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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Petition of Charter Fiberlink- );

Missouri, LLC for Arbitration of an Interconnection ) Case No. TO-2009-0037
)
)

Agreement Between CenturyTel of Missouri, LL.C
And Charter Fiberlink-Missouri, L1.C,

AFFIDAVIT OF PEGGY GIAMINETTI

STATE OF MISSOURI )
} ss.
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS )

Peggy Giaminetti, being first duly sworn on her oath, states:

1. My name is Peggy Giaminetti. I am presently Vice President, Fiscal Operations
and Financial Planning for Charter Communications.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my rebuttal testimony.

3. I hereby swear and affirm that my answers contained in the attached testimony to
the questions therein propounded are true and correct to the best of my personal knowledge,

information and belief.

. i /

Notary Ph bhg f(‘bbra Pubi o unty, Missouri
] . 5 U,
e SO0 GRS

Affidavit for Giaminetti Rebuital Testimony (TO-2009-0037).DOC
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L INTRODUCTION

PLEASE IDENTIFY YOURSELF.
My name is Peggy Giaminetti, and I am a Vice President of Fiscal Operations and
Financial Planning at Charter Communications, Inc., and its subsidiary Charter

Fiberlink-Missouri, LL.C, the petitioner in this case (collectively “Charter”™).

ARE YOU THE SAME PEGGY GIAMINETTI WHO FILED DIRECT
TESTIMONY ON SEPTEMBER 30, 2008 IN THIS MATTER?

Yes, I am,

1L PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

This testimony responds to the Direct Testimony of Guy E. Miller, III on disputed
issues numbered 4(a), 4(b) and 13 of this arbitration, along with responding to the
Direct Testimony of Pam Hankins on disputed issues 6 and 8(b), and responding to
the Direct Testimony of Steven E. Watkins on disputed issue 8(a). Finally, I will also
respond to Mr. Miller’s testimony on Issue 13(b). Ms. Hankins and Messrs. Miller
and Watkins all submitted their direct testimony on behalf of CenturyTel in this

matter. I will address each issue in ascending numerical order.

. ISSUE 4(a):

SHOULD THE AGREEMENT INCLUDE TERMS THAT ALLOW ONE
PARTY TO TERMINATE THE AGREEMENT WITHOUT ANY
OVERSIGHT, REVIEW, OR APPROVAL OF SUCH ACTION, BY THE
COMMISSION?

DWT 12015175v1 0108550-000206
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HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY OF MR. MILLER REGARDING
ISSUE 4(a)?

Yes, I have.

DO YOU HAVE A RESPONSE?

Yes, I do. 1 sec at least four problems with Mr. Miller’s testimony on this issue.
HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. MILLER’S ASSERTION (PAGE 30,
LINES 18-20, PAGE 31, LINES 1-2) THAT CHARTER’S PROPOSAL
PROVIDES DISINCENTIVES FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE
AGREEMENT?

In asserting that the “defaulting party” has an incentive to tie up the “non-defaulting
party’s” resources with a Commission procedure prior to terminating the agreement,
(page 30, lines 18-20, page 31, lines 1-2) Mr. Miller completely overlooks the fact
that the “defaulting party” would have its resources equally tied up at the
Commission. There is no incentive, or competitive advantage, to the allegedly
defaulting party in invoking the Commission option suggested by Mr. Miller. Indeed,
if a party were to breach the Agreement by not paying an undisputed amount, that
presumably would be owing to its own financial distress. A party in financial distress
would not rationally take on additional financial exposure by going to the

Commission.

ARE THERE SUFFICIENT INCENTIVES BUILT INTO THE AGREEMENT
TO AVOID THE QUTCOME THAT MR. MILLER ALLUDES TO?

Yes. Assuming for argument’s sake, that Charter was the “defauiting party” and
CenturyTel was seeking to terminate the agreement, there are already sufficient
remedies to protect the non-defaulting party. For example, under that scenario if
CenturyTel prevailed in a dispute proceeding, pursuant to contract language already

agreed to by both Parties, the agreement with Charter could be terminated, and
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Charter could be ordered to pay the amounts in dispute, plus 18% annual accrued
interest on those amounts. Under any perspective, that level of interest is a very
generous and guaranteed return on an undisputed amount. And the 18% accrued
interest is intended to make the prevailing party whole, despite Mr. Miller’s
implication to the contrary.

MR. MILLER ARGUES THAT CENTURYTEL’S PROPOSED TERMS ARE
COMMON IN “COMMERCIAL” CONTRACTS. (PAGE 28, LINES 21-22,
PAGE 29, LINES 1-9) DO YOU AGREE?

No. Specifically, 1 disagree with Mr. Miller’s premise that this interconnection
agreement is analogous to a commercial contract. Mr. Miller’s testimony ignores the
fact that this Agreement is nof a typical commercial contract. The Agreement is a
statutorily-mandated document that governs not only the parties’ rights but directly
impacts the interests of end user subscribers. Although I am not an attorney, [ do not
think it would make sense to attempt to write into a contract the right of unilateral,
immediate termination that could result in loss of service for end users when neither
party has that right under governing law. In fact, Charter’s attorneys tell me that
there are rules at the FCC! that require a carrier to obtain permission prior to
discontinuing most telecommunications services. CenturyTel’s proposed language
appears to establish a right to unilaterally terminate the agreement, in a manner that
seems to conflict with those rules.

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. MILLER’S ASSERTIONS THAT
CHARTER HAS FAILED TO PAY “UNDISPUTED” CHARGES IN
MISSOURI (PAGE 30, LINES 12-14)?

First, let me make it clear for the record, although Mr. Miller and other CenturyTel

witnesses assert that Charter does not properly pay its invoices, that is simply false.
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Charter has never defaulted on an interconnection agreement with CenturyTel, or any
other provider. In fact, Charter has consistently paid its invoices to CenturyTel, and
Charter has properly disputed those CenturyTel invoices that were assessed in efror.

HAS CHARTER FAILED TO MAKE PAYMENT FOR ANY NON-DISPUTED
CHARGES IN MISSOURI?

No. Charter has consistently remitted payment to CenturyTel for all non-disputed
charges in a timely manner since entering into its interconnection agreement with
CenturyTel in 2003. In addition, CenturyTel has not requested that a deposit be
established or maintained.

DOES CHARTER EXPEND ANY RESOURCES TO REVIEW AND HANDLE
THE INVOICES RECEIVED FROM CENTURYTEL?

Yes. The fact is, Charter spends significant time and resources reviewing
CenturyTel’s invoices each month. Those invoices are often inaccurate, and
repeatedly assess charges which are not provided for under the parties’ existing
agreements, or which simply have nothing to do with the arrangements between
Charter and CenturyTel.

DO YOU HAVE AN EXAMPLE OF AN INCORRECT INVOICE FROM
CENTURYTEL?

Yes.  As an example, the October 2008 invoice from CenturyTe! for arrangements
between the parties in Missouri contained several errors.  Charter was billed usage
in error. In addition, an end user payment of $110.26 was applied by CenturyTel to
this bill in error. These types of mistakes have generally been the case on the
CenturyTel bills for Missouri, Texas and Wisconsin. Virtually every month Charter

is billed incorrect/miscelianeous usage charges and one or more end user payments

' 47 C.F.R. § 63.62.
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are applied to the Charter bills in error. A copy of the October bill and the associated
bill dispute pages are attached as Schedule PG-5.

IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE, BEYOND YOUR TESTIMONY, THAT
CENTURYTEL’S INVOICES ARE NOT ALWAYS ACCURATE?

Yes. Interestingly, although Charter and CenturyTel have been involved in numerous
billing disputes, CenturyTel has never attempted to recover those charges by initiating
a proceeding at the relevant state commissions to recover those charges. Instead,
when a significant billing dispute arises, CenturyTel simply threatens to terminate the
existing interconnection agreement, in an attempt to force Charter to pay the improper
invoices.

That very scenario occurred just last year. In 2007, CenturyTel sent letters to
Charter’s affiliated companies in Missouri and Wisconsin threatening to terminate
service with Charter, conditioned only on Charter’s willingness to pay disputed
invoices that had accrued between the parties. In other words, CenturyTel told
Charter: “pay up or we will stop porting telephone numbers to your network.” A
copy of one of those letters is attached as Schedule PIG-1.

WAS THAT THREAT BASED ON INVOICES THAT WERE DISPUTED OR
UNDISPUTED AMOUNTS?

The threat was an attempt to collect on invoice amounts that Charter had properly
disputed.

HOW WAS THAT DISPUTE RESOLVED?

Charter was forced to initiate a complaint proceeding before the Wisconsin and
Missouri Commissions to ensure that CenfuryTel did not terminate service pending

the billing dispute. Both of those state commissions issued “standstill” orders which
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ordered CenturyTel not to terminate service pending the dispute. A copy of those
orders are attached as Schedule PG-2,

HOW WAS THE WISCONSIN DISPUTE RESOLVED?

Those cases proceeded along two different tracks. As Mr. Miller notes in his schedule
GEM-1, in Wisconsin, CenturyTel agreed to settle the case rather than having to take
the dispute to a hearing at the Wisconsin PSC.

HOW WAS THE MISSOURI DISPUTE RESOLVED?

The Commission just issued an order deciding those billing disputes in Charter's
favor. In fact, CenturyTel’s billing improprieties were clearly established early in
that case when the Staff of the Commission filed testimony asserting that CenturyTel
had no contractual basis for assessing the charges it assessed upon Charter.
Specifically, Commission Staff Member Mr. William Voight testified that there was
no contractual basis for CenturyTel to assess a number porting charge upon Charter.
Based upon this conclusion, Mr. Voight concluded in his recommendation to the
Commission that “CenturyTel has improperly billed Charter for telephone number
porting” and that “the Parties Interconnection Agreement does not authorize either
Party to bill the other for telephone number porting.” See Rebuttal Testimony of
William L. Voight, MO PSC Staff Witness at 15-16, Case No. LC-2008-0049, filed
Feb. 15, 2008 (emphasis added). A copy of Mr. Voight’s testimony is attached hereto
as Schedule PG-3.

WHAT WAS THE OUTCOME OF THAT PROCEEDING?

On October 21, 2008, the Commission issued a report and order concluding that
CenturyTel was not entitled to assess porting charges under the parties’

interconnection agreement, The docket number for this case is LC-2008-0049. The
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Commission ordered CenturyTel to refund nearly $70,000 in disputed charges to
Charter, and found that Charter had properly disputed these unauthorized charges,
“as early as June of 2003.” (PSC Report and Order, LC-2008-0049 at paras. 27, 30,
and pp. 12, 15) In addition, the Commission specifically noted that the accuracy of
certain other disputed charges assessed by CenturyTel remains an “ongoing concern.”
IS THE COMMISSION’S DECISION RELEVANT TO THIS ISSUE?

Yes. CenturyTel’s approach is often to render overreaching or inaccurate invoices and
then threaten to cut-off the other party (e.g., stop porting numbers) if those invoices
are not paid in full. For example, this Commission just released its findings that
CenturyTel began charging for number porting requests based upon a CenturyTel
employee’s mistaken belief that a UNE port charge should be applied to Charter.
(Report and Order at 10.). Indeed, the Commission ruled that “{ajlthough CenturyTel
knew that the $19.78 charge was incorrect, it continued to charge this amount for
three years.” (/d.) One might call this a “bill first, and ask questions later” approach.
But, as the Commission’s decision today in 1.C-2008-0049 illustrates, CenturyTel’s
presumption that it can bill unauthorized charges or that its invoices are accurate is
simply not true.

Under CenturyTel’s proposed language for this Issue 4(a), CenturyTel will be in
precisely the same position that it has been in the past. If its contract language is
adopted, CenturyTel will be able to continue this reckless “bill first, and ask questions
later” approach. We have seen, in both Wisconsin and Missouri, the results of that
approach. This Commission should avoid the same result by adopting Charter’s more

reasonable termination language.
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ARE THERE OTHER CONCERNS YOU HAVE WITH MR. MILLER’S
TESTIMONY?

Yes, 1 have several concerns with the statements made in his exhibits, which appears
to be a self-serving compilation of information that does not tell the entire story. For
instance, in Schedule GEM-1 Mr. Miller states that: “In 2004, Charter refused to pay
service order administrative processing charges for several types of orders. I served as
the CenturyTe! negotiator for this dispute. The dispute outcome resulted in Charter
ultimately paying the charges billed to date and CenturyTel sustaining the charges
paid.” See Schedule GEM-1.

PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR CONCERNS.

When he refers to a 2004 dispute, I assume Mr. Miller is referring to a dispute
between the parties in Missouri, since Charter was not interconnected with
CenturyTel in Texas or Wisconsin at that time. If that is correct, then his statement is
simply wrong when he says that the “dispute outcome resulted in Charter ultimately
paying the charges billed to date.” This can not be correct because as Mr. Miller
himself notes, on page 48, lines 17-22, that dispute was not resolved in 2004. Instead,
it was escalated to the Missouri Commission in 2007, when Charter petitioned the
Commission to request that it resolve the parties’ billing dispute. Further, as noted
above, the Commission today ruled that Charter properly disputed number porting
service charges under the parties’ current interconnection agreement, and that the
number porting service charges were not authorized by that agreement.

DO YOU HAVE ANY RESPONSE TO MR. MILLER’S ASSERTION IN

FOOTNOTE 19 THAT CHARTER DID NOT TIMELY FILE BILL DISPUTES
IN 2006?

DWT 12015175v1 0108550-000206
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The first group shown for bill dates 9-8-2002 through 3-8-2003 were not filed within
the usual filing window because CenturyTel mailed those bills to an invalid address.
Therefore, we did not receivé those bills until CenturyTel re-mailed them to Charter
at the correct address. We received those re-mailed invoices on May 20, 2003.
Immediately thereafter my staff analyzed, audited and promptly disputed those
invoices on June 3, 2003, less than two weeks after we received them.

DO YOU HAVE ANY RESPONSE TO MR. MILLER’S ASSERTION IN
FOOTNOTE 19 THAT CHARTER DID NOT TIMELY FILE BILL DISPUTES
IN 2006?

As for the second group of charges, for the months of May 2006 through November
2006, there are several reasons that those disputes were not filed in the usual
timeframe.

First, at that same time, CenturyTel had developed a new mechanical filing process
and any new claims would have to be filed using that new process. In an effort to be
more responsive to bill dispute obligations, and related obligations, we brought in a
contract employee starting August 2006, to assist with the bill dispute filing process.
We initially began by filing the less complex disputes to get her up to speed,
graduating to the more complex disputes. In addition to the complexity of dispute
issue, we also had to work through the requirements to obtain account log-on codes,
passwords, etc., set up for the CenturyTel mechanized dispute process. Once this was
done, the April, 2006 bill month disputes were filed electronically on February 8,
2007. Notably, CenturyTel rejected those disputes because they were not filed within
90 days, even though there was no such limitation in the parties’ interconnection
agreement. We went back to CenturyTel and told them we did not see this

requirement in our ICA. They referred us to their online Service Guide which said

DWT 12015175v1 0108550-000206
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disputes must be filed within 90 calendar days. So rather than waste more valuable
time filing the disputes that were outside the 90 day window, we focused on filing the
disputes for the bill months that were still recoverable within the 90-day window.
Accordingly, we fited December, 2006 and January, 2007 disputes on Febrvary 19,
2007, and continued filing each month going forward. In the interest of time, let me
provide my remaining thoughts in summary fashion for the Commission’s
consideration:

e Note that if CenturyTel bad not denied the April 2006 bill dispute because it was
outside the 90-day window, Charter would have filed every one of them at that
time.

e As 1 bhave explained, these disputes are extremely time consuming to file in that
every telephone number, page number and individual amount disputed must be
entered into the system, despite of the fact that the dispute is for the entire class of
charges, not specific telephone numbers billed.

e Also, Charter bad already told CenturyTel month after month that Charter
disputed this class of charges prospectively on a going forward basis in the emails
that transmitted the disputes filed on the original CenturyTel Spreadsheet Dispute
Request. So it is clear that CenturyTel knew Charter was disputing this class of
charges.

e The total amount of these 2006 disputes bills that were submitted in January 2008,
during the Missouri complaint proceeding was $16,349.76. Contrast this with the
total amount of charges disputed ($278,323.91), and one can see that these
represent less than 6% of the total disputed.

IV. _ISSUE 4(b):

WHAT TERMS SHOULD GOVERN THE RIGHT OF A PARTY TO TERMINATE
THIS AGREEMENT UPON THE SALE OF A SPECIFIC OPERATING AREA??

Q. HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY OF MR. MILLER REGARDING
ISSUE 4(b)?

A. Yes, I have.

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE?

DWT 12015175v1 0108550-000206
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I completely disagree that the modest condition that Charter seeks regarding
CenturyTel’s termination of the Agreement upon sale of an operating area to another
carrier is in any way unreasonable. In fact, Mr. Miller’s own testimony, combined
with the parties’ partial agreement on conceptually similar assignment language,
undermines CenturyTel’s position on this disputed issue.

PLEASE CONTINUE.

It is critical to recall what facts prompt this disagreement. Section 2.7 will only come
into play if either party sells or transfers an operating area within Missouri that is
covered by the Agreement, and that party seeks to terminate the Agreement with
respect to that operating area. In that circumstance, Charter has suggested that the
seller/transferor would be required to make sure that the Agreement runs, in its
entirety, to the buyer/transferee. As Mr. Miller suggests at page 34, lines 17-23 and
page 35, lines 1-2, of his testimony, only a certified local exchange carrier would
qualify as a third party buyer or transferee. But that is not the same as assuring that
such third party assumes the Agreement in its entirety. The Agreement is lengthy,
complex and negotiated in good faith by Charter. Charter should receive the benefit
of its efforts and expense to negotiate and arbitrate an interconnection agreement for
the duration of the Agreement’s term, no matter what company assumes the role of
incumbent LEC.

DO YOU HAVE OTHER CONCERNS?

Yes. Mr. Miller acknowledges that Charter would have to re-negotiate with the third
party, and perhaps participate in a Commission proceeding, to assure the same terms
and conditions of the Agreement would continue after a sale or transfer. Charter

should not bear the burden of additional resource expenditure, nor should this

DWT 12015175v1 0108550-000206
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Commission, simply because CenturyTel decides to sell one or more of its Missouri
properties,  Additionally, while CenturyTel expresses concern that Charter’s
reciprocal contract language somehow devalues CenturyTel’s franchise, that
sentiment overlooks the fact that the value of its franchise is dependent in part on the
revenues and benefits it derives from interconnection.

DO YOU AGREE THAT CHARTER’S PROPOSAL BENEFITS ONLY
CHARTER?

Absolutely not. Charter’s proposed Section 2.7 is expressly reciprocal. And to the
extent that a transferee might not be able to assume the terms and conditions of the
Agreement, as Mr. Miller suggests at page 34, lines 10-16, of his direct testimony, I
respectfully submit that such company would not merit this Commission’s approval
as an incumbent local exchange carrier. Thus, by conditioning a sale or transfer of all
or part of CenturyTel’s service territory upon the transferee meeting the obligations of
this Agreement, the Commission and the public interest benefit, as the Agreement’s
terms themselves establish certain operational requirements that any competent ILEC
should meet.

