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OPEN ISSUES
	Issue #
	Issue
	ICA 

Section Reference


	Intrado Position
	Embarq Position
	Intrado Proposed Language
	Embarq Proposed Language

	1
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  Whether Intrado is entitled to Section 251(c) interconnection and 252 arbitration.

Embarq Issue Presented:  Whether some aspects of the services and network configurations proposed by Intrado are not governed by 251(c) and should be handled by commercial agreements.


	N/A
	All of the interconnection arrangements and services proposed by Intrado are within the scope of Section 251(c) and thus subject to Section 252.  It would be contrary to law and the public interest to require Intrado to utilize a commercial agreement for the arrangements sought by Intrado.  Under each of the “scenarios” discussed by Embarq, Intrado is seeking to exercise its rights to local interconnection for the provision of telephone exchange services.  Section 251(c) interconnection is therefore appropriate.  Two other state commissions have rejected similar challenges and found that Intrado is entitled to interconnection and arbitration under Sections 251(c) and 252.  The Commission recently confirmed that Intrado is:  (1) a “telecommunications carrier” offering “telecommunications service” under federal law; (2) a “telephone company” and “public utility” under Ohio law; (3) entitled to all rights and obligations of a telecommunications carrier pursuant to Sections 251 and 252; (4) engaged in the provision of telephone exchange service pursuant to Section 251 of the Act; (5) entitled to negotiation and interconnection with ILECs like Embarq; and (6) entitled to have access to pANI resources.

While Embarq recognizes that it is required to provide Intrado with access to 911 databases, Embarq attempts to separate 251 interconnection obligations from that requirement.  Interconnection for transmission of 911 traffic and access to 911 databases, however, are functions that are so intertwined that one would be useless without the other.  Segmenting the physical routing of 911 calls from the database that provides the routing information for such calls as Embarq suggests would significantly diminish the viability and reliability of 911 services.

The FCC has determined that local exchange carriers like Embarq are required to provide interconnection to 911 facilities and access to 911 databases pursuant to Section 251(c).  Embarq’s own tariffs acknowledge that 911/E-911 services are “telephone exchange communication services.”


	The Commission’s recent order with respect to Intrado’s certification distinguished between Intrado and other CLECs and noted that Intrado’s exchange activities are restricted in scope and, thus do not extend to the level of a CLEC.”  Nevertheless, Intrado wants to exercise all the rights of a CLEC, and to even go beyond those traditional rights, with respect to the proposals it has made. 

Intrado has proposed several different types of services and network arrangements, and Embarq has taken the position that some of such services and network configurations fall under Section 251(c), but that others do not.  

Embarq believes that the only practical way to approach this issue is to examine the different types of service and network configurations proposed by Intrado, and to make a determination about the proper legal and regulatory framework for each of the proposed services or network arrangements.  

Contrary to Intrado’s claims, Embarq’s proposal does treat both 911 calls and 911 database access holistically and in no way diminishes the viability and reliability of 911 services.

Embarq’s Proposed Language (see last column of this matrix under this issue.) provides a brief synopsis of the 3 different Scenarios that are affected by this issue.


	N/A
	Embarq’s Response to Intrado’s Petition included Attachment 3 which outlined 3 different Scenarios that Intrado has lumped together in its Petition, but which need to be examined separately.  

The first scenario is where Intrado directly or indirectly provides voice services to customers that make 911 calls.  Embarq’s position is that this Scenario is a standard 251(c) agreement.

The second scenario is where Intrado and Embarq are both providing Wireline E911 Network components to separate PSAPs and seek to enter a peering arrangement.  Embarq’s position is that this Scenario is a commercial agreement negotiated per §251(a) of the Act.

The third scenario is where Intrado provides Wireline E911 Network components to a PSAP that Embarq must arrange interconnection with.  In this scenario Intrado is the providing carrier and Embarq is the requesting carrier.  Since Intrado does not have the same interconnection obligations as Embarq this would be a commercial agreement negotiated under §251(a) of the Act.  Intrado is also seeking access to unbundled network elements in order to provide the transmission components in Scenario 3.  To the extent Intrado is entitled to gain access to network elements that would be negotiated in a 251(c) agreement, Embarq is willing to include that in the context of Scenario 1.



