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On March 26, 1990, the Commission issued an Order

certificating SouthernNet, Inc. ("BouthernNet") ae a WATS resell-
eri not a facilities-based carrier, on an interim basis, pending

the outcome of Admi,ni,st,rative Case No. 323'nd contingent upon

SouthernNet's compliance with originating and terminating traffic
on local exchange companies'ccess services and WATB,

respectively. SouthernNet was also certificated to provide

interLATA intrastate operator-assisted telecommunications

services as long as it complies with all the provisions,

Wide Area Telecommunications Service.

Administrative Case No. 323, An Inguiry Into IntraLATA Toll
Competition, An Appropriate Compensation Scheme for Completion
of IntraLATA Calls by Interexchange Carriers, and WATS
Jurisdictionality.

Local Access and Transport Area.



reatriationa, and eanditiona of service outlined in the

Administrative Csee No. 330 Orders.

On Nareh 30, 1990 and Ayril 16, 1990, SouthernNet filed

motions for reoonaideration of certain aayeota of the Nareh 26,

1990 Order. On April 19, 1990, the Commission granted

SouthernNet' motions for reconsideration. On Nay I<, 1990, the

Commission ordered Southernmet to file additional

information. SouthernNet filed its response on June 15'990.
In its Nareh 30, 1990 yetltlon, SouthernNet requested that it

be ellowe4 to identify itself aa "Teleeam~USA," its parent,

company, in its aperator-assisted services. In supper t of its
request, SouthernNet eonten4ed that ln arder ta avoid customer

confusions lt had registered to do business as "TalcamsUSA" l,n

each of Kentucky' 120 eountiea a» well as with the Secretary af

State.

Furthermore�

, SoutharnNet requested that its eertlfiaate ba

issued ln the name af "SouthernNet Ina. d/b/a Telaaam"USA."

In its April 16, 1990 petition, SouthernNet requested

flexlbl 1l ty to be allawed oL lglnating intra@HA calla on laeal

~xchange eomyanlea'yecial access services, in addltlan to

~witohed aoeess aervloes. SouthernNet also requested flexibility
to be allowed to terminate intraLATA cail'ver other local

exchange eomyanles'ervices as alternate routing, ln addition ta
WATS. In suyport of its request, SouthernNet claimed that the

Administrative Case No. 330< Policy and Procedures ln the
Provision of Operator-Assisted Teieeommunleatians Services.
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Commission had imposed more restrictive conditions on SouthernNet

than the ones imposed on Cincinnati Bell Long Distance, Ino.

("CBLD") in Case No. 89-363.6

Narch 30. 1990 Petition

The Commissfon has certificated SouthernNet, not TeleoomeUSA,

aa a WATS reseller, baaed on the determination that SouthernNet

did not own any transmission tacilities. Theretore using the

name of "Telecom~USA" when the parent company owns nfne affiliates
that are facflfties-based carriers does not comply with the

Commission' policies conoerning resellers and facilities-based

carriers
SouthernNet' June 15, 1990 response contends that

"SouthernNet's reseller status is based upon its network< not its
name," Furthermore, SouthernNet says that "Telecom*USA, Inc. does

not provide any telecommunications services. Although

TelecomiUSA, Inc. does own other subsidiarfes which fn turn own

transmission tacflfties, the Commission's Order oi Narch 26,

1990 . . . found this fact not to impact SouthernNet's reseller

status in the Commonwealth." SouthernNet also contends that

"Cinoinnati Bell Long Distance, Inc. ("CBLD"), a Kentucky

reseller, has as part oC its name "Cincinnati Bell" whioh is a

common way of referring to Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company, a

tacilitfes-based carrier."

Case No. 89-363, Cincinnati Bell Long Distance, Inc., Cor
Authority to Expand Their market Area.



It should be noticed that CBLD' name i.s "Cincinnati Sall

Long Distance, Inc," not "Cincinnati Bell Telephone

Company." CBLD is not operating as and labeling itself with the

name of a parent company which owns faoilitiea-based

entities. Furthermore, CBLD is not an operator«assisted servt.ce

provider. Therefore, the concerns about consumer confusion

between "Cincinnati Bell" and "CBLD" do not exist.
SouthernNet argues that fust as the affiliation with

facilities-based carriers did not preclude SouthernNet from

reseller classification, the reseller classification should not

preclude SouthernNet from branding its calls with "Telecom4USA."