BUT MR. MILLER ARGUES THAT CHARTER’S POSITION ON THIS
ISSUE IS INCONSISTENT WITH ITS POSITION ON ISSUE 5,
CONCERNING ASSIGNMENTS (PAGE 33, LINES 12-21). DO YOU
AGREE?

No, I do not agree. Mr. Miller claims that Charter’s position on this issue and Issue 5
(Assignments) are inconsistent because in the assignment area, Charter has argued
that there should be no limitation on assignments that will have the effect of
undermining the other Party’s ability to contract with third parties to assign this

agreement. But Mr. Miller ignores the fundamental distinction between these two

issues. Namely, that the assignment provision of the agreement contemplates that the
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interconnection agreement will be assigned to a third-party. On the other hand,
CenturyTel’s language for Section 2.7 would allow CenturyTel to sell an operating
area, without also assigning the terms of this agreement to the acquiring entity. So,
Charter’s position on the assignment issue contemplates that the obligations of this
contract will continue with the third party that the agreement is assigned to. That is
precisely the outcome that Charter seeks on this issue as well. So there is no internal
inconsistency as Mr. Miller argues.

V. ISSUE 6:

UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS MAY ONE PARTY DEMAND THAT THE
OTHER PARTY PROVIDE DEPOSITS, OR ASSURANCE OF
PAYMENTS?

HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY OF MS. HANKINS REGARDING
ISSUE 6?

Yes, I have.

BEFORE WE DISCUSS MS, HANKINS TESTIMONY, CAN YOU PLEASE
REMIND THE COMMISSION WHETHER CHARTER HAS A DEPOSIT
WITH CENTURYTEL AT THIS TIME?

No, we do not. Despite Ms. Hankins best efforts to paint a dismal picture of
Charter’s financial health, it is instructive to note that CenturyTel has never requested
a deposit from Charter. That, in and of itself, seems to demonstrate that we have not
presented any real risk to CenturyTel.

DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL THOUGHTS BEFORE WE DISCUSS THE
SPECIFICS OF THE TESTIMONY OFFERED BY CENTURYTEL
WITNESSES ON THIS ISSUE?

Yes, 1 am frankly surprised with the tone of Ms. Hankins’ testimony, and her

assertion that in the past four years CenturyTel’s experience with Charter dictates that

they are required to have a “firm set of business rules” with Charter. I would assert
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that Charter holds the same view of CenturyTel’s practices. The purpose of this
arbitration is to ensure that our new agreement clearly states the processes and rates
by which the two companies will operate. I hope that this will also eliminate the
significant time and expense we incur on a monthly basis to dispute charges from
CenturyTel which are clearly not billed in accordance with our current
interconnection agreement.

WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE TO MS. HANKINS® CRITICISM OF
CHARTER’S PROPOSAL FOR THIS ISSUE?

The testimony of CenturyTel witnesses Ms. Hankins mischaracterizes Charter’s
position by suggesting that Charter objects to the concept of a dispute or assurance of
payment provision in this agreement. That, of course, is not the case. The dispute
between the parties surrounds how those deposit terms should be established, not
whether there should be any deposit requirement at all.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

In my direct testimony I noted that Charter was concerned that CenturyTel’s proposed
language in Section 6.1.1 (along with Section 6.1.2, 6.2 and 6.3) gives CenturyTel
unilateral authority over deposits but lacked additional explanation concerning what
CenturyTel believes to be “other relevant information” that it would or could use to
determine whether a deposit is required. Ms. Hankins’ direct testimony gives a sense
of that “other relevant information.” Namely, Ms. Hankins indicates that CenturyTel
would use public statements by or concerning Charter’s parent to determine when
Charter must supply a deposit. (Page 4, lines 14-22, Page 5, lines 1-20, Page 6, lines
1-15) Presumably, given the tenor of Ms. Hankins' testimony, CenturyTel would

demand deposits as soon as the Agreement is executed.
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MS. HANKINS ASSERTS THAT CHARTER’S DEPOSIT LANGUAGE IS
SIMPLY INTENDED AS MEANS OF AVOIDING PAYMENT TO
CENTURYTEL. DO YOU AGREE?

No, and frankly, I'm concerned with the repeated attempts by CenturyTel to
mischaracterize Charter’s position. I would like to reiterate that Charter has never
defaulted on an interconnection agreement. Further, no other ILEC in Missouri has
required a deposit from Charter. Finally, I would repeat the fact that, on a monthly
basis, Charter has consistently remitted payment for non-disputed charges to
CenturyTel in a timely manner. This is demonstrated by the fact that CenturyTel has
never believed it necessary to put a deposit requirement in place for our account.
WITH RESPECT TO SECTION 6.1.2, IS CENTURYTEL CORRECT THAT
CHARTER IS SIMPLY TRYING TO “BUY TIME” BEFORE MAKING A
DEPOSIT?

No. Ms. Hankins® direct testimony at page 9 presumes that a deposit will be required;
her testimony only addresses deposit levels, not whether a deposit is proper in the
first place. Casting the dispute resolution protections of the Agreement in that light,
she proceeds to criticize Charter’s proposed contract language. But Charter’s
language in Section 6.1.2 is intended to guard against exactly this type of adverse
presumption. It may be that the parties disagree as to whether a deposit is required at
all. Ms. Hankins entirely ignores this possibility. Charter believes that both parties
should have the ability to contest and negotiate the requirement of a deposit using the
dispute resolution provisions from the Agreement. In addition, Ms. Hankins argues
that it is “illogical” for CenturyTel to continue providing service if the parties
disagree as to the need for a deposit. Charter submits that it is illogical to ask it to be
subject to denial of service while the very fact of whether a deposit is actually

necessary is under discussion. In short, CenturyTel seeks to put the cart before the
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horse by presuming a deposit is needed. That is not fair, or necessary, given the
relationship here.

DO YOU HAVE ANY REACTION TO MS. HANKINS’® TESTIMONY
REGARDING SECTION 6.27

Yes, I do. Ms. Hankins identifies two “major flaws” with Charter’s proposed
language. First, Ms. Hankins’ claims that “there is no standard by which to measure
Charter’s proposed language”, i.e., what two months should be used by the Parties to
establish a required deposit, the highest two billing months or the lowest. Second,
Ms. Hankins claims that the lack of a standard will cause “additional disputes”
between the parties. To address Ms. Hankins’” concerns, Charter would like to make
it clear here that it would accept an average of the highest two months’ worth of
billing from the immediately prior six (6) months billing period as the basis of the
deposit requnirement. This clarification eliminates Ms. Hankins’ initial concerns with
Charter’s proposed language for Section 6.2.

WHAT ABOUT MS. HANKINS’ TESTIMONY REGARDING USE OF
FORECAST DATA TO ESTABLISH DEPOSITS?

I do not believe that a forecast will be any more reliable than actual historic data, for
purposes of establishing a required deposit. In all likelihood, the parties would look
to historic experience as a foundation for such a forecast, and obviously the most
recent billing data would be the most reliable. Now that Charter has clarified that it is
willing to use an average of the highest two months with the prior six months worth
of billing, I believe CenturyTel’s concerns are adequately addressed by Charter’s
proposed language for Section 6.2.

DO YOU CARE TO RESPOND TO MS. HANKINS’ TESTIMONY
REGARDING SECTION 6.3?

DWT 12015175v1 0108550-000206
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Yes, 1 would. As noted in my direct testimony, CenturyTel proposes to amend
Section 6.3 by importing authority to examine “conditions” related to Charter’s actual
billing (not payment) history and/or credit rating in determining whether to modify a
deposit. Ms. Hankins argues that such a requirement is necessary because other
CLECs may opt into the Agreement. I remind the Commission that this proceeding is
between Charter and CenturyTel, and the terms and conditions of the agreement that
Charter has negotiated or proposed are advanced in good faith and based upon facts
specific to Charter, not other CLECs.

DO YOU AGREE THAT CENTURYTEL SHOULD USE THE BOND
RATINGS OF CHARTER’S PARENT AS THE GAUGE FOR WHEN
DEPOSITS ARE REQUIRED?

No, I do not. Charter stands on its own as a service provider in Missouri. When
Charter applied for operating authority, we indicated that we would rely upon the
considerable financial resources of Charter Communications, Inc., our parent, to
verify our its financial ability to provide services in Missouri. Given Charter’s status
as a start-up company in 2000-2001, that representation was accurate and responsible,
and obviously the Commission found the representation acceptable, as it granted
Charter operating authority in Docket No. TA2001346XXX, specifically finding that
Charter had demonstrated the requisite financial standing to hold CLEC

authorization.

WHAT CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT CHARTER’S CURRENT FISCAL
SITUATION?

In the spring of this year, Charter completed financing transactions to raise over $1
billion in additional liquidity for the company. As a result, the company has

sufficient liquidity to fund operations through 2009, and the company’s next major
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maturity occurs in the fall of 2010. In addition, Charter continues to achieve solid
revenue growth each quarter. We have achieved double-digit cash flow (pro forma
adjusted EBITDA) growth for seven consecutive quarters, and we maintain an
industry-leading ARPU (average revenue per unit/customer) growth rate.

IS THIS A RESULT OF CONTINUED GROWTH IN CHARTER’S VOICE
SERVICE OFFERINGS?

In part, yes. Beyond Missourl, we have successfully expanded our voice service
offerings into 20 states, nationwide. Those service offerings have proven to be very
successfil, in that subscriber growth continues on a very strong trend. In fact, earlier
this year, the company recently exceeded the 1 million subscriber benchmark.

IS THE COMPANY ALSO INVESTING IN THE FUTURE?

Yes. In each of the past four years we’ve invested approximately $1 billion in capital
to better serve our customers. For example, Charter contir;ues to increase the number
of its call center agents. We have added over 2,000 since 2006. Also, Charter has
converted its call centers to Centers of Excellence, ensuring calls are routed to
specially-trained agents based on the nature of the call. In addition, Charter has
implemented automated workforce management systems which allows dynamic
dispatching to route technicians based on skill-set and availability. This has resulted
in significant reductions in average time to repair, and all service and repair calls
scheduled in 2 or 4 hour windows.

WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS DATA IS?

I believe that the data demonstrate that Charter is financially sound and that we
communicated accurate and reliable information to the Commission. I also believe

the data confirms that Charter is and should be treated as an autoenomous business in
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Missouri for the purposes of this Agreement. While in start-up mode Charter might
have had to call on its parent’s resources, but in just three years Charter has
demonstrated managerial, technical and financial prowess and established itself as a
profitable concern. Consequently, I think it is inappropriate to look to Charter’s
parent to gauge whether a deposit is required in Missouri for Charter’s
telecommunications operations.

WHAT IS CENTURYTEL’S CURRENT RISK PROFILE?

I am in no way a financial analyst, but my understanding is that CenturyTel itself is
“on watch” by Moody’s for a possible downgrade of its bond rating. I attach a copy
of Moody’s ratings report from June 24, 2008 as an exhibit to my testimony
(Schedule PG-4), and 1 let the report speak for itself. [ would guess that, despite this
ratings watch and potential credit downgrade, CenturyTel would still characterize
itself as a financially viable company able to meet its current and likely obligations.
My point here is merely that bond ratings are not always perfect indicators for future
performance, or the need for deposits, or other assurances of payment.

ARE THERE ANY OTHER POINTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS?

Yes, I note that Ms. Hankins cites to the Texas Commission’s decision in Arbitration
Case No. 28821. While I am not an attorney, 1 read the Texas Commission’s ruling
on Deposits {DPL Issue No. 35) to pertain to new entrants: “The Commission finds
that it is reasonable to allow SBC Texas to request a deposit from a new entrant...”
(emphasis added). Obviously Charter is not a “new entrant” in’ Missouri; the
company has provided service since 2002, and has never defaulted on an obligation
to any Missouri ILEC. Thus, it would appear to me that the Texas Commission’s

final statement on DPL Issue No. 35 would pertain here:
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The Commission disagrees that SBC Texas may require a deposit from
a billed party with a good payment history but who has impaired
credit. Impairment of credit does not necessarily indicate future
delinquency in payment, especially when the payment history shows
that the billed party has continued to timely pay amounts due.
Ms, Hankins’ direct testimony completely ignores the distinction between new
entrants and established providers like Charter. Thus, it is Charter, not CenturyTel,
whose proposed Agreement language more closely hews to what the Texas

Commission has done previously.

MS. HANKINS CRITICIZES CHARTER’S PROFOSAL IN SECTION 6.1.1
(PAGE 7, LINES 11-22). HOW DO YOU RESPOND?

CenturyTel criticizes the criteria that Charter uses in its proposal for determining
when a deposit would be required. Specifically, Charter has proposed that a deposit
is appropriate where Charter fails to timely pay an undisputed invoice, or if it initiates
a bankruptcy proceeding.

DO YOU HAVE A RESPONSE TO MS. HANKINS'S ARGUMENT THAT
CENTURYTEL HAS THE SAME CONCEPT ALREADY INCORPORATED
BY CHARTER IN SECTIONS 1.7.2.1 AND SECTION 1.7.6 OF CHARTER
FIBERLINK-MISSOURI, LI.C LOCAL EXCHANGE TARIFF P.S.C. MO-NO.
1IN CALLING FOR DEPOSITS FROM CHARTER?

Yes, I do. First, I don’t accept Ms. Hankins® premise that a regulated interconnection
agreement needs to mirror the terms of our retail end user tariff. Second, Ms.
Hankins is exactly right that, in certain circumstances, Charter requires a deposit from
new or continuing end user customers ordering tariffed services in Missouri. What
Ms. Hankins conveniently overlooks, however, is that Charter cancels the deposit

requirement—and returns the deposit with interest—whenever a customer pays all

charges for a period of 12 consecutive months. This concept is captured in 1.7.9.3 of
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Charter’s local exchange tariff.> Put another way, even when Charter assesses
commercial credit data and past account history, Charter will not require a deposit if
the end user customer stays current for 12 consecutive months.

Q. IS CHARTER’S PROPOSED LANGUAGE IN SECTION 6.1.1 OF THE
AGREEMENT CONSISTENT WITH CHARTER’S LOCAL EXCHANGE
TARIFF?

A. Yes. Charter’s proposed language for Section 6.1.1 of the Agreement provides that
CenturyTel may request a deposit upon Charter’s failure to timely pay an undisputed
invoice or enters bankruptcy. That approach matches Charter’s local exchange tariff,
which says that Charter can look at past payment history in determining whether a
deposit is appropriate. Similarly, Charter’s Section 6.1.1 of the Agreement provides
that CenturyTel may not request a deposit if Charter’s payment history is positive.
That matches Charter’s local exchange tariff, which says that Charter will return a
deposit, with interest, when the end user customer experiences 12 months of timely
payments.

Q. WOULD CENTURYTEL BE ABLE TO DEMAND A DEFPOSIT FROM
CHARTER UNDER MS. HANKINS’ APPROACH?

A No. As I mentioned in my direct testimony, Charter has never defaulted on an
interconnection agreement obligation. Thus, using Ms. Hankins® suggestion—the
Charter tariff “test” for credit worthiness—CenturyTel would not be able to request a
deposit from Charter, because Charter has many more than 12 consecutive months of

timely payments of undisputed invoices.

* It appears that Charter’s local exchange tariff contains numbering errors. Section 1.7.5 entitled
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V1. _ISSUE 8(a):

SHOULD THE BILL PAYMENT TERMS RELATED TO INTEREST ON
OVERPAID AMOUNTS BE EQUITABLE?

Q. HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY OF MR. WATKINS REGARDING
ISSUE 8(a)?

A. Yes, I have.
WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE?
Mr., Watkins completely ignores the fact that Charter’s proposed Section 9.4.2 is
simply to make the provision reciprocal in nature. That is, the interest calculation
which Charter has agreed will apply to either party for any underpayment of
invoices, should also apply equally to either party that has overpaid an invoice, (and
who then prevails in a billing dispute).
PL.LEASE EXPLAIN.

A, Mr. Watkins fundamentally misunderstands (or perhaps, intentionally
mischaracterizes) Charter’s position on this issue. As I explained in my direct
testimony, Charter’s proposed language for Section 9.4.2 is simple. If CenturyTel
improperly invoices Charter for a service, and Charter pays the invoice, but later
determines that the invoice was improper, Charter should have the right to initiate a
process to seck a refund of that payment. If, and only if, that process is resolved in
Charter’s favor, then CenturyTel would be required to refund amounts overpaid, at
the very same interest rate that CenturyTel assess for amounts underpaid. That is not
only equitable, it is logical.

Q. IS MR. WATKINS CORRECT THAT CHARTER PROPOSES A REFUND
PLUS INTEREST APPROACH FOR UNRESOLVED DISPUTES?

“Establishment and Maintenance of Credit” should be Section 1.7.8. Section 1.7.6 entitled “Deposiis”
should be Section 1.7.9. [ use the correct numbering in my rebuttal testimony.
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No. Mr. Watkins states on page 11, lines 7-11, that “Charter wants the billing party
to return the disputed portion of the bill that the billed party previously paid in error,
plus interest, while the Parties pursue dispute resolution over the disputed bill.”

But this is simply not accurate. Itis clear from the language that Charter proposes for
Section 9.4.2 that a billed party may request return of an overpayment, plus interest,
only after a billing dispute has been “resolved.” Here is what Charter’s language in

Section 9.4.2 actually says:

If any portion of an amount paid to a Party under this Agreement is subject to
a bona fide dispute between the Parties (“Disputed Paid Amount™), the billed
Party may provide written notice to the billing Party of the Disputed Paid
Amount, and seck a refund of such amount already paid, at any time prior to
the date that is one (1) year after the date of the invoice containing the
disputed amount that has been paid by the billed Party (“Notice Period”). If
the billed Party fails to provide written notice of a Disputed Paid Amount
within the Notice Period, the billed party waives its rights to dispute its
obligation to pay such amount, and to seek refund of such amount. At the
billed Party’s request, the billing Party will refund the entire portion of
any Disputed Paid Amounts resolved in favor of the billed Party, subject
to a rate of interest equal to one and one half (1 ¥2%) per month or the
highest rate of interest that may be charged under Applicable Law,
compounded daily, for the number of days from the Bill Date until the
date on which such payment is made.

Note that Charter’s language includes the clause: “the billing Party will refund the
entire portion of any Disputed Paid Amounts resolved in favor of the billed Party,
subject to a rate of interest. . . .” That language clearly shows that any refund, and
interest payment, would only be due after the bill dispute was “resolved”, completed,

or finished. So Mr. Watkins characterization of Charter’s proposal is simply not

accurate.
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MR. WATKINS SUGGESTS THAT CHARTER’S PROPOSAL DEFIES
COMMON SENSE (PAGE 11, LINE 20-23, PAGE 12, LINE 1-4). DO YOU
AGREE?

No, absolutely not. Charter’s proposal merely allows each party to correct oversighis
in a timely, reasonable manner at the same rate of interest. Charter’s proposed
interest calculation on overpayments mirrors CenturyTel’s own proposal for unpaid
or underpaid amounts. Charter will not “avoid timely review” of its bills or seek to
use CenturyTel as some sort of bank.

