COMMONWEALTH OF.‘KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

BRANDENBURG TELECOMLLC )
_ - | Plaintiff )
) _
V. ) Case No. 2O -0
| | ) |
VERIZON SOUTH INC. )
Defendant )
FORMAL COMPLAINT

_Brandénburg Telecom LLC ("Brgndenburg Telecom™), by c-ouﬁscl, for its complaint
pursuant to KRS 278.260 against Verizon South Inc. ("Venizon™), states as follows.

1. - The full name and _address of Brandenburg Telccoﬁl is Brancieﬁburg Telecom
LLC, 502 .West Dixie Avenue, Elizabethtown, Kentucky 42701, The Public Service
Comnﬁission of the Cezmnonweaith. of Keﬁtucky {the "Commission"} granted Brandenburg
Telecom aﬁthority to provide competitive local exchange carrier (“CLEC“) services on May 14,
2001. See Letter to John E. Selent, attached hereto as Exhibit A, | |

2. | The full name and address of Verizon is Verizon South Inc., 1255 Cmporate
IBrive, Floor 4, SVCQ4A43, Irving, Texas 75038. Verizon provides local exchange and other
ser_vic:es w*ithin.its franchised areas m Kentucky. Verizon is, and at all relevant timés has been,
au "incurbent local exchange carder” ("[LEC") under the terms of the ’feiecorhmmﬁcat_ions Act
of 1996 (the "Act”). | | |

3. The facts upon which this complaint are based are set torth more fully in the bédy
of the cpmi)lain't and exhibits hereto. Briefly, Brandenburg Telecom's complaint against Verizon
is for breach of the terms of the Interconnection Agreement, approved on I anuary 15, 2002, by

and b’etween.Brandenburg Telecom and Verizon (the "Agreement”).



The Facts
4 Brandenburg Telecom is a new CLEC that has beén attefnptiﬁg to compete
against Verizon, the ILEC, in the Elizabethtown market for only about two (2) months.

5. | Pursuant to the Agrecnﬁen’t, Brandenbuwrg Teiécoﬁ'has established a tmnk group
between its switch and the Verizon _éwitch (also in Elizabethtown) for the exchange of local
traffic between the two cémpanies. Pursnant to thé Agreement, Brandenburg Telecom has also
cstablished a second transit group for exchange ﬁf traffic between Brandcnbﬁrg and third-.party
cﬁﬁiers who interconnect with the greater Elizabethtown market af the Elizabethtown tandem.

6. Many current B’randgnburg 'I‘eleﬁom customers, when atterpting to place 2 focal -
call fo certain CMRS customers within the same local calling exchange (the "304 NXX
customers"), are blocked at the Ven’zoﬁ tandem in Elizabethfown. The traffic is not transited,
and the Brandenburg Telecom customer hears a vacant code, requiring the customer to blace the
call as a long-distance cali, thereby incurring a toll charge.

7.  These current Brandenburg Telecom customers, when they were still Verizon

| customers, however, were able to call these same 304 NXX customers withount incurring a.toil.
This is because Verizon delivers calls made by its own custorers to 304 NXX customers as local
cails. However, once a customer's number is ported from Venzon to. Brﬁndenburg Telecom,. the
cai Is to the 304 NXX customners cannot be c.onmle,ted except as long-distance toll calls.

8. Due to specific network routing alrangements. made between Verizon an& the
CMRS provider, these local calls from Brandenburg Telecom to 304 NXX customers mwist
transit two tandems: first, the call mﬁ_st transit the Verizon tandem; second, the ¢all must transit
a BellSouth tandem. After transiting the-BelISoufh tandem, the call is terminated by the CMRS

provider,



9, _Despit_e transiting this traffic for itg o:Wn customers, Verizon refuses to transit
traffic from Brandenbura Telecom to the CMRS provider. Rather, Vé_rizon claims t.hat.
Brandenburg Telecom must establish its own trunking relationship between the Brandenburg
Télecom end-office and the RellSouth tandem near Louisville. Kentuckv (a toll point for
Brandenburg Telecom) 10 complete locai Elizabethtown calls to 304 NXX customers,