	2
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  Whether Embarq may deny Intrado its rights under Sections 251(c) and 252 of the Act and Ohio law by claiming that Intrado (1) does not offer telephone exchange service or exchange access and (2) does not serve retail end users.

Embarq Issue Presented:  Whether some services proposed by Intrado do not involve telephone exchange service and/or exchange access, while others do. 


	N/A
	Intrado is a telecommunications carrier offering telephone exchange, exchange access, and telecommunications service as those terms are defined in the Act and the FCC’s rules.  Intrado and its affiliates hold authority to provide competitive local exchange services in thirty-seven states.  Utilizing the interconnection agreement, Intrado seeks to offer local exchange services like any other competitor operating in Ohio.  The Commission recently confirmed that Intrado is:  (1) a “telecommunications carrier” offering “telecommunications service” under federal law; (2) a “telephone company” and “public utility” under Ohio law; (3) entitled to all rights and obligations of a telecommunications carrier pursuant to Sections 251 and 252; (4) engaged in the provision of telephone exchange service pursuant to Section 251 of the Act; (5) entitled to negotiation and interconnection with ILECs like Embarq; and (6) entitled to have access to pANI resources.

Embarq’s own tariffs acknowledge that 911/E-911 services are “telephone exchange communication services” and the FCC has determined that selective routing is a telecommunications service.  Intrado’s services offer a greater degree of “intercommunication” than is available in fax communications, which the FCC has declared to be a telephone exchange service.  In addition, the law is well-established that an entity may be a common carrier even though the nature of the service rendered is sufficiently specialized as to be of possible use to only a fraction of the total population.  Indeed, the Commission has affirmed that a carrier is operating as a telecommunications carrier and entitled to interconnection when providing wholesale services or services to a select group of customers.  


	Embarq has not challenged whether or not Intrado is providing telecommunications in this proceeding.  The fact that an entity is providing telecommunications does not automatically guarantee that the entity can request interconnection under 251(c).  For example, an interexchange carrier solely seeking interconnection for the provision of interexchange services cannot do so under 251(c).

Embarq admits that its exchange tariff that lists the services that Embarq sells to PSAPs entitles those services as telephone exchange communication services.  Embarq does not agree that the use of the term in the tariff is determinative and in fact may not be legally accurate.  

As stated above the primary issue is whether or not every arrangement requested by Intrado is covered under 251(c).  The Commission’s recent order with respect to Intrado’s certification distinguished between Intrado and other CLECs and noted that Intrado’s exchange activities are restricted in scope and, thus do not extend to the level of a CLEC.”  Nevertheless, Intrado wants to exercise all the rights of a CLEC, and to even go beyond those traditional rights, with respect to the proposals it has made. 

For example, the arrangements identified as Scenario 2 and 3 in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response are not covered by Section 251(c), and should be handled under a Commercial agreement.  

As to the provision of wholesale services to other carriers qualifying as telecommunications services the FCC determined that wholesale carriers can do so under 251(a) and 251(b).  The FCC has never determined that such interconnection qualifies as 251(c).


	N/A
	Embarq Issue Presented:  Whether some services proposed by Intrado do not involve telephone exchange service and/or exchange access, while others do. 



	3
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  Whether Intrado is entitled to arbitration pursuant to Section 252 of the Act.

Embarq Issue Presented:  Whether some of the services and arrangements proposed by Intrado are not governed by 251(c) and should be handled by commercial agreements that are not subject to arbitration under 252 (as asserted by Embarq).