BUT WHY DOES CHARTER PROPOSE THAT THE PARTIES HAVE A
YEAR TO RAISE DISPUTES ON AMOUNTS THAT HAVE ALREADY BEEN
PAID?

Let me clear up another point of confusion in Mr. Watkins’ testimony. The concept
that either party can initiate a dispute for a period of a year after the invoices are
rendered, and paid, is not disputed language. CenturyTel has already agreed to that
language, as you can see from the language in Section 9.4.2 which is shown as

“normal” text above.

DO YOU AGREE THAT CHARTER SHOULD HAVE TO RESORT TO A
COMMISSION PROCEEDING TO COLLECT OVERPAYMENTS?

No. What we're talking about here are undispufed overpayments. It makes no sense,
and would be a waste of Commission resources, to force a party to the Agreement to
seek Commission aid in getting such undisputed overpayments returned. Moreover,
such an approach would leave the innocent party less than whole, as it would have to
expend considerable resources before the Commission to collect monies to which it is
undisputedly entitled. 1 do not know whether the Commission can order a losing
party in a complaint proceeding to reimburse the winning party for its costs, but I am

told such a result is rare. I would also note that overpayments qualify for a slightly
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different treatment than underpayments or nonpayments in one regard. That is,
Charter is not proposing that any service disruption accompany true-up of an
overpayment situation.

VII. ISSUE 8(b):

SHOULD THE BILL DISPUTE PROVISIONS ENSURE THAT NEITHER PARTY
CAN IMPROPERLY TERMINATE THE AGREEMENT IN A MANNER THAT

COULD IMPAIR SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC?

HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY OF MS. HANKINS REGARDING
ISSUE 8(b)?

Yes, [ have.
WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE?
I believe that Ms. Hankins mischaracterizes both the actual language Charter has
proposed in Agreement Section 9.5.1, and the intent of that language. The language
is plain and direct:

If the billed Party does not remit payment of ail undisputed charges on

a bill by the Bill Due Date, the billing Party may initiate dispute

resolution procedures under Section 20 of this Agreement.
This language does not render a payment date meaningless or provide the billed party
with “free service” as Ms. Hankins claims in her direct testimony. Charter’s
proposed language for Section 9.5.1 permits the discontinuance of order processing
and accepting new orders and, ultimately, termination of service. But Charter’s
Section 9.5.1 ensures that the billing Party cannot discontinue service—which would
ultimately. impact end users—without the Commission’s knowledge and permission.
BUT MS. HANKINS ASSERTS THAT THIS ONLY ARISES WHERE THE
PARTIES HAVE “UNDISPUTED” AMOUNTS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN
PAID (PAGE 17, LINES 3-8). WHY SHOULD “UNDISPUTED” AND

UNPAID INVOICES BE SUBJECT TO DISPUTE RESOLUTION, AS
CHARTER PROPOSES?
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The problem with CenturyTel’s proposal is that there is a fong and contentious
history between Charter and CenturyTel as to what constitutes a properly disputed
invoice. I have discussed some of the parties’ billing disputes earlier in this rebuttal
testimony, and during those disputes CenturyTel asserted that Charter had not
properly disputed invoices rendered by CenturyTel. Based upon that assertion, that
Charter had not properly disputed invoices, CenturyTel took unilateral action to try
and terminate service with Charter. As I explained above, both the Wisconsin and
Missouri commissions issued standstill orders to stop that unilateral action. In
addition, in both Wisconsin and Missouri, the evidence (including the Commission
Staff’s testimony) showed that CenturyTel did not have a proper basis to assess
charges against Charter.

HOW DO CENTURYTEL’S PAST BILLING ERRORS RELATE TO THIS
ISSUE?

First, it tells us that it is possible for the parties to have a dispute over what constitutes
a properly disputed invoice. Second, it demonstrates that billing disputes can be
complicated matters which may require formal, or informal, adjudication by the state
commission or other appropriate authority. Either way, those options are available if
the parties use dispute resolution terms of the agreement to resolve bill disputes, as
Charter has proposed.

ARE THERE ANY OTHER LESSONS TO LEARN FROM CENTURYTEL’S
PAST BILLING ERRORS?

Yes, the most important lesson is that CenturyTel is not entitled to a presumption that
its invoices are always accurate. That is clearly not the case, and the Commission

Staff agreed with that conclusion. Ironically, most of CenturyTel’s proposals with
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respect to billings, deposits, and disputes seem to be based upon that faulty premise.
As I have explained, I know from personal experience that this simply is not correct.
DO YOU BELIEVE CHARTER’S CONTRACT LANGUAGE CONFORMS
TO THE TEXAS COMMISSION’S DECISION IN ARBITRATION CASE NO.
28821?

Yes, 1 do. Again, I am not an attorney, but it appears to me that the Texas
Commission’s policy to allow service discontinuance in certain circumstances was
based on “instability” in the telecommunications market when this case was initiated
in 2003, As D’ve testified above, Charter is not unstable. Charter is a substantial,
reliable and solid market participant in Missouri, and across the country. But more to
the point here, the Texas Commission’s decision in Arbitration Case No. 28821 with
respect to DPL [ssue 39 expressly conditioned service termination on notice to the
Texas Commission and end users. Ms. Hankins conveniently overlooks this fact in
her direct testimony, and CenturyTel similarly overlooks this finding in its proposed
language in Sections 9.5.1 and 9.52. By coﬁtrast, Charter’s language, which
obligates the parties to enter the dispute resolution process, achieves the very thing

that the Texas Commission required in the SBC case, namely, Texas Commission

knowledge and acquiescence to any end user service change or disruption.

VIII. ISSUE 13:
SHOULD THE PARTIES AGREE TO A REASONABLE LIMITATION AS
TO THE PERIOD OF TIME BY WHICH CLAIMS ARISING UNDER THE
AGREEMENT CAN BE BROUGHT?

HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY OF MR. MILLER REGARDING
ISSUE 13(b)?

Yes, I have,

WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE?
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I continue to be concerned with the very broad, and unsupported, assertions that Mr.
Miller makes with respect to Charter bill review practices. They are simply not true.
WHAT STATEMENT(S), SPECIFICALLY, ARE YOU REFERRING TO?
Well, first Mr. Miller claims on page 48, lines 8-22, that Charter simply disputes
invoices without any basis, or intent to resolve the matter. That is not true.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Mr. Miller’s statement refers to the dispute that I have already discussed at the
beginning of my testimony between the parties in Missouri. As I explained in earlier
portions of this testimony, Charter consistently disputed CenturyTel’s invoices in
Missouri.

BUT MR. MILLER STATES THAT CHARTER’S POSITION “WAS NOT
PERSUASIVE.” (PAGE 48, LINE 14) IS THAT CORRECT?

No. As explained above, the Commission issued a Report and Order in docket L.C-
2008-0049 today agreeing with Charter’s claims. Based upon my review of the
Commissions Report and Order 1 believe that the Commission found Charter’s
evidence of CenturyTel’s improper charges persuasive. The Commission’s decision
shows that Charter was correct in disputing the invoices in Missouri, and that it took
the proper course of action. CenturyTel, in fact, was the entity that had “improperly
billed” Charter for services which the parties agreement “does not authorize.” So Mr.,
Miller’s assertion that Charter improperly disputed the CenturyTel Missouri invoices
is contradicted by the Commission’s conclusion on that question.

MR. MILLER STATES THAT CHARTER HAS A “GENERAL POLICY” TO
SEND A BILL DISPUTE WITHOUT SUFFICIENT EXPLANATION, AND

THEN SIMPLY WITHHOLD PAYMENT FOR AS LONG AS IT CAN (PAGE
49, LINES 11-14). IS THAT ACCURATE?
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No, that is in fact completely inaccurate. Charter has a very specific bill dispute

process in place, which we tailor to our specific interconnection agreements.

HAS CHARTER EVER DISPUTED CENTURYTEL’S CHARGES?

Yes. Charter has a practice of forrﬁally disputing what it believes to be improper
charges that have been assessed upon it by CenturyTel. In fact, where Charter has
found it appropriate to dispute CenturyTel’s charges, it has done so formally in
accordance with the terms of the existing interconnection agreements between the
parties via two different methods.

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW CHARTER NORMALLY PROVIDES BILL
DISPUTE NOTICES TO CENTURYTEL. '

The first form of notice, Charter’s monthly bill dispute statements, is the standard
process used in the telecommunications industry, and has been specifically required
in existing interconnection agreements between the parties.

Generally speaking, virtually every month CenturyTel assesses improper charges on
Charter. And each month (within a reasonable time after receiving CenturyTel’s
bills), Charter provides to CenturyTel detailed statements providing notice of
Charter’s dispute of the charges, and the basis for such disputes. Charter’s bill
dispute statements are delivered to the designated CenturyTel representative
electronically (thereby providing prompt notice to the billing Party - CenturyTel), and
each of the dispute statements provides specific details as to the reason for the
dispute.

As I noted, this process has been required by existing interconnection agreements

between the parties. And through these monthly notices, Charter has complied with
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the terms of those agreements by consistently providing notice of its dispute of
CenturyTel’s charges.

WHAT ABOUT THE SECOND FORM OF NOTICE HOW DOES CHARTER
PROVIDE THAT NOTICE?

The second form of notice is also contemplated by many of our existing
interconnection agreements with ILECs. Under the terms of those agreements, a
party is permitted to dispute an entire “class” of charges prospectively by simply
providing a single notice to the billing party. Charter has provided such a notice to
CenturyTel by formal correspondence in the past. In addition, Charter has provided
this prospective notice in other ways, including on several of the monthly bill dispute
statements it has submitted to CenturyTel.

MR. MILLER CLAIMS THAT IN 2004 CHARTER DID NOT PROPERLY
ESCALATE A BILL DISPUTE WITH CENTURYTEL. IS THAT CORRECT?

No, that is not correct. Again, the Commission determined that Charter has complied
with bill dispute provisions in the current Charter-CenturyTel interconnection
agreement. (Report and Order, LC-2008-0049 at 12.)

BUT MR, MILLER CLAIMS THAT CHARTER NEVER SEEKS FORMAL
RESOLUTION OF BILLING DISPUTES (PAGE 48, LINE 8-10). DO YOU
AGREE?

No. We obviously did seek formal resolution of the bill disputes in both Wisconsin

and Missouri as I have already explained.

WHAT 1S THE SPECIFIC PROCESS THAT IS NECESSARY TO DISPUTE
CENTURYTEL’S BILLS?

Charter is forced to undertake a very time consuming process to sort through
CenturyTel’s invoices and identify billing errors made by CenturyTel. Specifically,

Charter has to enter billing disputes into its invoice processing system. These
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disputes (as well as invoice charges) are assigned a general ledger coding in the
invoice processing system. The disputed charges are then short-paid, and are entered
into Charter’s dispute tracking database, which consists of an excel spreadsheet that
lists each Billing Telephone Number (“BTN”), invoice page number, charge amount
and the reason for each disputed charge.

The process of entering this information into Charter’s dispute tracking database
helps to then facilitate the process of entering those disputed charges into
CenturyTel’s dispute portal. In fact, Charter is required to enter disputes into
CenturyTel’s dispute portal and each entry must contain the BTN, invoice page
number, charge being disputed and the reason for the dispute (e.g., service order,
usage, matchmaker, non-pub, customer record research, etc.). Charter is then
responsible for periodically checking CenturyTel’s dispute portal to ensure that there
were no notifications sent by CenturyTel to inform Charter that the dispute has been
acknowledged or processed for invoice credit or denial. And Charter, on a monthly
basis, analyzes the total open disputes entered into its dispute tracking database and
then creates an entry for the estimated amount of reserve related to the CenturyTel
disputes.

IX. CONCLUSION

WHAT ACTION DOES CENTURYTEL REQUEST THAT THE
COMMISSION TAKE WITH RESPECT TO ISSUES 4, 6 and 8?

Charter respectfully requests that the Commission adopt Charter’s proposed language
and revisions to Article 1II, Sections 2.6 (Issue 4(a)); 2.7 (Issue 4(b)); 6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.2
(Issue 6): and 9.4.2, 9.5.1 and 9.5.2 (Issue 8(b)), and reject CenturyTel’s opposition to

Charter’s proposed language.
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Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes.

DWT 12015175v1 6108550-000206
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£0. Box 4065 1l A
Monroe, LA 712{1-4065 )
. Tel 318 388 3000

D
CENTURYIEL

.

- July 11, 2007

- VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

- Charter Communications
Legal Department - Telephone
12405 Powerscourt Drive
St. Louis, Missouri 63 131

Charter FiberLink, LLC : -
Corporate Telephony — Carrier Relations
12405 Powerscourt Drive

St. Louis, Missouri 63131

Chris Savage -

© K.C.Halm.

. Cole, Raywid & Braverman

1919 Penn. Ave., NW., Smte 200
Wa.shmgton, D.C. 20006

Re: Notice from CenturyTel Wisconsin lT_,ECsl (coliectwe]y, “CenturyTel”)
- to Charter Flbcrhnk 11C (“Charter")

To whon it may Concem.

This letter shall serve as written notice of default to Charter in accordance with Article
I, Section 2.3 of our Wisconsin Interconnection Agreement (the “Agrecinent”). According to

CenturyTel’s billing records, Charter has a past due balance due to CenturyTel -of $40, 789 30.

Total due by July 16, 2007 1s$51 180 78.

Accordingly, pursuant to Aruc!c II, Section 2.3 of the Rural Agreement, Centurchl s

suspendmg acceptance and provisioning of any new orders from Charter effective immediately.
- H full payment of the oufstanding amount of §51,180 78 is not received within twenty (20)
~-Busmess Days of the receipt of this letter, or by Awgust 8, 2007, the Agreement ‘will be

" terminated, and CenturyTel will not entertain any request for new serwces until all outstandmg
balances are fully paid. : :

! CentiryTet Wisconsin ILECs include the following rural operating companies — CenturyTel of Fairwater-Brapdon-
Alto, LLC, CenturyTet of Forestville, LI.C, Century¥el of Larsen-Readfield, LLC, CenturyTel of Monroe County,
1LC, CentugyTel of Northern Wisconsin, LLC, CenturyTel of Northwest Wisconsin, LLC, CenturyTel of Southern

" - Wisconsin, LLC, CenturyTel of the Midwest-Wisconsin, LLC and CeaturyTel of Wisconsin, LLC, and non-rural

_ opcratmg companies — CenturyTel of the Mldwest-Kendall LLC, CenturyTel of Centrat Wisconsin, LLC and
“Telephone USA of Wisconsin, LLC.

camrme o



Charter Legal De.partment—'[‘elcphor{e
July L1, 2007
Pape2

We appreciate your attention to this matter. Please contact Pam Hankins at (318) 368-
8654 or Todd Stein at (616) 676-4656 with questions.

Smcarcly,

Pam Hankins
Manager, Carrier Relations Collections

cc:  Wisconsin Public Service Commission
Todd Stein — Regional Carrier Relations Director
Lorenzo Cruz - Regional Government Relations Director
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Complaint of Charter Fiberlink, LLC Seeking
Expedited Resolution and Enforcement of
Interconnection Agreement Terms Between
Charter Fiberlink-Missouri, LLC and CenturyTel
of Missouri, LLC.

Case No. LC-2008-0049

St Sre? S S Ncaget

- QRDER DIRECTING CENTURYTEL TQ CONTINUE TO PROCESS CHARTER
SERVICE ORDER REQUESTS WHILE THIS COMPLAINT IS PENDING

lssue Date: August 27, 2007 Effective Date: August 27, 2007

On August 24, 2007, Charter Fiberlink, LLC (“Charter”), filed a complaint against
CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC (*CenturyTel"). Charter's complaint describes a billing dispute
felaﬂng to charges assessed by CenturyTel associated with the porting of telephone
‘numbers from CenturyTel's network to Charter’s network. Charter alleges that CenturyTel
has threatened to discontinue processing all Charter service order requests on August 28,
if Charter does not pay the disputed charges. In order to allow the Commission time to
review its complaint before CenturyTel ceases processing its service order requests,
Charter asks the Commission to order CenturyTel to continue processing Charter's service
order requests while the corﬁplaint is pending.

Commission rule 4 CSR 240-33.110(5), which establishes procedures regarding the
filing of complaints against telecommunications companies, provides thétwhile a complaint
is pending before the Commission, the subject matter of that complaint will not constitute é

basis for discontinuance of service. Based on that rule, and on the allegations found in



Charter's complaint, the Commission will order CenturyTel to continue to provide servicé to
Charter during the pendency of the complaint.

Since this complaint was filed only four days before the threatened discontinuance of
service, CenturyTel has not yet had an opportunity to _respond to Charter's motion.
However, Section 386.310.1 gives the Commission the authority to waive the requirement
for notice and hearing and immediately issue an order in any case in which the
Commission determines that the failure to do so would result in the likelihood of imminent
threat of setious harm to life or property. Charter's complaint indicates that CenturyTel has

threatened to discontinue service to Charter. The threatened discontinuation of service

could result in Charter being unable to port the telephone numbers of subscribers wishing

to transfer service to Charter, affect Charter's ability to order trunks or interconnection

facilities, and impair Charter's ability to provide certain directory listing information to its
subscribers. That s a threat of serious harm to property justifying immediate action by the

£ommission.

CenturyTel has been ordered to file a response to Charters complaint by

September 26. if it believes that the Commission’s order to continue providing service
- should be lifted befbre Charfers complaint is resolved, CenturyTel may file a motion
requesting relief at any time.

| IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC, shall continue to process service order requests

from Charter Fiberlink, LLC, while Charter Fiberlink, LLC's complaint is pending before the

Commission.



-
P

2. This order shall become effective on August 27, 2007.

(SEAL)

Cherlyn D. Voss, Regulatory Law Judge,
by delegation of authority pursuant to
Section 386.240, RSMo 2000.

Dated at Jéfferson City, Missouri,
on this 27th day of August, 2007.

BY THE COMMISSION

Colleen M. Dale’
Secretary
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. . BEFORE THE
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN
Complaint and Request for Expedited Action by Charter 2930-TI-103
- Fiberlink, LLC, Concerning Charges by CenturyTel for Local
Number Portability :
Interim Order Pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 196.199(3)(c)

This # an interim order addressing a request under Wis. Stat. § 196.199 by Charter
Fiberlink, LLC (Charter), for expedited action against CenturyTel-local exchange companies
(cqllcclively, Centm'yTel)‘, respecting the disposition of local number portability (LNP) requests
by Charter under the parties’ current interconnection agreement (ICA) approved by the
C;:)mmission in docket 05-TI-1371, effective by contract provision as of August 2, 2005.

The Commission opened this docket pursuant to due notice issued October 12, 2007. Th.e
notice provides for delegation of the case to the undersigned because of the 120-day limitation
on a Commission decision. Wis. Stat. § 196.199(3)(2)2n. To handle the request for expedited
action, the notice provided for simultaneous initial and reply party briefs and supporting
affidavits to be completed by October 19, 2007. Tilis Interim Order is based uporn those filings

and the parties® other pleadings already on file in this docket.