10.  Because of their inab.ility to place calls .to the 304 NXX customers without
' incurriﬁg a téll charge, many new Brandenburg Telecom customers have threatened to switch
back to Verizon service if this _probiem is not promntly resolved. In response to this emergency.
Brandenburg Telecom has been forced to issue toll credits to the subseribers and compensate the
~toll pfovider for the lost revenue,

El.  Therefore, because Brandenburg Telecom customers are unable to complete all of
their local calls and becanse Verizon's actions threaten to destrov Brandenburg Telecom's
competitive enterprise by fmstrating Brandenburg Telecom customers with a level of service
lesser than that which Verizon provides to its own customers, this issue constitutes a service-
affecting issue. |

12. - On March 29, 2002,. counse! to Brandenburg Telecom sent a letter to Verizon
seeking prompt resolution of this scrvic.& affecting issve. See Exhibit B, attached hereto.

13, On IApril 2, 2002, Verizon responded, acknowledging receipt of the letter.
Verizon's response also indicated that the letter was "being reviewed and [would] be distributed -
to the appropriaté Verizon Group(s) who will contact [Dinsmore _& Shohl] with [Verizon's]
response.” See Exhibit C, attached hereto.

14,  Nearly two we.eks later, without having heard back | further from Verizon

regarding this service-affecting issue, counsel to Brandenburg Telecom called Verizon and



adviéed that if Verizon did not address the issue imm;édiately, it would be necessary to file this
.c'ofnpiaint on Friday, Aprii 12, 2002. See Confirming Letter, attached hereto as Exhibit D.

| 15, Verizon responded by telephone and scheduled 3 teleconierence for Tuesday
April 16, 2002, between the appropriate network cx;ﬁerts at both companies. It was hoped that
this issue could be resolved at that time.

16. .That meeting did not produce a satisfac{ory resolution. During fhat '
teleconference, Verizon merely claimed that it was not responsible for transiﬁHg the
Brzmdenﬁurg Telecom traffic in question without offering any legitimate contracfual or legal
suﬁport for its poéition. Instead, Verizon maintained its position that Brandenburg Telecom must |
establish its own separate transit group with BellSouth at the BéllSouth tandem near Louisville to
route the traffic to the 304 NXX customers.

17.  During that call, Vcﬁzon admitted that it was techrucally feasible for it to transit
the traffic to the 304 NXX customers — as it does for its own customers — i order to maxe the
call a local call.

18.  Brandenburg Telecom also acknowledged that it would have data sufficient fo
enable 1t to compeﬁsate Verizon for any "thard-party charges" Verizon would incwr in transiting
the tra.fﬁc. |

19.  Nevertheless, dcspﬂe Verizon's own ad_mission that it wpuld be teclnﬁcally
feasible to transit this traffic and despite the fact that Brandenburg Telecom has ackrﬁowledged
its inteﬁtion to 'fu}_Iy reimburse Verizon for the ._third-party charges Verizon would incur in
| tfansitmg the traffic, Verizon maintained its position that Brandenburg Telecom should be forced
- to incur the expense of additional trunking, thereby duplicating the inefficiencies of the Verizon

service configuration with the CMRS provider serving the 304 NXX customers.



20.  In any event, Verizon has not offered any reason — financial or technical — that
would imﬁact its ability to transit the Brandenburg Telecom traffic in the same manner it transits
traffic for its own customers,

1. Section 12.1 of the Interconnection Attachment to the Agreement defines tandem

transit traffic as:
Telephone Exchange Service fraffic that originates on

[Brandenburg Telecom's} network, and is transported through a

Vetizon Tandem to the Central Qffice of 2 CLEC, ILEC other than
Verizon, [CMRS] carmier, or other LEC, that subtends the relevant

Verizon Tandem to which [Brandenburg Telecom] delivers snch
- fraffic. ' L

Id_.