The Commission's finding that SouthernNet should be

clasaiiied as a reseller was baaed upon SouthernNet's network

configuration and ita operation consistent with being a reseller.
For SouthernNet to label calls with the name of its parent

company, an entity owning nine facilities-based carriers,

obliterates the distinction between BouthernNet and its
facilities-baaed affiliates. If the Commission were to approve

SouthernNet' request to brand calls "Telecom~USA." SouthernNet

would be operating in Kentucky under the name of an entity that

owns facilities-based carriers, yet it has the authority to

provide resold intraLATA services. Such a situation would create

confusion in all aspects of its operations and the Commission

finds this unreasonable.
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Finally, the September 8, 1989 and January 15, 1990 Orders

in Admi,nistrative Case No. 330 expressly reguire that operators

shall identify the carrier. Therefore, if SouthernNet introduces

itself as "Telecom*UBA" to consumersi it is contrary to the

Administrati.ve Case No. 330 Orders in addition to creating con-

sumer confusion and frustration. Therefore, SouthernNet's request

is denied.

April 16, 1990 Petition

In its April 16, 1990 petition, 8outhernNet requested

flexibility to be allowed originating and terminating intraLATA

calls on special access services and other local exchange

companies'ervices, in addition to switched access services and

WATS, respectively. SouthernNet claims& that the Commission had

imposed more restrictive conditions on SouthernNet than the ones

imposed on CBLD in Case No. 89-363.

The Commission, in fact, treated SouthernNet's application

the same as LDD, Inc. ("LDD") in Case No. 89-017 and CBLD in Case

No. 89-363. Ordering paragraph 1 of page 5 of CBLD's Narch 8,
1990 Order is quite similar to Ordering paragraph 2 of

SouthernNet's Narch 26, 1990 Order. The Commission did not

provide CBLD more network flexibility than SouthernNet. CBLD, in

Case No. 89-017, The Application of LDD, Inc. for the Issuance
of A Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to
Operate As A Reseller of Telecommunications Services Within
the Commonwealth of Kentuckyt The Application of DCI, Inc. for
the Issuance of A Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to Provide Intrastate< InterLATA Telecommunications
Services to the Public As A Facilities-Based, Non-Dominant
InterLATA Carrier.
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its application, verified that it would originate traiiic using

only local exchange companies'eature Groups B and D Switched

access services. CBLD, just like LDD and SouthernNet, should and

will originate the calls only over local exchange
companiea'witched

access services and terminate such calla only on local
exchange companies'ATS. The CBLD's agreement to such is in the

record in Case No. 89-363. Therefore, there are no

inconsistencies in the Commission's treatment of these similar

carriers'owever,
since local exchange companies'pecial access

services are available through access tariffs to interLATA

carriers, the Commission believes that allowing 8outhernNet to

originate the calls on local exchange companies'pecial access

services, in addition tc switched access services, is consistent

with Commission policies, as long as SouthernNet terminates such

calla over local exchange companies'ATS ~ It is the Commission's

policy that WATS resellers should resell only local exchange

companies'ATS. Terminating the calls by any route other than

local exchange companies'ATS would not comply with Commission

decisions and policies regarding intraLATA competition.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that(

1. SouthernNet's request to identify itself as "Telecom*-

USA" in its operator-assisted services be and it hereby is denied.

Refer to paragraph 3 in page 2 of CHID' December 27, 1989
Response.



2. SouthernNet shall identify itseli as "SouthernNet" to

end-users of its operator-assisted services.

3 ~ SouthernNet's petition to originate the calls on local

exchange companiea'peoial access sarvioes, in addition to

switched acoess services, be and it hereby is granted.

4 ~ SouthernNet's petition to terminate the calls over other

local exchange companies'ervices as alternate routing be and it
hereby is denied. All calls shall be terminated on local exchange

companies'ATS.

5. The Commission' Narch 26, 19SO Order shall remain in

full force and effect, except as specifically modified herein.

6 ~ Within 30 days from the date of this Order, SouthernNat

shall provide the statements required by the Narch 26, 1990 Order

and express full compliance with the march 26, 1990 Order as

modified in this Order.

Done at Frankfort, kentucky, this 20th day of Septsnber, 1990.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

C-'. p ~C
PJ,~At. 2

V1c< Chai rdlan" I

ATTESTs
Comiissioner

z ill
Executive Director