! The CenturyTel operating companies at issne are CenturyTel of Fairwater-Brandon-Alte, LLC; CenturyTel of
Forestville, LLC; CenturyTel of Larsen-Readfield, LLC; CenturyTel of Monroe County, LLC; CentinyTel of
Northern Wisconsin, LLC; CenturyTel of Northwest Wisconsin, LLC; CenturyTel of Southern Wisconsin, LLC;
CenturyTel of the Midwest-Wisconsin, LLC; and CenturyTel of Wisconsin, LLC.-
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Discussion ,
.Charter’s request for expedited relief (a stand still order) asks that Céntury’l‘el be ordered
to continue processing service order requests for number porting and other functions, as Spcci-ﬁed
intheICA. | |

Applicable Standard. The standard for expedited relief under Wis. Stat. § 196.199(3)(e)

requires a showing that: (1) thereisa “substéutial probability” the moving party will ultimately
show the other or opposing p@ failed to comply with the interconnection agreement; (2) the
opposing party’s action or inaction has ;1 “substantial adverse effect” upon the moving party’s
ability to iamvide télecommmﬁcations services to existing or potential customers; and (3) thé
order is in the public interest, Sce Wis. Stat. §. 196.199(3)(e).

Party Positions. Charter asserts that CenturyTel has threatened to discontinue processing
LNP orders unless Charter pays certain charges for such service, notwithstanding Charter’s
dispute as to each CenturyTel bill for LNP service order charges.. See Cbmplaint, 19 32-39.
Charter argues that LNP is covered by Art. IV, Sec. 8.1.1 of the ICA, and that there are no
charges for LNP provided in the ICA. Charter contends that under AIt.IIII, éec. 18.6 of the IéA, .'
Centu.ry"l"el must continue to provide services during the pendency of any dispute so long as all
undisputed charges have bcenﬁpaid. -

CenturyTel’s view is that CenturyTel Wouid never have agreed to i}rocess orders for free,
and thereby give Charter a treatment not accorded any other carrier requesting LNP from
CenturyTel. Century -Response, p- 2. CenturyTel contends that the parties agreed to remove

LNP terms from the ICA upon the “express understanding” that the parties would negotiate LNP
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termas and provisions when Charter indicated an intent to begin porting. CenturyTel views the
réquest for LNP as the type of request contemplated in LNP implementation reglﬂatioﬁs at | !
47 C.F.R. § 52.23(c) and negotiation and arbitration provisions ux}dér 47US.C. § 252.
CerituryTel Response, p. 2. In the absence of express contract terms for LNP service,
_ CenturyTel nonetheless processed LNP orders. Because no specific LNP charges are in the ICA,
CenturyTel submits that its CenturyTel Service Guide applies, which indicates that tarniff charges
will apply. As CenturyTel has no duty under the ICA to provide LNP without a Bona F.ide
Request (BFR) from Charter for neéotiated LNP implementation, CenturyTel cont‘ends ithas no
obligation to observe the service continuation provision in Art ITI, Sec. 18.,6.

Determination. The Commission finds that the relevant provision at issue for this request

for expedited reliefis Art IV. Sec. 8.1:

8.1  Local Number Portability

8.1.1 LNP shall be provided in respbnse to a porting request from either
Party, consistent with applicable time periods and procedures
established [in] the Act and applicable FCC regulations. The
Parties agree that they shall develop and deploy LNP in accordance
with the Act, such binding FCC and State mandates, -and industry
standards, as may be applicable..

8.1.2 The Partics will jointly plan for LNP implementation.

The parties have defined LNP in Appendix B of the ICA as the “ability of users of
telecommunications services to retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications
numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one
telecommunications carrier to.another.” *Porting request” however, is not defined in the ICA, - i

thereby causing resort to the Undefined Terms provision, Appendix B, § 1.95, that specifies

undefined terms are to be construed in accordance with CenturyTel’s tariffs, or, if not defined
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there, according to customary nsage in the telecommunications industry as of the effective date
of the ICA. CenturyTel has not proffered a tariff definition of porting request even though it is
in the best position to offer one. Resort to customary usage is thus appropriate.

Customary usage as evidenced in Federal Communications Coromission (FCC) dec-isions
shows that the term, is ambiguous. “Porting request” can be plausibly construed as an individual
customer porting request embodied in a service order from the customeér’s new carrier to the
carrier the customer is leaving, and also as a “porting request” for the initiation of a BFR—whick
is defined in ICA Ap;;endix B, ] 1.11—for customized LNP implementation arrangements.
CenturyTel advances this latter interpretation. Examples of this interpretation are found in
orders in the FCC’s lead docket on mumber portability, e.g., In the Matter of Telephone Number
Portability, 19 F.C.C.R. 875, 876, § 4 (2004), and 20 F.C.CR. 16,323, 16,325, 9 15 (2005)
(porting requmté referred to carrier requests for general LNP implementation). Examples of the
individual customer meaning for porting requests are also found in FCC orders since 19‘96, eg.,

In the Matter of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Request for Declaratory Ruling That State

" Commissions May Not Regulate Broadband Internet Access Services By Requiring BellSouth to

Provide Wholesale or Retail Broadband Services to Competitive LEC UNE Voice Customers,

20 F.C.C.R. 6830, 6849 { 36 (Mar. 25, 2005) (“Time Wﬁner, and Bright House Networks raise
arguments that incumbent LECs have unlawful internal policies of delaying number porting

requests when competing voice service providers win a voice customer that also subscribes to

DSL?),
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Under Wisconsin law, a contract provision is ambiguous if it is reasonably and fairly
susceptible to more tﬁan one c.onstmction. See, e.g., Tri City National Bank v, Federal Ins. Co.,
268 Wis. 2d 785, 798, 679 N.W.2d 617 (Ct. App. 2003). Furthermore, ’ '
After a contract has been found to be ambiguous, it is the duty of the courts to
determine the intent of the parties at the time the agreement was entered into. . . .
In resolving the ambiguity and determining the parties' intent, the court may look -
beyond the face of the contract and consider extrinsic evidence. . . . Additionally,
the court'may rely on the canons of construction which are designed to ascertain
" the intentions of the parties entering into a contract. ....” :
Capital Inv. Inc. v. Whitehall Packing, Inc., 91 Wis. 2d 178, 190, 280 N.-W.2d 254 (1979)
(citations omitted). Because the LNP contract clause is ambiguoﬁs in its meaning of a porting

request, the Commission will look to parole evidence, notwithstanding the parties’ “Entire

Agreement” clause intended to preclude- ;esc;rt to matters outside the ICA. See ICA Art. IV,

Sec. 19.

Turning to the voluminous exhibits furnished by the parties, the Commission finds that
the exhibits supplied by Charter show that the.intent, at least Chaner’s intent, in drafting Art. IV,
Sec. 8.1 was to clearly remove the generic BFR meaning as to porting request, not reinstate it.
CenturyTe] agreed to this language change. Thus, the intent of the parties at the time of drafting
~ in the language they used was to provide LNP té respond to individual customer sei'vice orders,
or “porting requests,” to transfer their numbers ﬁom CenturyTel to Charter, and vice versa.
Although the contract language could be more clear, the progression of the language
changes argues for a conclusion that the “request” that is now in. the ICA is not the same as the

BFR request as used in the initial drafts. >

2 CenturyTel notes its understandings, beliefs and intentions for various changes made to the LNP provisions;
however, the JCA itself does bear these out. '
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Therefore, as to the fiest of the three showings under Wis. Stat..§ 196.199(3)(e), the
Commission finds that there is a substantial probability that Charter.’s individual porting request
interpretatibﬁ of the relevant ICA language will prevail in the final decision.

. As for the second and third showings under the statute, Charter satisfies those as v.lfell.
The affidavit of Patricia Lewis attests to sum@ﬁa} adverse effect upon Charter if CenturyTel
could deny number portability. Potential customers would no~t be able to secure uninterrupted
telecommunications service, and certainly would be at risk for impaired “quality, reliability, and
convenience” when switching carriers. See ICA Appendix B, § 1.58 (definition of LNP).
Charter’s reputational interests would also be at risk... Aff. of Pﬁt‘riqia Lewis, j]'i[ 9-10. Of course,
as Centu;l'yTel notes, Charter could avoid these effects by paying the tendered charges; however,
the ICA “;ording on LNP does not support that Charter has thaf obligation. .

The public interest certainly favors the preservation and promotion of competition,
promotidn of consumer cimice, consideration of t_he impacts upon the quality-of-life, and
promotion of efficiency and productivity. See Wis. Stat. § 196.03{6)(&\), (b),. (c), and (D),
resPcc-:tively. Primary emphasis; however, must be placed upon the promation of consumer
choice.. The interests of the consumer, the party not présent in this dispute, raust be paramount in
administering Wis. Stat. ch. 196, See GTE North, Inc. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of Wis., 176 Wis.
2d 559, 568, 500 N.W.2d 284 (1993) (“The prlmary purpose of the public utility laws in this
_ state is protection of the consuming public.”). . | 7

The Commission therefore concludes that Charter’s requests for LNP in service orders

should be honored without delay by CenturyTel, and according to industry standards as the

partics thernseives agreed in Art. IV, Sec, 8.1. Charter’s request for stand still relief is granted
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insofar as it orders rclief as to requested “other finctions” that CenturyTel might seck to deny.®

This Interim Order, however, does not address whether CenturyTel and Charter have agreed that
CenturyTel may impose a charge for this LNP service orders received. That issue remains for
the final decision in this docket. This order is issned pursuant to delegated authority granted the
undersigned and Wis. Stat. § 196.199(3)(9).

| Order

1. 'ﬁu's Order is effective immediately upén mailing,

2. CenturyTel shall process without delay an;i consistent with the above-noted .

requirements, Charter service order requests for LNP and other functions for individual
consuzﬂers seeking to change their telecommunicaﬁgns services from CenturyTel to Charter.

3. Jurisdiction is retained.

Dated at Madison, Wi.sconsin, _,70 ﬁ C fO g 2t 20 0 7
For the Commission:

Gy Evbon_—
inistrator

Telecommunications Division

GAE:cdg:DL:Agency\Library\Orders\Pending\2930-TI-103 Interim Order.doc

? Under Wis, Stat. § 196.199, this dispute is on track for a final determination before the year end. The CenturyTel
proposal for “escrow™ payments is nof needed. If the CenturyTel position should finally prevail, Charter will owe

for LNP and CenturyTel will be paid. The escrow pm\ndes no additional necessary protection to CenturyTel’s
interest.
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APPENDIX A
(CONTESTED)

In order to comply with Wis. Stat. § 227.47, the following parties who appeared before the
agency are considered parties for purposes of review under Wis. Stat. § 227.53.

Public Service Comimission of Wisconsin ‘
(ot a party but must be served)
P.0. Box 7854

- Madison, WI 53707-7854

CENTURYTEL LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPANIES
Bradley D. Jackson
Brian H. Potts
Foley.& Lardner LLP
150 East Gilman Street
Madison, WI 53703-1481

CHARTER FIBERLINK, LLC

K.C. Halm

Brian Nixon

Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP .

1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, DC 20006

CHARTER FIBERLINK, LLC
Cammie Cox

Clifford K. Wiliams

12405 Powerscourt Drive

St. Louis, MO 63131
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MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

UTILITY OPERATIONS DIVISION

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
WILLIAM L. VOIGHT
CHARTER FIBERLINK—MISSOURI VS. CENTURYTEL

CASE NO. LC-2008-0049

Jefferson City, Missouri
February 2008




BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Complaint of Charter Fiberlink-Missouri,
LLC Seeking Expedited Resolution and
Enforcement of Interconnection
Agreement Terms Between Charter
Fiberlink-Missouri, LLC and CenturyTel
of Missouri, LLC

Case No, LC-2008-0049

AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM L. YOIGHT

STATE OF MISSOURI )
)58
COUNTY OF COLE )

William L. Voight, of lawful age, on his oath states: that he has participated i
the preparation of the following Rebuttal
Testimony in question and answer form, consisting of 15 pages of Rebuttal
Testimony to be presented in the above case, that the answers in the following Rebuttal
Testimony were given by him; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth in such
answers; and that such matters are true to the best of his knowledge and belief.

e Vo

William L. Voight

Subscribéd and sworn to before me this _£¥ day of February, 2008,

SNREPYZ.,  SUSANL SUNOERMEYER
S Commisaion Expiras ary i
‘fs' ’Q?ﬁ*’j-.-': M’Saﬁembsrﬁ,mn ot blic
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
WILLIAM L. VOIGHT
CHARTER FIBERLINK-MISSOURI VS, CENTURYTEL
CASE NO. LC-2008-0049

Q. Please state your name and give your business address.

A. My name is William L. Voight and my business address is P.O. Box 360,
200 Madison Street, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102,

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A | I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission as a
supervisor in the Telecommunications Department. 1 have general supervisory
responsibility for staff recommendations pertaining to tariff filings, certificate
applications, interconnection agreements, and telephome company mergers and
acquisitions. In conjunction with other staff persons, I provide staff recommendations on
a wide variety of other matters before the Commission including rule makings,
complaints filed with the Commission, and Comumission comuments to the Federal
Commumication Commission (FCC). My duties have also involved participation as a
member of the Commission’s Arbitration Advisory Staff, which is comprised of subject
matter experts who assist an arbifrator in. disputes involving the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Lastly, I participate in and coordinate special projects,
as assigned by management. Examples of special projects include Case No. TW-2004-
0324, a Study of Voice over Internet Protocol in Missouri, and Case No. TW-2004-0471,

a Commission-appointed Task Force to study expanded local calling in Missouri. As
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Rebuttal Testimony of
William L. Voight

necessary and appropriate, I also provide assistance to the Commission, upper
management, and members of the General Assembly on legislative matters.

Q.  What is your education and previous work experience?

A 1 received a Bachelor of Science degree with a major in economics from
Lincoln University in Jefferson City, Missouri. A copy of relevant work history is
attached as Schedule 1.

Q. | Have you previously testified before the Commission?

A. Yes, a copy of previous testimonies is attached as Schedule 2.

Q.  What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

A. On August 24, 2007, Charter Fi_berlink, LLC (Charter), filed a complaint
with the MoPSC against CenturyTel of Missouri (CenturyTel). On January 18, 2008
witnesses for both Charter and CenttryTel filed direct testimony, My rebuttal testimony
is responsive to the direct testimony of Mr. Guy E. Miller, III, filed on behalf of
CenturyTel.

Q. Would you please provide an executive summary of your testimony?

A. Yes. The only issue for the Commission to decide in this case is whether
CenturyTel is authorized to bill Charter for telephone number porting. The Staff believes
CenturyTel is not authorized to apply such a rate since a telephone number porting charge
is not contained in the Parties’ Interconnection Agreement. In addition, the Staff finds the
application of rates contained within CenturyTel’s tariff and Service Guide are not
applicable and do not justify the application of a telephone number porting charge. The
Staff recommends the Commission uphold Charter’s complaint by finding that the

Agreement does not authorize CenturyTel to charge for telephone number porting.
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Q. Mr. Miller states that Charter’s complaint is premature and in
violation of its dispute resolution 0bligations under the Parties’ Agreement (Miller
Direct Testimony; page 30, line 22). What is your response?

A CenturyTel makes the same argument in its September 26, 2007 Motion to
Dismiss. At page 5 of that Motion, CenturyTel also alleges the Commission is without
jurisdiction to hear this matter. Staff notes Mr. Miller’s further statement that CenturyTel
does not intend to further pursue its jurisdictional challenge (Miller Direct Testimiony;
page 31, line 1). Based on Mr. Miller’s testimony, the Staff suggests CenturyTel should
withdraw its Motion to Dismiss.

Q. Mr. Miller addresses the Federal Communications Commission’s
(FCC’s) cost recovery rule (Direct Testimony; page 11, line 13); an FCC ruling in
Case No. 04-91 (Direct Testimony; page 15, line 3); an FCC “Third Report and
Order” (Direct Testimony; page 15, line 14); and administrative processing or
“transaction” fees associated with local service requests by wireless telephone
providers (Direct Testimony; page 17, line 7). What is your response?

A, Mr. Miller’s testimony on these matters is acknowledged and respected by
the Staff. However, the Staff asserts that such discussions are antidotal and not
particularly germane to the issue at hand. In the Staff’s view, Mr. Miller’s testimony
would be much more on point if this were an arbitration hearing, and the Commission
was being asked to decide matters of policy, cost, price, engineering and so forth. Rather,
this case should be viewed solely as one of contract interpretation.

Q. What issues must the Commission decide in this case?
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A The only issue for the Commission to decide in this case is whether
CenturyTel is authorized to apply a charge for porting telephone numbers to Charter.

Q. Does the Parties’ Interconnection Agreement contain such a charge?

A No, it does not. There is no charge for porting telephone numbers
identified in CenturyTel’s Agreement with Charter. Section 15 of the Agreement, which
prescribes the Parties” obligations with respect to local number portability, contains no
reference to charges for porting telephone numbers. Moreover, the various pricing
attachments to the Agreement are devoid of any charges for number porting. A copy of
Section 15 of the Agreement is attached to my testimony as Schedule 3.

Q. Do you have an example of a CenturyTel interconnection agreement
that does contain number porting charges?

A Yes. Attached to my testimony is Schedule 4, which is one such example.

Q. Please describe Schedule 4.

A, Schedule 4 is a copy of the relevant pages of Section XII of CenturyTel’s
Interconnection Agreement with Socket Telecom, Inc. (Socket). As can be seen, Section
X1 is titled “Local Number Portability — Permanent Number Portability.” The particular
charge for number porting may be seen in paragraph 7.2.1.1, as shown on page 5 of 5 of
Article XII, which is attached as Schedule 4-2, As can be seen, the charge is $3.92 per
port order.

Q. What is the significance of Schedule 47

A Schedule 4 shows a Commissi(.)n-approved Interconnection Agreement
that contains a rate for telephone number porting. The charge is contained in Schedule 4-

2 at paragraph 7.2.1.1. Even though the rate element is labeled “Service Order Charge™
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the rate element is contained within the telephone number portability section of the
Agreement. In the Staff’s view, setting forth the agreed upon charge in the number
portability section of the Apgreement makes it clear that the charge is for number
portability.

Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, local interconnection charges,
such as the rate at issue in this case, are required to be submitted to the Commission for
approval. As can also be seen in paragraph 1.0 on Schedule 4-1, the $3.92 rate is
reciprocal; that is to say, CenturyTel and Socket charge each other the same rate for the
same telephone number porting service. The significance of Schedule 4 is that no similar
agreement between CenturyTel and Charter has ever been presented to the Commission.
Consequently, there is no basis for either carrier to impose a number porting charge on
the other.

Q. At page 3 of its September 26, 2007 Motion to Dismiss, CenturyTel |
alleges that Charter owes more than $120,000 in telephone number porting charges.
At the time of his testimony, Mr. Miller stated that the dollar amount owed was
$128,844.45 (Miller Direct; page 10, line 20). This amount is confirmed in the
testimony of Ms. Pam Hankins on behalf of CenturyTel (Hankins Direct Testimony,
page 3, line 19). If CenturyTel truly believes a telephone number porting charge
should apply to Charter, what, in the Staff’s view, does CenturyTel need to do?