22. Purﬁuant to this langnage from the Agreement, the Brandenburg Telecom traffic
to the 304 NAX cuslomers shoild clearly be tausported tuougl o Veizon lauden tv (e veslsal
office of the CMRS carrier béhind the refevant Verizon tandem. There is no contractual or other
restriction rcquiﬁng that (e Bx.'a.ndcnbuig Tclcum.u taflic st prosvad dacutly frow tio
Verizon tandem to the CMRS carrier's central office without ever encountering another tandem
alony the call’s 1oulc.

23. Furthermore, ih its orders in Case No. 2001-224, the Commissior_) expressly
1eogiizml is favt tlat tandows tausit balfiv towd not proved from the Vorizon tandem directly
to the terminating carrier. 'Pursu.ant to the December 10, 2001, Order in that case, Verizon
argued for the tight Lu andd was pernitied © "uhmg;; Brandoubusg {Tolovorn] the vusts it invws in
carrying Brandenburg [Telecom] traffic écruss its tandem, all of which are based on published

rades avaiiablo for inspootio” Il al 4.



24.  Verizon now refuses to do this very thing and attempts to unilaterally alter the
Cammiseion's reenhition af this issue, tn Rrandenhirg Telecom's datnmm ent !

Breach of the Azreeinent; Verizon's Uniustiﬁéd Refusal to Transit this Traffic

25 Pursnant ta Section 12,6 of the Inferconnection Attachment to .the Agreement,
Verizon may refuse to provide tandem transit traffic service for tandem transit traffic only .under
the follawing cirenmstance |

 Verizon will not provide Tandem Transit Traffic Service fof
~ Tandem Transit Traffic to be delivered to a CLEC, ILEC, CMRS

carrier, or ather TRC, i the volome of Tandem Transit Traffie ta
be delivered to that carrier exceeds one (1) DS1 level volume of

cails.

d- | |

26. * The traffic to be delivered to the CMRS provider in question does not exceed one
(1Y DS 18\@1 volume of calls.

27. 'fhere is no other legitimate ba.sis for Verizon's refusal transit the Brandenburg
Telecom traffic m question.

28.  Therefore, Verizon has breached the Agréement by refusing to transit the
Brandenburg Telecom traffic in question.

29.  Verizonm is, accordingly, Hable to the Brandenburg Telecom: customers for-the toll

charges they have incumred In placing calls 1o the 304 NXX customers (within the local cal]ilig '

exchange) as toll-incurring long distance calls.

! fncidentally, even if the Commission were to find that there has been no breach of the Agreement, Verizon showld
be estopped from arguing that it cannot pass-through to Brandenburg Telecom any tandem transit charges that
BellSonth assesses agaiust Verizon for completing calls to the 304 NXX customers, Venizon argned for this very
right fo pass-through this type of charge; the Commission even agreed with Verizon on this argument. See

- December 10, 2001, order in Case No, 2001-224. Having won the right to pass-through tamderm transit charges,
Verizon sheuld not now be permitied to argue that it cannot or shovld not pass-through these charges,
Accordingly, with Yerizon having wea this very issue and Brandenburg Telecom: having telied upon the
Commission's order with respect fo this issue, Verizon should be estopped from arguing that it cannot transit
traffic: to the 304 NXX customers and simnlv pass-throueh any charges Verizon incurs i doms g0,



30.  Verizon must, furthermore, begin imm;{-diateiy transiting Brandenburg Telecom's
traffic to the 304 NXX customers.

Brandenburg Telecom is not required to establish more than one point-ol-interconnection
{"POI") within the LATA.

3%.  Tmplicit in Verizon's suggested resolution of this service-affecting issue 1s an
msistence that Brandenburg Telecom perhaps. even csfah lish an additional POI w.ithin.the LATA.
Moreover, the additional POI that Verizon wéuld propose that Brandenburg Teleéorh establish is
at the BellSouth téndem near Louisvilte, a toll point for Brandenburg Tel écom.

