'1=.
4C4 - 33::<, ~ ~

We ~r.ders:'3;.i :~a: v:~ wi:"l te ~r. dep,Jsit~ons a:l ay ~ricay.

~hat yo~ wc~_~ ser.~ ~5 a~y ~Le5:1c~s yc~ have Fr:da
~a:"~ :ri,ja.,.. "". ~:'~~ '=cr.::.i.~~e OJr :::"SC~55io:1s.

.. ~ + ,+* +* ..,* + * *,*,.. .. * * .. * • ........ .;.+ 'l'O' * ..

"":'he i"l:~·r":",a:i,.:r. tra:Js::,it::ed ~s ':'~I-_er.:::Jec:i ::r.>..: :0:: ;:;1€ p.,:-.::on :::c er':'::J' t::
~~._l:tl r :s ai~~e5sec 2~= ~ai =~~tai~ ccn~:j€~tia:, ~rop~i€~~ry, a~d,:=,:

~,:ivi~~ge:: wa:erial. A~y ~e7~ew, rEtra~s~is510~, dis5e~i~at~,:~ ~~ c~~e~ LSC
of, or ta(i~g cf any actior. in =elia~=e ~pcr., :tis i~fcr~at:c~ OJ ~ersons cr
e;)~:..tie5 ,:,:.ner ;:ha~ ::,e :r:tencec recip.:..e:Jt is pr:::hibited. :f yet.; :-e:::e~vec

2



White, Nancy

From:
Sent:
To:
';c:

\lbject:

Jordan, Parkey
Friday. July 05, 2002 12:37 PM
'Buechele, Mark'; Jordan, Parkey
Follensbee, Greg; 'Nilson, Dave'
RE: July 3 Meeting

~a=k, I ap~:8gize ~C~ leav~~g issue :3 o~f :he l~s:. We did dis~~s~ iss~e

t~ the la~;.~age 3e::So~~~ ~rov:ded.

AS ~or th~ call ~l~w diagra~s, W~ discussed the diagra~s with Dave, bu~ ~ej:~~~ G~e1 ~~[

'-.:ve a~y :::Y:€,:'" reg~;'"'rii~g cr..=nges tv t:-.e ca:'1 flows. Alt:-lo~gr. "'€ wid ''::1e:::;'. C1'~,j1:i, 1
be:':''''7e :;-e ~-:dll ::.ows :-!1at WE-r-e dtl:':lcr.ed to the doc"Jmer.t are a~l th"? ·=a~_ ti,~",c: i'p·l.-;(~;··

has, sc :'::1 ~ct SL:::-e Why Davethi~ks ':here are a:1Y miss:.ng. In ar.y eve::t, 1: .. aVE- ;.~c.n

:Jentify r:;.ssi;-lg ca.:'l Lows, we. will add ther.i, and if he ",a~:;s tc p=o~c.5e ::-.c·diL cat~ en..:; t;·
t~e call :l~ws. we will :'cok at the~.

We were expec:ing to have a~ e~a~: fr~~ yo~ th:s r.'lor:ii~g outli::i::g add:t:o~al q~estio:i~

tn3t you had sc we could regi~ work:~g en your issues, but we ~ave ~ct receivei ~ny:~i~l.

~e wi:: exp@c~ :c ~ea~ f:o~ you a~ 4:GC today.

Ee j, 1 SOl,;t n :'e: ecc::IJ..ur.:..::a t: ens. !~:.

4 C·'; - 3 3:. - ~... ;'-l

-----C:l~l~a: ~essa~e-----

Fro~: 3ueche:e. ~ark [~ai~to:Mar~.Buec~ele~stis.co~J

Sa . Weanes~3Y, :u':'y 23, 2J02 ~:~5 F~

':"0. ·rdr:~, Parke:",;'; ELi.€c:'e:e, l-1ark
~scee, ~reg; ~:;.lsor., :a~e

=: July 3 Mee:i~g

::arke:i.

:~ c:'arif~c!:io~ ~-rrai':'. ~i:~ respect :c Issue B. _ ac:~al:y

re~er::-ed :c Supra'_ =e~ding ~c~ic~ G~jer ~lor:.ja Rule of C1V::' Frcce~t..:re

:'.54(th~re :s a s~~·le dist:.~c:ic~·, bL:t alsc stated ttat ~o~~~t~s:andl~g

tnat penji~g ~o~~on S~_ pa ~as wi:lin; to ~egotiate in gooo fai~h ~r:~

BellSoutt's :e~p':'ate.

~i~h r~spe.::: :0 Issue S~. ra fee':'s strongly aeout what was &~j ~as nct
a:'ei::,:j~e~ beL:re tt:e ::::·rr.::.is 'en a!"lC fee:"s tt:at BeL.. 5c·..Jth's C~a:l'gE~ r3ise
~ew issue~. ~ever:~eless, we :K~ow:'edge that you ",is~ to d~!:~ss :h:s
~ ssue !t,;rt.r:er.

Wi~h respect tc Issue ~. : was aj~'sed by Cavld Ni':'so:1 that l~ crder ~8

eli~lnate t~e possib~.~ty of having ~he "~NE Local Call Flews" De s~cJe~t t~

pc:e~t:.a: cha~~e in the ~~:~re, Sup~ and BellSouth agreed tha: t~ey w~~ld

~~taoh ~~:Jal:~ agr-eed "C~~ :coa:" Ca~. flow" diagra~s ~o A:t~=h~en~ : as a~

~xhib:t. He~=e the :e~e~en=e tc Exh~ti "B" in paragraphs 2.~7.~.3, E.3.2.2
ar.d 6.3.2.3 :.~ ;.::a-:;",:Ter.t~. Dave Nllso adv:seci me that he ",r.d :;re'::
fcl~e~sbee ta~<ec aD2~t a::a=~ing (as a~ 'hi=it)~ut~ally ag~~ed ~oj~:ie=

"ersio~s ~~ a:l 9E ~a:l f:'o~ d~agrarrs whic were on Bei:So~th's web si~e

:ast fa~~. As: ~nce=s:a:lj it. agreed upon odifications were :c be ma=~ ~~

t~ese di3~rarr~ be:or-e ~~ey were i~=lJded as a Exhibit. A::hcugh G~~g and
Da~e s~ar~ej ~o ~e9c:ia:E t~e for~ cf these di grams, beca~se 0f the ~lr.~

,-~~nch :~ ~hlS :cske:. Gre:: and :ave agreed ~o esolve tr.e mcc:~1:ati8~s

:a:e~. w:"tl" I=dSsa·:;e ·')f ::-,e r.ea 1:'",:: and subsequ .: de:-is:.or_s,::re~ a~c :0:3'.';;-

s:~ply :'~st t:3ck of f:.~:'st:~g tis -ask. D~~in ~r =cnve:sat:c~ ~ciay,

Greg Fc::€~stee ~e~t:'cne~ that aVE s:i1: ~eeded ~c approve :1is ~:o=~sej

=:':-:'1:"b:'t "B". 'ti:-len Jave look. a':: G::-eg's pr~~csal, his £:':5: :::::r_.,e~t ',;as tr.c~.
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