A, The Parties are operating under an Agreement that was entered into in
August 2001 (Charter’s August 23, 2007 Complaint, paragraph 7). In the Staff’s view, if
CenturyTel believes such charges are appropriate, it should seek to amend the Agreement

so that telephone number porting charges are clearly set forth in the Agreement. By way
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of example, Schedule 4-2 offers a rate of $3.92 that has been previously negotiated by
CenturyTel for such purposes.

Q. What rate does CenturyTel charge Charter for local number
portability?

A In its initial August 23, 2007 Complaint (paragraph 14), Charter alleged
that CenturyTel charged $19.78 for telephone number porting. According to Mr. Schremp
of Charter, the rate at one time was $19.78 but Charter has recently been billed a rate of
$23.44 for each telephone number ported (Schremp Direct Testimony; page 9, lines 23-
25). The $19.78 is char.acterized by CenturyTel witness Hankins as an “inappropriate”
unbundled network element switch port rate that was inadvertently charged to Charter but
has since been corrected (Hankins Direct Testimony; page 11, line 4). According to
Charter’s October 26, 2007 Reply to CenturyTel’s Motion to Dismiss {page 14}, the rate
is $23.44 in non-competitive exchanges and a slightly higher rate of $23.48 is charged in
competitive exchénges.

Q. What activities are covered by the $23.44 and $23.48 rates CenturyTel
purportedly charges Charter for telephone number porting?

Al Mr, Miller states that these charges are found in Section 5, Sheet 4 of
CenturyTel’s [General Exchange] tariff. These charges are known as “Service Ordening
Charges” and are, quite simply, the rates charged to business customers that order new
telephone service from CenturyTel, or that request changes to existing CenturyTel
service. If the customer’s request is for new telephone service, the rate is said to be an
Initial Order Charge, which may also be properly referred to as an installation charge. A

Subsequent Order Charge applies to customers who subsequently request that existing
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service be moved, added to, or changed. Interestingly, Service Ordering Charges do not
apply to customers who cancel service with CenturyTel, which is typically the case in
number porting situations. The relevant tariff sheets describing Service Ordering Charges
are attached to my testimony as Schedule 5.

Q. Since it is not contained in the Parties’ contractual agreement, how
does CenturyTel attempt to justify its local number portability charge to Charter?

A One attempt to justify the charge is with use of CenturyTel’s Mo. P.S.C.
No. ! General and Local Exchange Tariff. This position is sct forth beginning on page 13
of CenturyTel’s September 26™ Motion to Dismiss, and on pages 24-26 of Mr. Miller’s
Direct Testimony.

Q. What is your response to CenturyTel’s position that a tariff governs
the number portability charges it seeks to impose on Charter?

A The tanff cited by CenturyTel (CenturyTel Mo. No. 1) is not applicable to
the number porting activities involving Charter. This is especially true because Charter
does not resell CenturyTel’s telephone service. Absent express references to the contrary,
CenturyTel’s General and Local Exchange Tariff governs the “retail” telephone exchange
service provided by CenturyTel to business and residential end-users, and does not
contain “wholesale” rates charged to other telephone companies.

Q. Mr. Miller makes the following statement:

An initial service order charge is billed for the first order
submitted by an entity on an individual account. Subsequent
service order charges may be billed if that same entity issues
subsequent service orders for the same individual account
(Direct Testimony; page 22, line 22).

How do you respond?
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A As is clearly set out in B.1.a of Schedule 5-2, CenturyTel’s Initial Order
Charges apply for “conmections of service.” From the Staff’s perspective, whatever may
be said about Charter’s request for CenturyTel to port telephone numbers, clearly such
requests do not involve connections of CenturyTel telephone service. In the Staff’s view,
CenturyTel is simply attempting to misapply the rate application.

CenturyTel’s Initial Service Order rates taken from its “retail” Tariff No. 1 are
contrasted with CenturyTel’s P.S.C. Mo. Tariff No. 10, which is CenturyTel’s
“wholesale” tariff.

Q. Please explain the purpose of CenturyTel’s wholesale Mo. Tariff No.
10.

A, As shown on Schedule 6 of this testimony, the purpose of CenturyTel’s
Tariff No. 10 is to provide interconnection rates, terms and conditions to local exchange
carriers that do not have an interconnection agreement with CenturyTel or, alternatively,
Tariff 10 forms the basis of tariff charges for carriers who do have an interconnection
agreement with CenturyTel, but such agreement contains an express incorporation of
tariffed rates, terms, and conditions. |

Q.  Please explain the significance of Tariff No. 10 to the instant case.

A, Although CenturyTel is not proposing to apply Tariff No. 10 to Charter in
this case, Tariff No, 10 is instructive in at least two respects. First, Tariff 10 makes it
obvious that [initial] service charges are synonymous with installation of telephone
exchange service — a function clearly not being performed by CenturyTel in the case of
Charter. Rather, Charter’s service request is merely for CenturyTel to port telephone

numbers, and does not have anything to do with asking CenturyTe! to install telephone
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service. Plainly stated, Charter does not resell CenturyTel telephone service; cleatly,
CenturyTel’s attempt to impose service order charges onto Charter represcnts a
misguided attempt to apply installation charges when nothing is being installed by
CenturyTel in the first instance,

Secondly, Tariff No. 10 is significant because its stated purpose — the application
of wholesale tariffed rates, terms, and conditions when expressly referenced in an
interconnection agreement — is clearly not applicable in the case with the
CenturyTel/Charter Agreement. Instead of containing an express reference to a particular
tariff, the Agreement between CenturyTel and Charter contains but vague tariff
generalities which distort the definition of tariffs to an unacceptable level. Clearly,
CenturyTel’s attempt to impose telephone installation charges on Charter for telephone
number porting stretches any meaningful purpose of using tariffs to form the basis of
legitimate cost recovery.

Q. Does the Staff oppose use of tariffs as rate and service determinants of
local interconnection?

A No. The Staff is not opposed to the concept of using tariffs, either retail or
wholesale, for the purpose of establishing contractual rates, terms, and conditions for
local interconnection between two telephone utilities. In fact, some aspects of local
interconnection, such as collocation arrangements, are noticeably set forth in tariffs.
However, use of tariffs in this manner must be expressly set forth in Commission-
approved interconnection agreements — a situation which has not occurred in the case of

CenturyTel’s attempt to apply local number portability charges to Charter.
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Q. Mr. Miller states that CenturyTel’s tariffs are made a part of the
CenturyTel/Charter Interconnection Agreement (Miller Direct Testimony, page 24,
lines 1 and 16; page 25, line 13). What is your response?

A The precise intefconnection agreement wording references only tariffs that
are applicable to the Services that are offered for sale. This language may be found in
paragraph 1.1 of the Agreement, and is attached to my testimony as Schedule 7. The
language referenced to by Mr, Miller is CenturyTel’s “Service Ordering Charge,” which
represents the charge end-user customers incur for “connections of [telephone] service”,
which is a function clearly not occurring when Charter completes a local service request
to port a telephone number from CenturyTel. The problem with CenturyTel’s approach is
that the installation charge it attempts to impose on Charter is not applicable to Charter
because Charter’s request has nothing to do with a request (from anybody) for
CenturyTel to install telephone service; rather, Charter’s request is to simply port a
telephone number.

Q. Other than the CenturyTel tariff sheets attached as Schedule 5, do
any of CenturyTel’s other tariffs describe the purpose of service charges?

A. Yes, CenturyTel’s P.S.C. Mo. No. 10, which is its wholesale tanff
attached as Schedule 6, contains a “Service Charges™ section whose scope is stated as
follows:

The purpose of this section is to provide installation rates for
services provided by the company to Competitive Local Exchange
Carriers (CLEC) customers,

Service Charges are defined thusly:

10
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A service charge is a non-recurring flat charge applicable to the

initial establishment of service. This charge includes but is not

limited to:

a. Establishment of basic access line service to the protector.

b. Directory service.

¢. Number changes requested by the customer.

d. Establishment of any service as provided for in this tariff.

e. Reconnection of service temporarily suspended.

f. Expediting the establishment of service.
In the Staff’s view, the above wording from Tariff No. 10 reinforces Tariff No. 1’s
description of service charges as being synonymous with [initial] installation charges.
When taken individually or in tandem, Tariffs No. 1 and 10 clearly establish the principal
that an [initial] service order charge involves the initial establishment of service. Indeed,
that is its very purpose. As has been repeatedly demonstrated in this testimony, the
purpose of such charge has nothing to do with porting telephone numbers from one
carrier to another.

Q. What other means are used by CenturyTel to justify number porting
charges to Charter?

A Mr. Miller’s testimony describes CenturyTel’s use of a “Service Guide™ as
justification of installation charges assessed to Charter (Miller Direct Testimony; page
25, line 10).

Q. Mr. Miller testifies that a “Service Guide” is CenturyTel’s “standard
document that sets forth the generally available terms, conditions, and prices under
which CenturyTel offers service” (Miller Direct Testimony; page 25, line 8). What is
your response?

A The term “Service Guide™ is not defined in the Glossary nor am I able to

find any reference to such a term in the CenturyTel/Charter Interconnection Agreement.

11
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Apparently, whatever this document is, it has not been submitted to the Commission for
approval. Mr. Miller seems to take solace in the rates, terms, and conditions of
interconnection that are purported to be contained in such a document. Moreover, Mr.
Miller appears to believe that such rates, terms, and conditions may be changed
unilaterally from time-to-time (Miller Direct Testimony; page 26, line 11). From the
Staff’s perspective, CenturyTel should not expect the Commission to uphold rates, terms,
and conditions of carrier-to-carrier interconnection that have not submitted to the
Commission for approval. In this regard, the Staff views CenturyTel’s actions as
disconcerting.

Q. Mr. Miller states that the General Terms and Conditions of the
Agreement permit ifs Service Guide to be defined as a tariff (Miller Direct
Testimony; page 26, lines 7-13). What is your response?

A, CenturyTel’s characterization of its Service Guide as a tariff is
counterintuitive and diametrically opposite to both a common understanding as well as
the Commission’s definition of a tariff. 4 CSR 240-3.010 (28) defines a tariff thusly:

Tariff means a document published by a public utility, and approved by

the commission, that sets forth the services offered by that utility and the

rates, terms and conditions for the use of those services (emphasis added).

CenturyTel’s Service Guide is obviously not a tariff and should not be referred to
as such, CenturyTel’s position in this matter appears as an attempt to relegate all manner
of unauthorized pamphlets and brochures to the status of Commission-approved tariffs,
which may be changed at CenturyTel’s arbitrary whim and will.

Q. If CenturyTel prevails in its claim that its Service Guide is

tantamount te a tariff, can you provide an example of how such characterization

12
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would permit CenturyTel to arbitrarily change the interconnection rates it charges
other telecommunications carriers such as Charter?

A Yes. The $23.44 service installation rate CenturyTel purportedly charges
Charter for porting telephone numbers in non-competitive exchange areas was raised on -
October l? 2007 to $23.88. A copy of CenturyTel’s current and previous tariff sheets are
seen on Schedules 5-4 and 5-5. Similar rates in competitive exchange areas may also be
raised by CenturyTel at any time of its choosing. Because the rates charged to end-users
in CenturyTel’s tariffs may be arbitrarily increased without any cost justification, so too
would CenturyTel be permitted to arbitrarily increase interconnection rates to other
carriers if it were permitted to use tariffs as a substitute for interconnection agreements
without express references to such purposes. In the Staff’s view, such arbitrary price
increases are antithetical to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which contemplates

that interconnection rates should contain some basis of cost.

Q.  Mr. Voight, what is your recommendation for the Commission in this
proceeding?
A The Staff recommends the Commission decide this complaint in favor of

Charter because the CenturyTel/Charter Interconnection Agreement lacks a proper
foundation upon which to implement telephone number porting charges. Specifically, the
Staff recommends the Commission:
v Rule that CenturyTel has improperly billed Charter for telephone number
porting.
v" Rule that the Parties’ Interconnection Agreement does not authorize either

party to bill the other for telephone number porting,
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v" Prohibit and further enjoin CenfuryTel from asserting that Charter is in
default of the Partics’ Agreement for non-payment of telephone number
porting charges.

Would you please summarize your testimony?

Yes. A telephone number porting charge is not contained in the
interconnection agreement between Charter and CenturyTel and the Staff is not
convinced that the rates contained in CenturyTel’s tariff and Service Guide is applicable
to telephone number portability. An example of an interconnection agreement that does
contain a telephone number porting charge is found in paragraph 7.2.1.1 of the
CenturyTel/Socket Agrecment, the relevant pages of which are attached to this testimony
as Schedule 4. Because the CenturyTel/Charter Agreement does not contain a similar
telephone number porting charge, the Staff recommends the Commission decide this
complaint in favor of Charter.

Rather than rely on a telephone nwmber porting charge, the charge CenturyTel
attempts to impose on Charter is an Inifial Service Order charge which, as shown in
Schedule 5, is synonymous with an installation charge. CenturyTel’s attempts to impose
such charges on Charter are without merit because Charter’s request - which is to simply
port telephone numbers — has nothing to do with installing telephone service. Rather,
Charter’s requests are tantamount for CenturyTel to disconnect telephone service. To the
extent that CenturyTel’s tariffs may have any bearing in this matter (which Staff suggests
they do not), CenturyTel’s tariff states that service order charges do not apply when

service 1s disconnected.
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The Code of State Regulations define tariffs as Commission-approved documents
and CenturyTel’s attempt to redefine the word “tariff” to include CenturyTel’s non-
Commission approved “Service Guide” should not be countenanced by the Commission.
Staff fears that acceptance of CenturyTel’s position in this regard would permit the
Company to include any manner of non-Commission approved pamphlets and brochures
to become part of CenfuryTel’s tariff.

The CenturyTel/Charter Interconnection Agreement does not contain a charge for
telephone number porting. Consequently, CenturyTel advocates use of its General
Exchange Tariff as the basis for the telephone service order installation charge it seeks to
impose on Charter, Because its service order charges are not regulated, CenturyTel is
permitted to indiscriminately raise its tariff rates for these services. Consequently,
acceptance of CenturyTel’s position in this case would permit CenturyTel to unilaterally
establish such interconnection rates, without any showing of cost justification. In the
Staff's view, such indiscriminate rate establishment and subsequent automatic price
increases thereafter are antithetical to those aspects of the Telecommunications Act that
establish the fundamental principal of cost-based interconnection rates.

Because CenturyTel has not established a basis for telephone number porting
charges in its Agreement with Charter, the Staff recommends the Commission find in
favor of Charter in this case.

Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? |

A, Yes, it does.

15
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SUMMARY OF WORK EXPERIENCE

1974 — 1985 United Telephone Company, I began my telephone career on February 4, 1974,

1985-1988

1988-1994

as a central office equipment installer with the North Electric Company of
Gallion, Ohio. At that time, North Electric was the manufacturing company of
the United Telephone System. My duties primarily included installation of all
forms of central office equipment including power systems, trunking facilities,
operator consoles, billing systems, Automatic Number Identification systems,
various switching apparatuses such as line groups and group selectors, and stored
Pprogram computer processors,

In 1976, I transferred from United’s manufacturing company to one of United’s
local telephone company operations — the United Telephone Company of Indiana,
Inc. I continued my career with United of Indiana until 1979, when I transferred
to another United Telephone local operations company — the United Telephone
Company of Missouri. From the period of 1976 until 1985, I was a central office
technician with United and my primary duties included maintenance and repair of
alt forms of digital and electronic central office equipment, and programming of
stored program computer processors. United Telephone Company is today
known as Embarq.

In 1985, 1 began employment with Tel-Central Communications, Inc., which at
that time was a Missouri-based interexchange telecommunications carrier with
principal offices in Jefferson City, Missouri. As Tel-Central’s Technical Services
Supervisor, my primary duties included overall responsibility of network
operations, service quality, and supervision of technical staff. Tel-Central was
eventually merged with and into what is today MCI.

In conjunction with Tel-Central, I co-founded Capital City Telecom, a small
business, “non-regulated” interconnection company located in Jefferson City. As
a partnier and co-founder of Capital City Telecom, I planned and directed its early
start-up operations, and was responsible for obtaining financing, product
development, marketing, and service quality. Although Capital City Telecom
continues in operations, [ have since divested my interest in the company,

In 1988, [ began employment with Octel Communications Corporation, a
Silicon Valley-based manufacturer of Voice Information Processing Systems. My
primary responsibilities included hardware and software systems integration with
a large variety of Private Branch eXchange (PBX), and central office switching
systems. Clients included a large varicty of national and international Local
Telephone Companies, Cellular Companies and Fortune 500 Companies. Octel
Communications Corporation was later merged with Lucent Technologies.

1994-Present Missouri Public Service Commission
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Case No, TR-96-28

Case No. TT-96-268

Case No. TA-97-313

Case No. TA-97-342

Case No. TA-96-345

Case No, TO-97-397

Case No. TC-98-337

Case No, T0-99-227

Case No, TA-99-298

Case No. TO-99-596

Case No. TO-99-483

William L. Vaight

TESTIMONY EXPERIENCE

In the Matter of Southwestern Bell's tariff sheets designed to
increase Local and Toll Operator Service Rates.

In the Matter of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company's tariffs to
revise PSC Mo. No. 26, Long Distance Message
Telecommunications Services Tariff to introduce Designated
Number Optional Cailing Plan.

In the Matter of the Application of the City of Springfield,
Missouri, through the Board of Public Utilities, for a Certificate of
Service Authority to Provide Nonswitched Local Exchange and
Intrastate Interexchange Telecommunications Services to the
Public within the State of Missouri and for Competitive
Classification.

In the Matter of the Application of Max-Tel Communications, Inc.
for a Certificate of Service Authority to Provide Basic Local
Telecommunications Service in Portions of the State of Missouri
and to Classify Said Services and the Company as Competitive.

In the Matter of the Application of TCG St. Louis for a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Basic Local
Telecommunication Services in those portions of St. Louis LATA
No. 520 served by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.

In the Matter of the Petition of Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company for a Determination that it is Subject to Price Cap
Regulation Under Section 392.245 RSMo. (1996).

Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, Complainant, vs.
Long Distance Services, Inc,, Respondent.

Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company to Provide
Notice of Intent to File an Application for Authorization to Provide
In-Region InterLATA Services Originating in Missouri Pursuant to
Section 271 of the Telecormmunications Act of 1996,

In the Matter of the Application of ALLTEL Communications, Inc.
for a Certificate of Service Authority to Provide Basic Local
Telecommunications Service in Portions of the State of Missouri
and to Classify Said Services and the Company as Competitive.

In the Matter of the Access Rates to be Charged by Competitive
Local Exchange Telecommunications Companies in the State of
Missouri.

In the Matter of an Investigation for the Purpose of Clarifying and
Determining Certain Aspects Surrounding the Provisioning of
Metropolitan Calling Area Service After the Passage and
Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
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Case No.