_ 32. On more than one occasion, the Comlﬁission has expressly rejected this position.
"Bx‘ahdenburg [Telecom] has the right to establish a2 minimum of one point of interconnection
per LATA." See Otder of the Commission in Case No. 2001-224, dated November 15, 2001, at
16; citing The Petition of Level 3 Communications, LLC for Aréitfaribn with BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(6) of the Telecommunications Act of 1934, as
amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Order dated March .14, Zﬁél) at 134, as
-modzﬁed on April 23,2001, at 1 and 2 (hereinafter "Level 3. |

33, Pursuant to the Commission's orders in Case No. 2001-224 (the arbitration
betm cen Verizon and Brandenburg T elecom), Brandenburg Telecom 18 aot reqmred 10 establish
more than one POT per LATA unless "t_he amount of traffic passing thr_ough a Vgrizon access
' tandem switch reaches a DS-3 level." /d. | |

o 34, The arﬁount of traffic passing through the Verizon access tandem switch has not
reached a DS-3 level,

35, Therefore, Verizon's continued implicit insistence that Brandénburg Telecom
should establish an additional POY within the LATA (at the BellSouth 1'anden-1 near Lotusvilie)

must fail. The Conunission has directly rejected Verizon's implicit position in the past. See



- Level 3. The Commission directly rejected this M position on multiple occasions in the
- Brandenburg Telecom - Verizon arbitration. Sée Orders in Case No. 2001-224. And Verizon
has no Basis to believe that the Commission would rule any differently now, just three 3
months after the arbitration has ended. |

36.  Verizon's blatant refiisal to abide by the Commission's orders constitutes r_;othiﬁg
more than an unrestrained attempt o abus;a its monopoly power in an attempt to forestall
competition iﬁ the Elizabethtown market. |

. WHEREFORE, Brandenburg Telecom respectfully requests that the Commission take
the following act_jonls_. | : |

| (&}  Order .Yeriz;on to immediately begin transiting ail _Brandenhurg'Telecom. trﬁfﬁc
that is destined for telephone’ numbers. within the same local calling exchang.e, inc]uding-
Brandenburg T eleco'm.trafﬁc destined for 304 NXX customers;

(b) = Order Verizon to reimburse Brandenburg Telecom for credits issued to customers
who incurred toll charges for calls to 304 NXX customers and for payments made fo the toll
providers as compcnszitic’m for lost revenue;

{c) Order Verizon t§ .pay- Brandcnburg Telecom's attomey‘s. fees incurred in bringing
and resolving this complaint; - |

_' (d) = Order Verizon to pay Brandenburg Telecom's expert éon_sultaﬁt!s fees iprcurred in

bringing and resolving this complaint; and



(e}  Order Verizon to provide Brmdenbwé Telecom with all other appropriate relief
to which it may be entitled.

Reépectﬁllly submitted,

John E. Selen
Bdward T. Dgpp
DINSMORE & SHOHT.T.I.P
2000 Meidinggr Tower
Lonisviile, Kentucky 46202
{502)540-2300 (tel.)

COUNSEL TO BRANDENBURG
TELECOM LLC

* CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Itis hereby certified that the undersigned sent abﬁ ¢ and accurate copy of the foregoing
via Federal Bxpress ta the fallnwing individinals this & ay of April. 2002, '

Director - Contract Performance & Adrunistration

Verizon Wholesale Markets
A00 Hidden Ridge

HQEWMNOTICES
Irving, TX 75038

Viee President & Assnc Cleneral Cnnnsel
Venzon Wholesale Markets

1320 N. Courthouse Road

8th Floor

Arlington, VA 22201

COUNSE ENBURG
TELECO

CANP oL TS EDErFOY826 1.00OC



Paul E. Patton, Covernor COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY Martin J. Huelsmann

) PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION . Chairman
Ronald E. McCloud, Secretary 271 SOWER BOULEVARD
fublic Protection and FOS| UbFLE BUX 912 . Eaward J. Holines
Regulation Cabinet FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 20602-0615 Vice Chalrman
wwrw.psc.state ky.us .
Thomas M, Dorman 1502) 564-3240 - Gary W. oillis
. Executive Director Fax (502) 564-3460 commissioner
public Sorvieo Commiseinn : May 14, 2004 '

Mr. John E. Selent
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP
2000 Meidingor Towor
462 South Fourth Ave. -
Louisville, Kentucky 40202

RE:  Initial toriff filing (#62-0541) of Brandanburg Telecam 11 0 10 aparats ac 2 lneal
- exchange reseiler \

Dear Mr. Selent:

The above referenced ﬁlling has been received and reviewed by Commission
Staff. An accepied copy is enclosed for your files.

Sincerely,

OWER

Sam Reid Jr. :
Public Utility Rate Analys

Enclosure

EhGeATION
PAYNS

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMFLOYER MEP



e | LO..SVILLE
- T)]NqMORF . 2000 Neidiuga Tower - 462 South Fourth Avenhe

8SHOHL LLP Loutsville, Kentucky 40202

_ Phone (502) 540-2300 » Fax (502) 585-2207
Attorneys at Law _ wrwwdinshw.com

Jobn E. Selent
502-540-2315
" sclent@dinslaw.com

Maich 29, 2002

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Director-Contract Performance & Administration |
Verizon Wholesale Markets _

600 Hidden Ridge

HQEWMNOTICES

Trving, TX 75038

Re: . Interconnection Agreement with Brandenburg Telecom LLC Tandem Transit
Traffic Service Affecting Issue

Pear Director - Contrect Perfornnance & Adimiuistrative.

_ - We are legal counsel to Bfan‘denburg Telecom LLC ("Brandenburg Teiecom"). We shall
serve as Brandenburg Telecom's point of confact for resolution of this dispute.

The purpose of this letter is to demand a prompt resolntion of a service-affecting issue
that has arisen in the deployment of interconnection arrangements between Brandenburg

Telecom and Verizon. X has comé to our aitention that Verizon is refusing to relay tandem
transit traffic from Brandenburg Telecom end-ucer cuciomors to cortein CMRS cnd-user

“customers within the Blizabethtown local exchange. This practxce is unfounded under the

interconnection agreement between Brandenburg Telecom and Verizen (the "Agreement") as

well as under applicable law, and it must cease at once. We demand that Verizon immediately
- hegin fransiting afl Rranderburg Telecom traffic acroes its tandem.

IO
The Scenario

The particular scenario that has arisen is as follows. A Brandenburg Telecor end-user
customer attempts to place a lecal call to a CMRS end-user customer within the same local -
calling exchange, In this specific case, due to arrangements determined by Verizon and the
CMRS provider for the call to be sampleted, the call must trsmeit two tandemes:  first, the oall
must transit the Verizon tandem; second, the call must transit a ReliSouth tandem. Afier
transiting the BellSouth tandem, the call is terminated by the CMRS provider. The problem

_ arises because Verizon refuses to fransit this fraffic, and callers are getting a reorder tone.

ncinnati. O . Celomabons T3 B} -~ e



Director-Contract Performance & Administration
March 29, 2002
Page 2

Accordingly, to complete this otherwise local call, the Brandenburg Telecom customer is
required to place the call as long-distance, unjustifiably incurring a foll charge. -

H-
This traﬁ" ic is tandem transnt tramc.

This type of call constitutes tandem transif traffic. Purswant to the terms of the
Agiovont, lauden ransit taffic is defined as 10M0wWs.

Telephone Exchange Service traffic ™ that origimates on

[Brandenburg Telecom's] network, and is fransported through a
Yerinon Toondom w o Coultel Qice QF 2 CLEC, ILRL gther (han

Verizon, [CMRS] carrier, ot other LEC, that subtends the relevant
Verizon Tandem to which [Brandesburg Telscom| delivers such |
traffic. ' '

~ Section 12.1 of the Interconnection Attachment to the Agreement.