Case No.

Case No.

Case No,

Case No.

Case No.

Cése No.

Case No.

Case Ng.
Case No.

Case No.

TO-2001-391

TO-2001-416

TO-2001-467

TT-2002-129

TC-2002-1076

TK-2004-0070

CO-2005-0066

TO-2003-0257

10-2006-0086

LT-2006-0162

TM-2006-0272

TT-2006-0474

TC-2007-0111

TC-2007-0341

In the Matter of a further investigation of the Metropolitan Calling
Area Service after the passage and implementation of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

In the Matter of Petition of Fidelity Communications Services 111,
Inc. Requesting Arbitration of Interconnection Agreement
Between Applicant and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company in
the State of Missouri Pursuant to Section 252 (b)(1) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

In the Matter of the Investigation of the State of Competition in the
Exchanges of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.

In the Matter of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc.’s

-Proposed Tariff to Establish a Monthly Instate Connection Fee and

Surcharge.

Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, Complainant, vs.
BPS Telephone Company, Respondent.

In the Matter of the Application of American Fiber Systems, Inc.
for Approval of an Agreement with Southwestern Bell Telephone,
L.P. d/b/a SBC Missouri, Under the Telecommunications Act of
1996.

In the Matter of the Confirmation of Adoption of an
Interconnection Agreement with CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC
d/b/a CenturyTel and Spectra Communications Group, LLC d/ba
CenturyTel by Socket Telecom, LLC

In the Matter of the Request from the Customers in the Rockaway
Beach Exchange for an Expanded Calling Scope to Make Toll-
Free Calls to Branson

Application of Sprint Nextel Corporation for Approval of the
Transfer of Control of Sprint Missouri, Inc., Sprint Long Distance,
Inc. and Sprint Payphone Services, Inc, From Sprint Nextel
Corporation: to LTD Holding Company

In the Matter of Tariff No. 3 of Time Wammner Cable Information
Services (Missourt), LLC, d/bfa Time Warmner Cable,

In the Matter of the Application for Approval of the Transfer of
Control of Alltel Missouri, Inc. and the Transfer of Alltel
Communications, Inc. Interexchange Service Customer Base.

In the matter of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.’s
Tariff Filing to Increase its Missouri Intrastate Access Rates.

Staff of the Public Service Commmission of the State of Missouri,
Complzainant, vs. Comcast IP Phone, LLC, Respondent.

Socket Telecom, LLC, Complainant, vs. CenturyTel of Missouri,
LLC and Spectra Communications Group, LLC, d/b/a CenturyTel,
Respondents.
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Case No. TC-2007-0307

In the Matter of CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyTel
and Spectra Communications Group, LLC d/b/a CenturyTel Tariff
Filings to Grandfather Remote Call Forward Services To Existing
Customers and Existing Locations.
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14.3.1.1  Monitoring and Adjusting Forecasts. Verizon wil, for ninety
(90} days, monitor traffic on each trunk group that it
establishes at Charter's suggestion or request pursuant to
the procedures identified in Section 14.3. Atthe end of
such ninety-(S0) day period, Verizoh may disconnect trunks
that, based on reasonable englresring criteria and capacily
constraints, are not warranted by the actual traffic volumae
experienced. If, after such initial ninety (90) day period for a
trunk group, Verizon determines that any trunks In the trunk
group in excess of two (2) DS-1s are not wanranted by
actual traffic volumes (considering engineering criteria for
busy Cenlium Call Second (Hundred Caif Second) and
blocking percentages), then Verizon may hold Charter
financially responsible for the excess facilities.

14.3.12 |n subsequent periods, Verizon may also monitor traffic for
ninety (90) days on additional trunk groups that Charter.
suggests or requests Verizon to establish. I, after any such
(90} day period, Verizon determines that any trunks in the
trunk group are not warranted by actual traffic volumes
{considexing engineeting criteria for busy hour Centium Call
Second {iHundred Call Secand) and blocking percentages),
then Verizon may hold Gharter financially respansible for
the excess facilies. Atany ime during the relevant ninety-
(80) day period, Charter may request that Verizon
disconnect trunks to meet a revised forecast. In such
instances, Verizon may hold Charter financially responsible
for the disconnected trunks retroactive o the start of the
ninely (90) day period through the date such trunks are
disconnected.

15. Number Portability - Section 251(B)(2)

15.1  Scope.

The Parties shall provide Number Portability (NP} in accordance with rules and
_ requiations as from time to time prescribed by the FCC,

152  Procedures for Providing LNP {*Long-term Number Portability”).

The Parties wili foliow the LNP provisioning process recommended by the North
Amarican Numbering Council (NANC) and adopted by the FCC. In addition, the
Parties agree to faliow the LNP ordering procedures established at the OBF.
The Parties shall provide LNP on 3 reciprocaf basis.

15.2.1 A Customer of one Party ("Party A”) elacts to become a Customer of the
other Pacty ("Party B*). The Customer elecls to utilize the original
telephone number(s) coiresponding to the Telephone Exchange
Service{s) it previously received from Parly A, in conjunction with the
Telephone Exchange Servica(s) it will now receive from Party B. After
Party B has received authorization from the Customer in accordance
with Applicable Law and sends an LSR to Party A, Parties A and B will
work together fo port the Customer's tefephone number{s) from Party
A’s network to Parly B's network,

Verizon Migwes! - MOV Chastes Fibertink b/ ] V2.1 rev. 73901 79
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1522 When a telephone number is posted out of Party A’s network, Party A will
remove any non-proprietary line basad caliing card{s) associated with
the ported number(s) from its Line Information Database (LIDB).
Reactivation of the fine-based calling card in another LIDB, if desired,
is the responsibility of Pasty B or Party B's Customer.

1523 When a Customsr of Party A poris their telephone numbers fo Party B
and the Customer has previously secured a reservation of line
numbers from Party A for possibie activation at a future point, these
reserved but inactive numbers may ba ported along with the active
numbers to be ported provided the numbers have been reserved for
tha Custarner. Party B may request that Party A port all reserved
numbers assigned to the Customer or that Party A port only those
numbers listed by Parly B. As Jong as Party B maintains reserved but
Inactiva numbers portad for the Customer, Party A shall not reassign
those numbers. Parly B shall not reassign the reserved numbers to
another Customer.

15.24 When a Customer of Party A ports their ielephone nutmbers to Party B, in
the process of the Customer’s telephone numbers, Party A
shall implement the ten-digit trigger feature where It Is avallable. When
Party A receives the porting request, the uncondifional trigger shall be
applied to the Customer’s line bafore the due date of the porting
activity. When the ten-digit unconditional trigger is not avatabie, Party
A and Party B must coordinate the disconnect activity.

15.2.5 The Parties shall fumish each other with the Jurisdiction Information
Parameter (JIP) in the initial Address Message (IAM), containing a
Local Exchange Routing Gulde (L ERG)-assigned NPA-NXX (6 digits)
identifying the originating switch on calls originating from LNP capable

15.2.6 Where LNP is commercialiy available, the NXXs in the office shall be
defined as portable, except as noted in 44.2.7, and transiations will be
changed in the Parties’ switches to open those NXXs for database
queries in all applicable LNP capable offices within the LATA of the
given switch{es). On a prospective basls, all newly deployed switches
wili be equipped with LNP capability and so noted in the LERG.

15.2.7 All NXXs assigned to NP capable swilches are to be designated as
portable unless a NXX(s) has otherwise been designated as non-
portable. Non-poriable NXXs include NXX codes assighed to paging,
cellular and wireless services; codes assigned for internal testing and
officiai use and any other NXX codes required to be designated as
non-portable by the tules and regulations of the FCC. NXX codes
assigned to mass calling on a choked network may not ba ported
using LNP technology but are portable using methods establfished by
the NANC and adopted by the FCC. On a prospective basis, newly
assigned codes in switches capable of porting shall become
conurﬁr&cially available for porting with the effective date in the
netwo

15.2.8 Both Parties’ use of LNP shall meet the performance criteria specified by
the FCC. Both Parties will act as the default carrier for the other Party
in the event that either Party is unable to perform the fmouting
necessary for LINP.

Verizon Midwest - MOV Charter Fiberlink 7% v2.1 rev. 73100
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15.4

Procedures for Providing NP Through Fult NXX Code Migration.

Where a Party has activated an entire NXX for a single Customer, or activated al
feast elghty percent (80%) of an NXX for a single Cuslomer, with the remaining
numbers in that NXX either reserved for future use by that Customer or otherwise
unused, if such Customer chouses 10 recelve Telephone Exchange Service from
the other Party, the fist Party shall cooperate with the second Party to have the
entire NXX reassigned in the LERG (and associated industry databases, routing
tablas, efc.) 1o an End Office operated by the second Party. Such fransfer will be
accomplished with appropriate coopdination between the Parties and subject to
appropriate industry l2ad times for movements of NXXs from one gwitch to
another. Neither Party shall charge the other in connection with this coordinated
ransfer.

Procedures for Providing INP {Interim Number Porizbiilty).

The Parties shall provide Interim Number Porlability (INP) in accordance with
rules and regulations prescribed from time to time by the FCC and state
regulatory bodies, the Parties respective company pracedures, and as set forth in
this Saction 15.4. The Parties shall provide INP on a reciprocal basis,

15.4.1 In the event that either Party, Party B, wishes to serve a Customer
currently served at an End Office of the other Parly, Parly A, and that
End Office Is not LNP.capable, Party A shall make INP avaiiable only
where LNP is not commercially available or not required by FCC
orders and regulations. INP will be provided by remote call forwarding
(RCF) andfor direct inward dialing (DIO) technology, which wili forward
terminating calls to Party B's End Office. Party 8 shalt provide Patty A
with an appropriate “forward-to™ number.

16.4.2 Prices for INP and formnulas for sharing Terminating access revenues
-associated with INP shall be provided where appiicable, upon request
Yy either Pany.

15.4.3 Ekher Parly wishing to use DID to provide for INP must request a
dedicated trunk group from the End Office where the DID Rumbers are
currently served to the new serving-End Office. If there are no existing
facilities between the respective End Offices, the dedicated facitiies
and fransport trunks will be provisioned as unbundied service through
the ASR provisioning procass. The requesting patty will reroute the
DID numbers to the pre-positioned trunk group using the LSR
provisioning process. DID trunk rates are contained in the Parties’
respective tariffs.

15.4.4 The Parfies Agree that, per FCC 98-275, Paragraph 16, effective upon
the date LNP |s available at any End Office of one Party, Party A,
providing INP for Customers of the other Pary, Party B, no further
orders wilt be accepted for new INP at that End Office. Orders for new
INP received prior to that date, and change orders for existing INP,
shall be worked by Party A. Ornders for new INP received by Party A -
on or after that date shall be rejected. Existing INP will be grand—
fathered, subject to Section 15.4.5, below.

154.5 In offices equipped with LNP prior to September 4, 1999 for former Bell
Afiantic offices and October 1, 2000 for former GTE affices, the Parties
agrae to work togsether to convert alt existing INP-served Customers 10

Verizon M—udamermerinn 80 v21 rav. 73101
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15.5

LNP by December 31, 2000 in accordance with a mutually agreed to
convarsion process and schedule. If mutually agreed to by the Parties,
the conversion period may be extended one §ime by no more than 80
days from December 31, 2000.

1546 Upon availability of LNP after October 1, 2000 at an End Office of either
Party, both Parties agree {0 work together to convert the existing INP-
served Customers to LNP by no later than 90 days from the date of
NP availability unless otherwise agreed to by the Pariies.

15.4.7 When, through no fault of Verizon's, all INP has not been converted 1o
LNP at the end of the agreed to conversion periad, then the remaining
INPs will be changed to a functionally equivalent {arniff service and
billed ta Charter at the tariff rate(s) for the subject jurisdiction.

Procedures for LNP Reguest.

The Parlies shall provide for the requesting of End Office LNP capability ona
reciproca! basis thwough a wrilten requaest. The Parties acknowiedge that Verizon
has deployed LNP throughout its network In compliance with FCC 96-286 and
other applicable FCC rules.

15.5.1 If Party B desires to have LNP capability deployed in an End Office of
Party A, which is not currently eapable, Party B shall issue a LNP
request to Party A. Party A will respond to the Party B, within ten (10)
days of receipt of the request, with a date for which LNP will be
available in the requested End Office. Parly A shall proceed to
provide for LNP in compliance with the procedures and timetines sat
forth in FCC 96-286, Paragraph 80, and FCC 97-74, Paragraphs 65
through 67.

15.5.2 The Parties acknowledge that each can determine the LNP-capabla End
Qffices of the other through the Local Exchange Routing Guide
{LERG). In addition the Parties shall make information available upon

request Showing their respective LNP-capable End Offices, as set
forth in this Section 15.5. .

16. Transport and Termination of Indirect Interconnection Traffic

16.1

16.2

Network interconnection Architecture Traffic to be Exchanged.

The Parties shall reciprocally terminate mandatory €AS, oplional EAS and
Intral ATA Toli originating on each other's networks utilizing Indirect Network
Interconnhections.

Network Intarconnection Architecture,

Each Party will plan, design, construct and maintain the facilities within thelr
respective systems as are necessaly and proper for the provision of traffic
covered by this Agreement.  These faciiiies include but are not Emited to, a
sufficient number of trunks to the point of interconnection with the tandem
company, and sufficient interoffice and interexchange facilities and trunks
between its own central offices to adequately handle traffic between all central
offices within the service areas at P.01 grade of service or better.

Varizon Midwest - MOY Charter Fiberfink By v 2.1 rev. 73108
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ARTICLE XII: LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY ~
PERMANENT NUMBER PORTABILITY
CenturyTel/Socket

Page 1 of 5

FINAL CONFORMING

ARTICLE Xil: LOCAL NUMBER PORTARBILITY - PERMANENT
NUMBER PORTABILITY

PROVISION OF LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY ~ PERMANENT NUMBER
PORTABILITY

CenturyTel and Socket shall provide to each other, on a reciprocal basis, Permanent
Number Portability (PNP) in accordance with requirements of the Act.

DEFINITIONS
For purposes of this Section, the following definitions apply:

Coordinated Hot Cut (CHC) — a combined simultaneous effort between local service
providers to perform the completion of a local service request order.

Donor Party — The Donor Party is the Party receiving the number port request and is
relinquishing the ported number.

Local Routing Nurnber (LRN)- is a ten (10)-digit number that is assigned to the network
switching elements for the routing of calls in the network.

“Permanent Number Portability” (PNP) is a long-term method of providing Local
Number Portability (LNP) using LRN,

Recipient Party — The Recipient Party is the Party initiating the number port request and
is receiving the ported number.

Uncenditional Ten-Digit Trigger Method (TDT) — TDT is an industry-defined PNP
solution that utilizes the ten-digit Local Routing Number to provide for an automated
process that permits the work at the Recipient Party’s switch to be done autonomously
from the work at the Donor Party’s switch resulting is less downtime to the end-user.

LOCAL ROUTING NUMBER - PERMANENT NUMBER PORTABILITY (LRN-
PNP)

Each of the Party’s End Office Switches is LRN-PNP capable.

Requirements for LRN-PNP.

gchedule 4-1
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6.4.6

7.0

7.1

7.2

7.2.1

ARTICLE XII: LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY -
PERMANENT NUMBER PORTABILITY
CenturyTel/Socket

Page 5 of 5

FINAL CONFORMING

block of DID numbers. If a pilot number is ported, Socket must designate one of the
remaining numbers as the pilot.

CenturyTel and Socket shall permit customers who port a portion of DID numbers to
retain DID service on the remaining portion of the DID numbers, provided such is
consistent with applicable tarifis.

When a ported telephone number becomes vacant, e.g., the telephone number is no
Ionger in service by the original end user, the ported telephone number will snap-back to
the LERG-assigned thousands block holder or the NXX code holder if pooling is being
utilized in the Rate Center.

Industry guidelines shall be followed regarding all aspects of porting numbers from one
network to another.

Each Party shall abide by the guidelines of the North American Numbering Council
(NANC) and the associated industry guidelines for provisioning and implementation
processes.

Each Party shall become responsible for the end nser’s other telecommunications-related
iterns, e.g., E911, Directory Listings, Operator Services, Line Information Databasc
(LIDB), when it ports the end user’s telephone number to its switch,

PRICING

When a Recipient Party orders Coordinated Hot Cut (CHC) service, the Donor Party shall
charge, and the Recipient Party agrees to pay, for CHC service at the “additional time and
material” rates set forth below.

For calculating compensation, the time shall begin when the Donor Party receives the call
from Recipient Party and ends when the Parties disconnect from the call.

Rates for CHC.

7.2.1.1 Service Order Charge - $3.92 per Order. This charge applies per Local Service Request

(LSR).

7.2.1.2 CHC — 1® Hour -$42.84

7.2.1.3 CHC - Add’l Quarter Hour - $10.71.
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CenturyTel of Missourl, LLC PSC MO. NO.1
Section 5
Original Sheet 1

GENERAL AND LOCAL EXCHANGE TARIFF

SERYICE CHARGES
A.  Gensma)

1. Servica Charges are nonrecuming charges shown in this Section and apply when the foflowing activities are performed
at the request of a customer;

a. Setice Comeclions - New instollaions or subsequent additions of lelephone service andlor semi-public
telephone equipment. A move of an existing service to a different premise.

b. [nside Moves - Transfer of telephone sanvice andior sami-public telephone equipment from one location to
another location within the same building or that portion of the sama building eccupied by the same customer,
where there is no inferruption of the sarvica other than Is incidant to the work invoived.

€.  Changes - Substitution of semi-public telephons equipment, or rearangement of such equipment andior wiring

which does not involve changes in location of tha equipment or wiring. Also includes directory Bsting changes
and ather modifications or rearangements that do nol involve eguipment or wiring.

d.  Restorgl Charga - Applicable for wark associated with reconnecting service which has been temporarily
disconnacted for nonpayment.

2. Servica Charges apply in addifion to aii other rates and charges.

3.  The charges specified herein do not contemplate work being performed by Company employees at a time when
overtime wages apply. H the customer requests that overtime Izbor be petformed, a charge in addition o the spaciied
charges will be ntade equal fo the additional cost involved,

4. Payment of Service Charges

a.  Payment of Servics Charges for the establishment of service may be required prior to the establishment of
service.

b.  Residence Service Charges may be billsd In equal amounts over periods not exceading four (4) months. Only
one such amangement at any one time will be provided.

Issued: July 18, 2002 Effective: September 1, 2002

Jeffray Glover '
Vice President Extemal Relations Schedule 5-1

Monros, Louisiana
Filed

Missouri Public
Service Commission



CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC PSC MQ. NO. 1
Seclion 5

Original Sheet 2

GENERAL AND LOCAL EXCHANGE TARIFF

SERVICE CHARGES
B.  Application of Service Charges '
1. Service Ordering Charge

a.  The Servica Ordering Charge is classifiad as either Initiat or Subsequent. The charges are applicable for work
dona in receiving, recorting, and processing information nocessary 10 exscite sach customer request for
conngctions of service {Initial Order Charge applies), 10 each order for & move, change, addifion to existing
sarvica of recards change (Subsaquent Order Charge apphies).

b, Asenice ordar will usually be issued for all work or sefvice ordered to be performed or provided at the same

lime on the same account and for the same premises. Servica Ondering Charges apply separately where
business and residence service are kcaled on the same premises. :

c.  Sarvice Omdering Charges do not apply to the recovery by Company employees of semi-public telephone
stations from a customer's premises.

2. Lina Comnection Charge
a.  The charge for work associaled with provision of senvice from the central office including, but not Timited fo,
cenrdl office connections, cable cross connections andfor outside plant connections up to and including the
protactor and/or the point of demarcation.

b.  This charge does not apply when service is assumed by a customer prior to discontinuance by another
customer {supersedure) and there is no change of telaphone number,

¢.  Thischarge applies fo each change in talephone numbar made at the requast of the customer.

Issyed: July 18, 2002 ) Effective: September 1, 2002

. Jeifrey Glover
Vice President Edemal Relations Schedule 5-2

| Filed

Missouri Public
Service Commission



CunturyTal of Missouri, LLC PSC MO. NO. 1
Section §

15t Revisad Sheet 3

Cancels Original Sheet 3

GENERAL AND LOGAL EXCHANGE TARIFF

SERVICE CHARGES

B. Application of Service Charges (Cont'd)

2. Line Connection Charge (Cont'd)
d. This charge applies for each move of the service drop and/or the associated station
protection device.
e. This charge applies to each change of party-line assignment made at the request of the
customer.

3. Restoral Charge

a. A Restoral Charge is applicable to each reconnection of service that is temporarily
disconnected for nonpayment.
4, Returnad Check Charge (N)
a. A service charge will be billed to any customer whose check is not honored by a bank

or other financial institution because the account is closed or does not have sufficient
funds to cover such check, or for any other reason. (N)

5. Servica Charges are not applicable in the following situations: (7}

Service upgrade of basic excharige service.

Billing address changes.

Changes to published from nonpublished service.

Installations, moves or changes made on the inftiative of the Company, {e.g., changes
made for maintenance reasons, changes in type of central office operation, etc.).

Removal of service.

Reserved for Fulure Use,

Service established at an interim location nor to the subsequent re-establishment of service
at the same or another location, due to the destruction of the customer's premises by a
natural disaster, fiocd or other acts of God.

h. Calling Card requests.

aogw

Q™o

i. Legal name changes.
Issued: January 9, 2008 Effective: February 8, 2006
: Chantel Mosby
Manager, Tariffs and Compliance
Monroe, Louisiana _ Schedule 5-3
Filed
Missouri Public

Service Commission



CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC PSC MO. NO. 1
Section 5
6th Revised Sheet 4
Cancels 5th Revised Sheet 4
GENERAL AND LOCAL EXCHANGE TARIFF
SERVICE CHARGES
C. Rates and Charges -
1. Noncompetitive Exchanges
Nonrecyming Charge
GSEC Buginess Resldence
a. Service Ordering Charge
(1). Initial NSOl $23.88 $12.38 ()]
(2. Subsequent NSOS 8.57 379
b. Line Connection Charge NLC 13.35 723
c. Restora) Charge 21.96 11.06
d. Retumed Check Charge (per each incident): 26.25 26.25 ]
2 Competitive Exchangest'} (2
Nonrecurring Charge
GSEC Business Residence
a. Service Ondering Charge
{1). Initial NSO! $23.48 $12.19
(2). Subsequent NSOS 844 373
b, Line Connection Charge , NLC 13.14 712
<. . Restoral Charge 21.50 1028
d. Retumed Check Charge (per each incident): 25.00 25.00

Compelitive Residential Exchange, See Section 4 Sheet 17.1 for rates.
Competitive Business Exchange, See Section 4 Sheet 17.1 for rates.

MY =h

Issued: August 16, 2007
Chantel Mosby
Manager, Tanfts and Compliance
Monroe, Louisiana

Effective: October 1, 2007

Schedule 5-4
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Missouri Public
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CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC PSC MO. I\!O. 1
Section 5
5th Revised Sheet 4
Cancels 4th Revised Sheet 4
GENERAL AND LOCAL EXCHANGE TARIFF

SERVICE CHARGES

C. Rates and Charges -

1. Noncompetitive Exchanges M

Nonrecyrring Charge
GSEC Business Residence

a. Service Ordering Charge

{(1). Initial - NSOI $23.44 (R) $1217 (R)
(2). Subsequent NSOS 8.42 (R) 3.72 (R)
| b. Line Connection Charge NLC 13.11 {R) 7.10 (R)
c. Restoral Charge 21.56 (R) 10.86 (R)
d. Returned Check Chafge {per each incident); 25.00 25.00 m
2, Competitive Exchanges' @ : (N)
' Nonrecurring Charge
GSEC Business esidence
a. Service Ordering Charge
(1).  Initial ' NSO $23.48 $12.19
(2). Subsequent NSOS 8.44 3.73
b. Line Connection Charge NLC 13.14 712
c. Restoral Charge 21.80 10.88
d. Returned Check Charge (per each incident): 25.00 25.00 {N)
1 Competitive Residential Exchange, See Section 4 Sheet 17.1 for rates. (M
2 Competitive Business Exchange, See Section 4 Sheet 17.1 for rates. (m
Issued: August 28, 2008 Effective: Gefeber-ﬁ,—ﬁaeﬁ
Manager,c ?:ﬁn;fgl;‘:lzsgzmpﬁance October1, 2008
Monroe, Louisiana Schedule 5-5
O%Aor;gr%%%? Filed
S M

Service Commission



CENTURYTEL OF MISSOURI, LLC PSC MO. No. 10
Title Shest
Original Shest 1

WHOLESALE TARIFF

WHOLESALE SERVICES

Regulations, Rates and Charges
applying to the provision of Wholesale Services to
Carriers and £911 Service Connection and Database
Access to Carriers and VOIP Providers
in the service area of
CENTURYTEL OF MISSOURI, LLC

APPLICATION OF TARIFF

Thase terms, conditions and rates do not apply to providers that are a
parly to an existing interconnection agreement with the Telephone
Company that specifically governs the terms, conditions and rates of the
subjact matter arrangements between the companies, except to the
extent that such agreement exprassly Incorporates such terms, conditions
and rates or atherwise incorporates the tarfff by referance.

Issued: November 22, 2006 Effective: December-22.-2006—
' Chantel Mosby 0
Manager, Tariffs and Compliance mber 29, 2006
Monroe, Loulsiana .
Filed
Wissouri Public

Schedule 6-1 Service Commission



CENTURYTEL OF MISSOURI, LLC PSC MO. No. 10
Original Sheet 33

WHOLESALE TARIFF

SERVICE CHARGES
A SCOPE

The purpase of this section is to provide installation rates for services provided by the company to
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLEC) customers.

B. SERVICE CHARGES

1. Aservice charge is a non-recurring flat charge applicable to the initlal establishment of service.
This charge inciudes but i not limited to:

Establishment of basic access line service to the protector.
Directory servica.

Number changes requested by the customer.
Establishment of any service as provided for in this tariff.
Reconnection of sarvice temporarily suspended.
Expediting the establishment of service.

meoago

2. Noﬁ-recum‘ng charges are in addition fo any other scheduled rates and charges that normaily
would apply in this tariff.

3. The charges specified hereln do not conternplate work being performed by the Telephone

Company employees at a time when overtime wages apply, dus to the request of the customer.

If the customer requests overfime labor performed or interrupts work once begun, a charge in

addition to the specified charges will be made to compensate the Company for the extraordinary
expenses incurred.

Issued: November 22, 2006 . Effactive;: December22-2066—
Chantel Mosby
Managar, Tarlffs and Compliance December 29, 2008
Monroe, Loulslana

Filed

Missouri Public
Schedule 6-2 Service Commission

L



CENTURYTEL OF MISSOURI, LLC PSC MO. No. 10
Original Sheet 34

WHOLESALE TARIFF

SERVICE CHARGES
C.  RATES AND CHARGES '
1. Service Charges |

a. See Local Exchange tariff for rates and charges.

2. Expedite Charge
Nonrecumring Charge

a. Fixed Rate $150.00
Hourly Charge
!
b. Hourly Rate Per Hour $32.89 i
E
1
i
!
i

Issued: November 22, 2006 Effective; Decomtror 22,2000 —
- Chantel Mosby December 29, 2006

Manager, Tariffs and Compliance
Moiwoe, Loulslana

Filed
Missouri Public
‘Schedule 6-3 Service Commission
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AGREEMENT
PREFACE

This Agreasment ("Agreement”) shall be deemed effective upon Commission approval pursuant to
Section 252 of the Act (the “Effective Date”), between Charter Fiberlink - Missour, LLC
(“Chartes™), a Limited Liability Corporation organized under the laws of the State of Delaware, with
offices at 12405 Powerscourt Drive, Sulte 400, St. Louis, Missouri 63131 and GTE Midwest
Incorporated, ditva Verizon Midwest ('Vanzon'). a compotation organized under the laws of the
‘State of Delawara with offices at 100 Verizon Drive, Bldg A, Wentzville, MO 63385 (Verizon and
Charter may be referred to heretnafter, each, individually as a “Party”, and, collectively, as the

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

In consideration of the mutual promises contained in this Agreement, and intending to be legatly
bound, pursuant to Section 252 of the Act, Verizon and Charter hereby agree as follows:

1. The Agreemant

1.1 This Agreement includes: {a) the Principal Document; (b) the Tariffs of each
Party applicable to the Services that are offered for sale by itin the Principal
Document (which Tariffs are incorporated Into and made a part of this Agreement
by reference); and, (¢} an Order by a Party that has been accepted by the other
Party.

1.2 Except as otherwise expressly provided in the Principa! Document (including, but
not imited o, the Pricing Attachment), confticts among provisions in the Principat
Document, Tariffs, and an Order by a Party that has been accapted by the other
Party, shall be resolved in accordance with the following order of precedance,
where the documnent identifiad in subsection “(a)" shall have the highest
precedence: (a) the Principal Document; (b) the Tariffs; and, {¢) an Order by a
Party that has been accepted by the cther Party. The fact that a provision
appears in the Principal Document but not In a Tariff, of in a Tariff but not in the
Principal Document, shali not be intarpreted as, or deefned grounds for finding, a
conflict for the purposes of this Section 1.2.

1.3 This Agreement constifutes the entire agreament between the Parfies an the
subject matter herect, and supersedes any prior or contemporaneous
agreement, understanding, or representation, on the subject matter hereof.
Except as otherwise provisianed in the Principal Document, the Principal
Document may not be waived or modified except by a written document that is
signed by the Parties. Subject to the requirements of Applicable Law, a Farty
shall have the right to add, modify, or withdraw, its Tariff{s) at any time, without
the consent of, or notice to, the other Party,

2 Torm and Termination
21 This Agressment shall be effective as of the Effective Date and, unless cancelled
or terminated earfier in accondanca with the terms hereof, shail continue in effect
until one year after the Effective Data (the “Inflial Term”). Thereafter, this

Agreement shalf continue in force and effect unless and until cancelled or
terminated as provided in this Agreement.

Varlzon Midwest - MO/ Chartar Fiberfink ;] v 2.1 rov, 73101
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SCHEDULE PG-4

Moody’s Rating Report of CenturyTel
dated June 24, 2008
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Global Credit Research
£ Rating Action
" ; Sorvi 24 JUN 2008

ﬁating Action: CenturyTel, Inc.

Moody's places CenturyTel debt ratings on review for downgrade

Approximately $3 Billion of Debt Affected

New York, June 24, 2008 -- Moody's Investors Service has placed CenturyTel's Baa2 senior unsecured (ong-
ferm debt rating and its Prime-2 short-term debt rating on review for possible downgrade. The review is
prompted by our concems that the company’s plan to increase its annual dividend from $0.27/share 1o
$2.80/share and accelerate its share repurchase pregram will cause credit metrics to deteriorate o levels
inconsistent with its current ratings. While leverage is expected to jump and free cash flow available for debt
reduction will decline, at this point in time, we believe that the company will be able to sustain credit metrics
fully supporiive of an investment grade rating, and a downgrade would likely be limited to one notch, or Baa3.

Although CenturyTel has returned the bulk (over 90% since 2004) of its free cash flow to shareholders in
recent years, it has done so primarily through share repurchases which, in Moody's opinion, has given it the
flexibility to simultaneously pursue strategic initiatives (i.e. acquisitions and spectrum purchases) and
maintain a strong balance sheet (as of 1Q '08, Debt/EBITDA was 2.2x). The shift in focus toward a more
even balance between dividends and share repurchases reduces this flexibility since high dividend payouts
are difficult to reverse without inflicting damage to the company's share price.

The review will focus on: 1} an assessment of the impact of this decidedly more aggressive financlal policy
on the company's credit metrics, particularly debt to EBITDA and free cash flow to debt; 2) the impact of the
higher dividend payout on the company's ability to reinvest in its business and stabilize its competitive
position (we note that access lines losses are still accelerating and revenue growth has stagnated); 3}
CenturyTel's plans and the investment requirements associated with the recently purchased 700MHz
-spectrum; and 4) an updated appraisal of management's commitment to an investrment grade credit profile.

Ratings on review:

CenturyTel, Inc. —

Senior Unsecured Rating — Baa2
Senior Unsecured Sheif - (P) Baa2
Preferred Shelf — (P) Ba1
Commercial Paper - P-2

CenturyTel, Inc., headquartered in Monrce, Louisiana is a regional communications company engaged
primarily in providing telephone and broadband services in various, predominately rural, regions of the United
States. The company served approximately 2.1 million total access lines in 25 states at the end of 2007.

New York

Dennis Saputo

Senior Vice President
Corporate Finance Group
Mocdy's Investors Service
JOURNALISTS: 212-553-0376
SUBSCRIBERS: 212-553-1653

New York
Mark Gray
. Managing Director
Corporate Finance Group
Moody's Investors Service
JOURNALISTS; 212-553-0376
.SUBSCRIBERS: 212-553-1653

R



© Copyright 2008, Moody's Investors Senvice, Inc. and/or its licensors including Moody'’s Assurance Company, Inc.
(together, "MOQDY'S™). All rights reserved.

ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS PROTECTED BY COPYRIGHT LAW AND NONE OF SUCH INFORMATION MAY BE
COPIED GR OTHERWISE REPRODUCED, REPACKAGED, FURTHER TRANSMITTED, TRANSFERRED, DISSEMINATED,
REDISTRIBUTED OR RESOLD, OR STORED FOR SUBSEQUENT USE FOR ANY SUCH PURPOSE, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, IN ANY
FORM QR MANNER OR BY ANY MEANS WHATSOEVER, BY ANY PERSON WITHOUT MOQDY'S PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT. Al
information contained hereln is obtained by MOODY'S from sources belleved by it to be accurate and relizble. Because of the
possibility of human or mechanical error as well as other factors, however, such Information is provided "as Is" without warranty
of any kind and MGQDY'S, In particular, makes no representation or warranty, express or implied, as to the accuracy, Smeliness,
complateness, metchantability or Fitness for any particular purpose of any such Information, Under no circamstances shail
MOODY'S have any liability to eny person or entity for (2} any loss or damage in whole or In part caused by, resulting from, or
relating to, any error (negligent or otherwise) or other dreumstance or contingency within or outside the control of MOCDY'S or
any of its directors, officers, employees or agents it connection with the procurement, collection, compilation, analysis,
interpretation, communication, pubiication or dellvery of any such information, or {b) any direct, indirect, special, consequential,
compensatory or inddental damages whatseever {including without limitation, lost profits), even If MOODY'S is advised in
advance of the possibliity of such damages, resulting from the use of or inability to use, any such information. The credit ratings
and finandal reporting analysis observations, if any, constituting part of the information contained hereitt are, and must be
construed solely as, statements of opinion and not statements of fact ar recommendations to purchase, sell or hold any
securities, NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS QR IMPUED, AS TO THE ACCURACY, TIMELINESS, COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY OR
FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF ANY SUCH RATING OR OTHER OPINION OR INFORMATION IS GIVEN OR MADE BY
MOODY'S IN ANY FORM QR MANNER WHATSOQEVER. Each rating or other apinion must be weighed solely as one factor in any
investment decision made by or on behalf of any user of the information contained hereln, and each such user must accordingly
make its own study and evaluation of each security and of each issuer and guaventor of, and each provider of credit support for,
each security that it may consider purchasing, holding or selling.

MOODY'S hereby discloses that mgst issuers of debt securities (induding corporate and municipal bonds, debentures, notes and
commercial paper) and preferred stock rated by MOCDY'S have, prior to assignment of any rakting, agreed te pay to MOODY'S for
appraisal and rating services rendered by it fees ranging from $1,500 to approximately $2,400,000, Moody’s Corparation {MCO)
and ts wholly-owned credit rating agency subsidlary, Moody's Investors Service (MiS}, aiso maintain polficies and procedures to
address the independence of MIS's ratings and rating processes. Information regarding certain affiliations that may exist
between directars of MCO and rated entities, and between entities who hold ratings from MIS and have also publicly reported to
the SEC an ownership interest in MCO of more than 5%, is posted annually on Moody's website at www.moodys.com under the
heading “Sharehalder Relations - Carporate Governance - Director and Shareholder Affiliation Policy.” -




SCHEDULE PG-5

Tnvoice From CenturyTel Showing
Disputed Charges



Account Name: C!
Acoount Number: 409754734 -

CENUxT L

P.O Box 4300 S
Carol Stream i 60197-4300

S S L S SR, LT O AP

Page: 1 of 28, ..
BillF Bate:= Oct: 08, 20085

Plevious Paymenls Adjustments Cuigent
Balanca . Credils ~ Charges

8,160 .47 60.77

Payment Summary,.. - .. . ..
"Provlous Rafarigd- < o e
Paymams Fieca!ved (Datalis on Page 3

3,169.66

Current Charge Summary

Monihly Charges .00 )
One-Time Chergas 8,197 .68 %D
Usege Chargas .

E g b Rt ki e gl

Discount ) .00
Adjustmsnts 0.00
Taxes, Foes, and Surcharges

o
3,187.06
32.00

asenilal Charges
Nenessontial Charges

Due Date Nov. 05,2008 ~ AmountDue 9,398,090

* Failira To Pay Esgential Gharges May Reault In Dlssonnestion of Basle Looe! Services

Just & friendly remindsr that your accountis past dua. If you have already
made your paymoent, thank you for bringing your account up te date.

""PLEASE FGLD TEAH. HERE AND RETURN THIS PORTION WITH YOUR PAYMENT**

I A" ' . : i
.“nllnn'n'lll.!ulu-|.In!nl! “;:n“m"m“ln“m‘ . Account No, .
ConturyTal - o
PO.Box4agd- - - - - TR
Carol Siream, 11, 601974300 s . N
R o ""| ST Amount Due By Nov. 05, 2008 9,398.90
o T N LI e Y \"'-.!'!ﬁ‘\."- ear
S 04 0p0OD 24052 X ASNGIP e _ '
. CHA ERFIBERLlNKMD B _ . R PRI
JULIE LORENZ, 2ND" .5' ety
12405 POWERécounT 68 . e o
_SAINT LOUIS, MO 63131-3673 - Gite L 3
woallsafldlad S dbadastalld e et .- . FOR CHANGE OF ADDRESS OR PAYMENT:AUTHORIZATION:
o, ’ o i Please cheok here and complete reverss. Thank you.