In this scenaxio, the ¢sll clearly is transported through a Verizon tandem to the central

office of the CMRS carrier subtending the relevant Verizon tandem. Section 12.1 doss not
specily, however, that the frastic must proceed directly from the Verizon tandem to the CMRS

- carrier's central office withoul ever encountering another tandem along the call's route. If
Verizon had intended that construction, it would have been easy for Verizon to simply add the
word, "directly” to the language such that, in order fo qualify as tandem transit trafﬁc, the traffic
aust Ue “irapsported through a Verizon ‘tandem directly to the Central Office. . . ” (emphasis
added). As noted, however, Section 12.1 does nof so provide. .

Furthermore, in its onders in Case No. 2001-224, the Kentucky Public Service
Commiasion (the "Comudssivi®) recognizes the fact that tandem transit traffic need not proceed

from the Verizon tandem directly fo the terminafing camier. “The Order permits Verizon to
charge Brandenburg [Telecom] the costs it incurs in carrying Brandenburg [Telecom] traffic -

acyoss its fandem, all of which are based or published rates available for inspection.” Order of
the Commission in Case No. 2001224, duted Frecember 1V, 2001, at 4. Accordingly, Verizon

may pass-through, to Brandenburg Telecom, any published rates that BeliSouth may charge
Verizen for traffic {ransiting its tandem. Verizon may not, however, (having now won the battle

to pass-through published third-party charges) refuse {o relay Brandenburg Telecom's tandem
trancit troffic and pass-througl tho applicable, published charges Verizon incurs i the process.

- This very issue was arbitrated; the Commission resolved it satisfactorily to Verizon; and Verizon
cannot umlaterally decide to alter the Commission’s resolution of this issue.

m‘
Verizon may not refuse to provide tandem transit traffic service for this traffic.

Verizon also has no valid grounds for refusing to provide tandem transit traffic service
for this tandam trancit fraffic. Pursuant fo the Agioouiculs

DINSMORE
O QSEFYLIT



Director-Contract Performpance & -Admixﬁstration
March 29, 2602 ’
Page 3

Verizon will not provide Tandem Transit Traffic Service for
Tandem Travsit Traffic to be delivered to a CLEC, ILEC, CMRS
carrier. or other LEC, if the volume of Tandem Transit Traffic to
be delivered to that carrier exceeds one (1) DSI level volume of

calls. '

Section 12.6 of the Interconnection Attachment to the Agreement. The traffic o be delivered to
the CMRS provider in question does not exceed one (1} DS] level volume of calls. Vetizon

cannot, therefore, refuse to transit this traffic en that basis,

The Agrecrﬁmt provides no other grounds for refusing to provide tandem transit traffic
service to Brandenburg ‘I'elecom. Likewise, there is no basis in law for such a refusal. In fact,

the Commission's arbitration order forbids such a refusal o provide tandem transit traffic
service.

: . Iv.
Brandenburg Telecom is not required to establish another POX within the LATA.

Finally, Verizon has suggested that, to avoid this scenario, Brandenburg Telecom should
eatublish wi additivual poiut uf lterconuection ("POT”) at the BeliSouth tandem near Lowsvitle,
Kentucky (a toll point for Brandenburg Telecom), to route traffic that will be terminated by the
CMRS provider involved in this scenario. However, "Brandenburg [Telecom] has the right to
establish 2 minimum of one point of interconnection per LATA.” Order of the Commission,
datal Novowbar 15, 2001, al 16, villng The Peduon of Level 5 Communicanons, LLC for
Arbitration with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(b} of the
Tetecommunications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Order

~ dated March 14, 2001} at 134, as modified on Aprl 23, 2001, at 1 and 2. Furthermore,
Drandenbug Telovwu i 1ol toyubiod v eslablish wore tun one POI per LATA uniess “ihe

amount of traffic passing through a Verizon access tandem switch reaches 2 DS-3 level." Jd.