- i
H . H
H b

AnOn40975Y4734 800000062292 4000000000010 0L0800009394890,8000000



Century

i

Tel Now Sales Site

Page 1 0f21

|

Menu

Main Page

Start Order
Search Orders

Servic;e Guide
Billing Dispute

Billing Dispute Report

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for poriing a TN

Dispute 10D 3875
Ban #(s): 409754734
Submilted: 2008-10-15 10:49:22
CTL Processed: 0000-00-00 00:00:00
Bill Date:’ 10/06/2008
CLEC Representative; Sandra Leezy
Gontact TN; 3145435813
Contact Emaik: Sandra Leszy@Chartercom.cam

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 5737323041 5737323041
Pags #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This 1a not applicable. There is not a sarvice
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porling 2 TN
! from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 5737325404 5737325404
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is nota service
Comments: order charge In the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

GLEC Centurylel
ATN: 5738852255 5738852255
Page#: 1 !

JAmount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge In lhe MO JCA for porting & TN

irom Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 5738852259 5738852259
Page #: 1 4
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This s not appficable. There {s not a sarvice
Comments; order charga In the MO ICA for porting a TN

fram Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centuryte
ATN: 6362400409 8362400409
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 $0.00

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

https:I!centurytelorderprocessing.centuryte].netlindex.cfm’?action=billingdisputereport&disput‘e_i... 10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site Page 2 of 21

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 63624005801 6362400001
Page#: 1 . 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable, There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CGLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362401148 6362401148
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This ks not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: arder charge In the MO 1CA for poring a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/INXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6362403671 6362403671
Page #: 1 1
Amount: 32348 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO {CA for porting & TN
from Century Tel to Chanrter far this NPAINXX

r— - L it

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6362404783 6362404783
Page #. 4 1
Amount:  $23.48 _ $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 65362406320 6362406320
Page #: i 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0,00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Cenlurytel
ATN: 6362406836 6362406836
Page#:. . 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Therais not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO 1CA for portlng @ TN
from Century Tel to Charter for thls NPANXX .

CLEC Centurytal

ATN: 6362406891 6362406891
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There |5 not a service
Comments: ordar ¢harge in the MO ICA fer porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

https:ficenturytelorderprocessing.centurytel net/index.cfm?action=billingdisputereport&dispute i... 10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site

‘_

https://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index.cfim?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i...

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6362407155 6362407155
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This s not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge [n the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Centwry Te! to Charter fqrthls NPAMNXX

CLEC Ceniurytel
ATN: 6362408078 6362408078
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is nof applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 8362408113 6362408113
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48B $0.00

This is not appllcable. There is nol a service
Commants: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATiN: 6362408167 6362408167

1Page#; 1 1

Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: arder charge In the MO {CA for posting 2 TN

from Century Tal to Charler for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362400442 6362409442
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is nof applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN; 6362720014 6362720014
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Commenis: order charge in the MO \CA for porting a TN

fram Century Tel lo Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurylel
ATN: 6362720650 6362720650
Page #: 1 1
Amount: _$23.4B $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MQ ICA for porllng & TN

Page 3 of 21

10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site Page 4 of 21

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362721079 6362721079
Page #: 1 1
Amount.  $23.48 $0.00

This 1s not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Conlury Tel fo Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6362722068 6362722068
Page #. gl 1

Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
: Thisis not applicable. There Is not a service
Commenis: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charier for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Conturytel

ATN: . 6362723020 6362723020
Page: 1 1
Amount  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. Thera Is not 2 service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Ceantury Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurylel

ATN: 6362723146 6362723146
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thera is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Chartar for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Cenlurytel

ATN: 8382723147 6362723147
Paged#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charga in the MO ICA for porling 2 TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Conturytel
ATN: 6362723469 6362723469
Page #: L; L
JAmount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge Ih the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charler for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: $3627238%4 6362723894
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 £0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
: from Cantury Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

hitps://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index.cfm?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i... 10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site

CLEC Canturytet
ATN: 6362726960 6362725980
'Page i 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
. This Is not applicable. There is not a service
“1Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel ta Charter for this NPAINXX
CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6362728156 8362728156
Page#: 1 ) 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This is nof applicable. Thare is nol a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Centurytel
TATN: 6362728979 6362728079
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $2348 $0.00
' This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Centurytel
AT 6362781805 6362781805
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This i not applicable. There is not a service
Comments; order charge In the MO ICA for porling a TN
from Century Teil to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362761898 6362781898
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  §23.48 $0.00
This is not applicable. Thsre Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for thls NPA/NXX
CLEC Centurytet
ATN: 8362781979 6362781979
TPage#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This Is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge [n the MO |CA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6362782114 6362762114
Page#: 1 1
Amount,  $23.48 $0.00
This (s not applicabls. There is not a service
Commaents: order charga In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

htips:/fcenturytelorderpracessing.centurytel.net/index.cfim?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i...

Page 5 of 21

10/15/2008



CenfuryTel Now Sales Site
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CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6362782611 6362782611
Page® 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. Thare is not a service
Commentis; order charge In tha MO ICA for poriing a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Cenlurytel
ATN: 6362782938 6362782939
Page # 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is nbt applicable, Thers is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porling a TN

from Gentury Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362786001 6362786991
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Cantury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centuryiel
ATN; 6362788738 6362788738
Paga#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is hot a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC . Centurytel
ATN; 6362791234 6362701234
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO 1CA for porting a TN

fram Cendury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Cenlurytel
ATN: 6362791489 6362791480
Page #: 1 - 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO [CA for porting a TN

from Coentury Tel to Charler for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362793335 6362793335
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porling a TN

from Century Tsl fo Charter for this NPA/NXX

Page 6 0f21

https://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index. cfm?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i... 10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site ' _ Page 7 of 21

. CLEC Centurytel
ATN; 6362797245 6362797245
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $2348 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order cherge in the MO ICA for poriing a TN
from Century Tal 1o Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Cenlurytel
ATN: 6362810302 6362810302
Page it 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6362810399 63626810359
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for parting a TN
from Cenlury Ta! o Charter for this NFAINXX |

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6362812786 6362812786
Page it 1 1
Amount: - $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applcable. There Is not a service
Comments: order chargs in the MO ICA for porting a TN

+ from Cenlury Te! to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362814236 8362814236
Page#: 1 i
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Gomments: order charge [n the MO 1GA for porling a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Centuryte}
ATN: 6362014957 6362814957
Page i 1 4
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. Thereis not a service
Commenis: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel 1o Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362818229 6362818220
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable, There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAJNXX

I

https://centurytelorderprocessing centurytel.net/index.cfm?action=hillingdispuiereport&dispute_i... 10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site

https://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index.cim?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i...

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6362941708 6362941708
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a sarvice
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for poriing a TN

from Cantury Tet to Charter for thls NPA/NXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6362942743 6362942743
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order chargs In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centuryte}
ATHN: 6363271661 6363271661
Pagei: 1 1
Amount:  $2348 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Centwry Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Cenlurytal
ATN: 6363271770 6363271770
Page #: 1 ) 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATHN: 6363276601 6363276601

| Page #: 1 1

Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Cornrnents; order charge In the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charler for this NPANXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363320055 6363320065
Page #: 1 1

1Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This | not applicable. There Is not a service
Commenis: order charge in the MO ICA for poriing 2 TN

from Century Tef to Charler for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6363320097 6363320097
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thers Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porling a TN

Page 8 of 21

10/15/2008



CenturyTel Now Sales Site Page 9 of 21

CLEC Cenlurytel
ATN: 6363320677 ' 6353320677
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not appllcable. There is not a service
Comments; order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter forthis NPA/NXX

CLEC Ceonturylel
AT 6363322396 6363322306
Page #: 1 1

Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thers Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO |CA for porting a TN
frora Ceniury Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Centuryte)

ATN: 6363323110 6363323110
Page #: 1 -1
Amount: $2348 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Commenis: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
' from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC _ Centurytel

ATN: 6363323471 6363322471
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 . $0.00

Thig Is not applicable. Thera is not a service
Commaents: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Cantury Tel to Charter for thls NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363323524 6363323824
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This ts not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge !n the MO JCA for porting a TN

from Gentury Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Cenluryle!
ATN: 6363324856 6363324856
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order chiarge in the MO ICA for poriing a TN

from Century Tel to Chartler for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363326917 6363326917
Page#: 1 . 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is ot & service
Comments: erder charge In the MO [CA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter {or this NPANXX

f
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CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363325980 : 6363325989
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This ie not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Canlurytel
ATN; 636:}328730 6363328730
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 -$0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments; order chargs In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Te! to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Cenlurytel

ATN: 8363329111 6363329111
Page#: 1 1
Amount.  $23.48 §0.00

This Is not applicable. There Is not a service
Commernts: ordar charge in the MO ICA for porting 2 TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEGC Centurytel

ATN: 6363329359 6363328359
Pagef: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order chargs in the MO ICA for porfing a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: ~ 6363790740 6363700740
|Page i 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thers is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tei to Charter for this NPA/MNXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363791211 6363791211
Page #; i 1
Amount,  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
fram Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Centuryte!

ATN: 6363791688 ’ 8363791689
Page #: 1 1
Amount  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in tha MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Te) to Charter for this NPA/NXX

{

htips://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index.cfm7action=billingdisputerepori&dispute i...
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CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363721992 6363791992
Page #: 1 1
Amounl: . $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for potting & TN

fram Century Tel to Charter for thls NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATHN: 6363792505 6363792505
Pagedh: 1 1
Amounl;  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicabte. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLeC Centurytel
ATN: 6363793213 6363793213
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicabls. Thers |s not a service
Commients; order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6363793643 6363793543
Paga#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $o.00

" This is not applicable. There is not a service

Comments: ordsr charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Cenfury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN; 6363794408 6363794408
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 -$0.00

This s not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MG ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for (his NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: £363796496 6363796408
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Gentury Te! to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363796284 0363796084
Page i 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: arder charge in the MO ICA for potfing a TN

from Cantury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

hitps://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel. net/index.cfin?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i...
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CLEC Canturyle}
ATN: 6363797661 6363797861
Page # 4 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not appiicable. There s not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
fiom Century Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Centuryte)
ATN: 6363798396 6363798396
Page #. 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00 .

This is not applicable. There I3 not a service
Caomments: arder charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATHN: 6363799800 5363799900
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not appiicable. There is not a service
Commenits: ordar chargs in the MO ICA for porting 2 TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

et LLERL

CILEC Centurytel

ATN: 6363572250 63863872250
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $2348 $0.00

This s not applicable. There Is not a sopvice
Comments: order charge in the MO [CA for porting a TN
- from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Cenluryte)

ATN: 6363971665 6363071665
Paged#: 1~ 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There s not a service
Comments: order charga in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6363972567 6363972567
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting & TN
from Gentury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363974252 6363974252
Pagei#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thera is not 2 service
Comments: order charge in the MG ICA for porting a TN
fram Century Tel 1o Charler for this NPA/NXX

hitps://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel net/index.cfm?action=billingdisputereport&dispute i... 10/15/2008
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CLEC Cenfuryte!
ATN: 6363074900 6363074990
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not appiicable. Thera is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porling a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/INXX

CLEC Centurylel
ATH: 6363975267 6363975267
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This ia not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Contury Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6363076166 ’ 6363976166
Page # 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not appllcable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Ghartaer for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel

. ATN: 63683978081 6363978081
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is nol applicable. Thare Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6364740821 6364740821
|Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $2348 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porilng a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEG Canturytel

ATN: 6364741114 6364741114
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Therais not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO {CA for porting a TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Genturytel

ATN: 6364742037 6364742037
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Commenis order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
fram Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

https://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel net/index cfin?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i... 10/15/2008
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CLEC Cenlurytel
ATN: 6364742240 6364742240
Page #: 1 1
Amount:.  $23.45 $0.00

This is nol applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charier for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Cenluryte!
ATN: 6365610201 6365610291
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thera |5 not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Cenfury Telio Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6365611431 6365611431
Page 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicabls. There is not a setvice
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel fo Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurylel
ATHN: 6365611730 8365611730
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO YCA for porting 2a TN

from Century Tet to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Conturytel
ATN: 6365612106 6365812106
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thers is not a seyvice
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porling a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Cenluryto}
ATN; 6365613160 $365613160
Page#: 1 ]
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thara is not a service
Comments: order charge [n the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tal to Charler for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 6365613509 6365613509
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicable. There 18 not & service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

Page 14 of 21
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CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6365613565 6365613565
Page #; 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

. This I3 not applicable. There s not & service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting & TN
{from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6365617014 6365617014
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This Is not applicable, There 1s not a service
.JComments: order charge in the MO ICA for porling a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC ' Centurytel

ATN: 6365617867 5365617867
Page #; 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porling a TN
. from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Centurytel

ATN: 6366250990 6366250980
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There Is not a service
Gomments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel ta Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATH: 6366251175 ] 68366251175
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicable. Thera is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO (CA for porting a TN
from Gentury Tel to Charter for this NFA/NXX

CLEC : Centuryte!
ATN: 63662561178 6366251178
Page #: 1 . 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Gentury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6366251460 6366251460
Page#: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 $0.00

This is not appilcabls. These Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICAfor porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

https://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index.cfm?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i... 10/15/2008
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CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6366253150 6366253150
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for porling 2 TN

from Century Tel 1o Charter for this NFA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6366254215 6366254215
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order chargs in the MO ICA for porting a TN

fram Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6366258338 6366258336
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 -$0.00

This Is not applicabla. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In tha MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAMNXX

CLEC Centurylel
ATN: 8366259171 8366259171
Paged#t: 1 1
Amount:  $23.88 $0.00

This e not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6366391508 6366391508
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thera is not a service
Commenls: order charge In the MO ICA for porting & TN

from Century Tel lo Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Corduryte! ..
ATN: 6366396821 63663056821
Page #. 1 : 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: ordor charge In the MO {CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPANXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6366399873 6366390873
Page 1 1
Amount: $23.48 $0.00

This I not applicable, These Is not a sarvice
Commenis: order charge In the MO ICA for porling a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

Page 16 of 21
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This Is not appiicable. There Is not a service
Comments; order charge In the MO ICA for poriing a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369700204 6369700204
Page it 1 4
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This is not applicable. Thera is nof a service
Cormments: order charge In the MQ ICA for porting a TN
from Cantury Tel to Charter for this NPA/MNXX
CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369700385 6369700385
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Centurylsl
ATN: 6368701234 6369701234
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This Is not applicable, There is not a sorvice
Comments: arder charge In the MO ICA for porting & TN
from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPANXX
. CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 8369701351 8369701351
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $2348 | $0.00
This ts not applicable. There is not a servica
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for poriing a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Centurnytel
ATN: 6369702196 6369702186
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
~ This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX
CLEC Cenhurytel
ATN: 6369704445 6369704445
Page #; 1 1 -
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00
This Is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments; crder charge in tha MO ICA for porling a TN
from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/MNXX
CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369708770 6369706770
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

Page 17 0of 21
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CLEC Centuryte!
ATN; 8369709303 6369709393
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This ls not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO {CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel 1o Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centurytet
ATN: 6369780055 6369780055
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Cenlury Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369780458 6369780458
Page #: 1 1
Amount  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: arder charge In the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6369780501 6369780501
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thera Is not a sawvice
Comments: order charge in the MO iCA for poding a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6369780675 6369780675
Page#: 1 1
Amount.  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable, Thare is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porling a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NFA/NXX

CLEC Canturytal
ATN: 6369783198 6369783198
Page #: t 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. Thera is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting & TN

from Century Tel to Charter for 1hls NPANXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369783814 6369783814
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable. Thera is not a service
Comments: arder charge in the MO |CA for porting a TN

from Century Te! to Charter for this NPANXX

https://centurytelordcrproccssing.ccnturytel.net!index.cfm?actionabi1]ingdisputereport&dispute_i...
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CLEC Centusytel
ATN: 6369784187 6369784187
Page#: 1 1
Ampunt:  $2348 $0.00

. This is not applicabls. There s not a service

Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPAINXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 6369784205 63697849805
Page®#: 1 1
Amount;  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There is not a service
Comments; order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel io Gharter for this NPANXX

CLEC Conturytet
ATN: 6366785023 6369785023
Page #: 1 1
Amount: - $23.48 $0.00

This §s not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for poring a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centuryte!
ATN: 63697854749 6369785479
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $523.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. Thera Is not a service
Comments; order charge In the MO ICA for portinga TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369786159 6369786159
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicable, Thereis not a service
Commaents: order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/MNXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369786681 6369786661
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This Is not applicabla. There Is not a service
Commenis: order charge In the MO ICA for portinga TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 63897866569 6369786669
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

. This Is not applicable. ThereIs not a service

Comments: order charge In the MO ICA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

Page 19 of 21
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CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6369787759 6369787759
Page#: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This is not applicable. There Is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO 1CA for porting a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 369808014 6369808011
Paged: 1 1
Amount:  $23.48 $0.00

This 1s not applicable. There is not a service
Comments: order charge in the MO ICA for porfing a TN

from Century Tel to Charter for this NPA/NXX

CLEC Canturytel
ATN: 409754734 409754734

|Page 01 a1

Amount:  $23.22 $0.00
Comments: Disputing LPC billed on disputed amounts.

. CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6363799556 6363799556
Page # 1 1
Amount;  $2.52 $0.00

. Not applicable to Charter. CenturyTal does not
Comments: furnish this service to Charter customers.
CLEC Centuryte)
ATN: 63626814236 6362814238
Page #: 1 : 1
Amount:  $1.02 $0.00
. Not applicable to Charler. CenturyTel does not
Comments: furnish this service to Charter customers.
CLEC Centuryls!
ATN: 6362814238 6362814236
Page #: 1 1
Amount:  $2.10 $0.00
. Not applicable to Charter. CarduryTel doas not
| Comments: furpish this service to Charter customers.
CLEC Centurytel
ATN: 6382706091 6362786591
Page#: 1 1.
Amount:  $2.05 $0.00
. Not applicable to Charter. CenturyTel does not
CommMents: firnish this service to Charler customers.
CLEC Conturyte
ATN: 6362814236 6362814236
Page #: 1 1
Amount;  $0.41 $0.00
Commants: Not applicable to Charter. CenturyTet does not
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fumish {his service to Charter customers.

CLEC Centurytsl

ATN: 6363217710 - . 6363271770
Page #: 4 1
Amount:  $0.68 $0.00

_ Mot appticable (o Charler. CenturyTel does not
Comments: ¢ ish this sarvice to Charter customers.

Totals -
Inital Amount|[CTL Initial Amount][Redispute Amount][GTL Redispute Amount]

[$3.161.24  ][$0.00 1{s0.00 —|fso.00 |

https://centurytelorderprocessing.centurytel.net/index .cfim?action=billingdisputereport&dispute_i... 10/15/2008