The amount of traffic passing throngh the Verizon access tandem switch has not reached
a 183 lovel. Therefore, in light of the Comumiasion's orders in those fwo vases — vne uf wlicls
Verizon was party fo — Verizon has no reasonable grounds upon which it can demand that
Brandenburg Telecom establish more than one POI per LATA. Brandenbusg Telecom would
have to incur great expense to comply with Verizon's demand; moreover, it is a great expense
and inefficiency that the Commiosion clearly docs not require CLIC's to boar.

V. : ot
Coneclusion.

Thus, Brandenburg Telecom demands that Verizon immediafely begin relaying a¥f
tandem transit traffic that does not exceed a DS1 volume of calls to the terminating carmier,
regardless of whether doing so requires further transiting. We note again that this is o service-
affecting iscus requiring prompt resolution.  If Verizon disagrees with our analyais of the
situation, we request that Verizon respond with a similarly detailed analysis of its position,

DINSMORE



Director-Confract Performance & Administration
March 29, 2002
Page 4

| referencing all applicable prowsxons of the Agreement and/or the COIDIIIISSIOIIS armtrahon
order. :

Agatn, we 100K forward 10 hearing from you very soon. If we have not 'heard from you
by Wednesday, April 3, 2002, we will conswit with our client regardmg the further legal options
avaﬂable fo if.

Tliank you, aﬁd wo Juuk fbrward o hearlng from you by April 3, 2002.
Very truly yours,

DINSKIORE & SHOFIL LL!’

"?’{w ?)f@m b ?Q

g 0}1[1 I'; Svleni

JBS/etd

ee Vice President and Ascociate General Counsel, Verizou Wholcsale Markerts

Ms. Allison T: Willoughby
Ms. Eileen M. Bodarper
Edward T. Depp, Esq.
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‘verizon

April 2, 2002

Mr. John E. Selent
- DINSMORE & SHOHLLLP
2000 Meidinger Tower
462 South Fourth Avenue
T enfavilla, Y AN

Re: Interconnection Agreement with Brandenburg Telecom LLC; Tandem Transit Traffic
Service Affecting Issue

Dear Mr. Selent

This letter is sent to acknowled ge the receipt of your letter dated March 29, 2002, regarding,

. Imterconnection Agreement With Brandenburg leiecom LU, tandem fransit Iralfic Service Afteeting
lssue. Your letter is being reviewed and will be distributed to the the appropriate Verizon Group(s) who
will contact you with our response. ' '

Sincerely,

-,ﬁ”éimd/‘t’i ﬂw/

+ Sandra Ross

Cantract Perfarmanes % Adminietratinn

Ce: Pat Riley-Verizon



DINSMORE ., 1 s _
) 2000 Meidi Tt *» 462 So th E h
(%.SHOI ILLLP B Igﬂgirisv?;::ryucn:uckyu‘i{)ﬂozurt Avenue

Phone (502) 540-2300 « Fax (502) 585-2207

Astorneys at Law .
Y La wivw.dinslaw.com

JOHN E. SELENT
502-540-2315
selent@dinslaw.com

April 10, 2002

- VIA FACSIMILE: 972-719-1519
Director-Contract Performance
& Admirdstration
Verizon Wholesale Markets
600 Hidden Ridge
HOEWMNOTICES
Irving, TX. 75038

"Re: B randenburg Telecom LLC; Tandem Tmnsfr Traffic Service Affecting Issue

Doar Direetor:

~ This letter shall confirm to Verizon that if we do not, by 4:00 pm. EDT, Thursday, April
11, 2002, hear from the appropriate Verizon personnel with authorization fo resolve the service
affcoting issuc addressed in our March 29, 2002 lotter, wo will fvamedictely take our dispuis to
the Public Service Commission of the Conymonwealth of Kentucky.

Accordingly, we must hear from you tomorrow.
Very tfu‘sy yours,

- DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP

TES-gd : 1\/
ce: Vice President & Assoc. General Counse
Verizon Whelesale Markets

1320 N. Courthouse Road -
thl Flaar
Arlington, YA 22201

Ms. Allison T, Willoughby

3050
258681
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