	N/A
	Every issue raised in Intrado’s Petition flows from revisions to Embarq’s own template 251(c) interconnection agreement.   Any provisions set forth in the Embarq template interconnection agreement were therefore the subject of the Parties’ negotiations, and as such, Embarq cannot now claim that the issues raised by Intrado in its Petition with respect to those items are not subject to compulsory arbitration under Section 252.  Intrado’s position is consistent with the Fifth Circuit’s Coserv decision.  In addition, the FCC has said that any “agreement that creates an ongoing obligation pertaining to resale, number portability, dialing parity, access to rights-of-way, reciprocal compensation, interconnection, unbundled network elements, or collocation is an interconnection agreement” subject to Section 252.  Embarq’s attempts to use a commercial agreement would undermine the purpose of Sections 251 and 252 and would violate the Act’s requirements that interconnection agreements be filed with state commissions to avoid non-discrimination against third parties.


	Intrado has included services and network arrangements in its proposed interconnection agreement that are outside of Section 251(c) and thus Section 252 arbitration does not apply.  For example, the arrangements identified as  Scenario 2 and 3 described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response are not covered by Section 251(c).

Embarq has not voluntarily offered to negotiate or to arbitrate such services or network arrangements in the context of 251(c) or 252, but has offered to address such proposals in the context of commercial agreement(s).  Intrado cannot unilaterally force Embarq to negotiate and arbitrate provisions that are outside of Section 251(c). 
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	Whether the agreement should contain a definition of “End User” and what definition should be used.
	1.54

See note 

	Intrado’s definition is consistent with industry practice.  A definition is needed for conformity throughout the agreement.  The Commission has affirmed that a carrier is operating as a telecommunications carrier and entitled to interconnection when providing wholesale services or services to a select group of customers.  Entities receiving services from one of the Parties that are not deemed to be carriers are appropriately considered “End-Users.”  When a PSAP purchases service from either Embarq or Intrado, the PSAP is considered an “End-User.” 

The Parties are reviewing whether to use separate definitions for “End-User” and “Customer” and how those terms should be implemented throughout the agreement.


	Intrado’s proposed definition is too broad.  Embarq assumes that it is Intrado’s desire to capitalize every use of the term End User in the ICA.  Each usage within the ICA refers to purchasers of retail services, not purchasers of wholesale services, such as carriers.  Embarq and Intrado both sell telecommunications services to carriers.  

Given the fact that this agreement is specific to 9-1-1 Embarq recommends that the parties adopt the NENA definition of  End User as the 9-1-1 caller, which is generally what carriers understand when talking about 911 calls.  

In any event, there are several dozen references to “end user” throughout Embarq’s standard ICA, and care will need to be taken to look at every instance to ensure that any defined term(s) are appropriate for each circumstance.  Locations where the ICA refers to end user are listed in a footnote following the matrix.


	“End-User” means the individual that subscribes to (subscriber of record) and/or uses the Telecommunications Services provided by Embarq or INTRADO COMM.


	Embarq’s original proposed language:

For the purposes of this agreement “End-User” means the individual that makes the 9-1-1 call.
Embarq’s testimony in this docket has indicated a willingness to include the following additional language underlined below:

“For the purposes of this agreement “End-User” means the individual that makes the 9-1-1 call or the PSAP receiving the call for the purpose of initiating the emergency or public safety response.”

Note:  Embarq and Intrado have also discussed the possibility of using more than one defined term to distinguish between ”End Users” and some other category such as “Customers”.  



	5
	RESOLVED


	1.55
	
	
	
	

	6
	Whether audits should be performed by independent, third-party auditors.
	8.1
	Audits should be performed by independent, third-parties rather than in-house personnel because audit power can be abused.  This is consistent with industry practice.
	The parties should be able to use in-house personnel for audits.  Using third parties increases the cost of audits.  Audit provisions that do not require a third party are standard throughout the industry, and any confidentiality concerns that Intrado may have are covered by other provisions of the Agreement.  
	Each Party to this Agreement will be responsible for the accuracy and quality of its data as submitted to the other Party involved.  Subject to each Party’s reasonable security requirements and except as may be otherwise specifically provided in this Agreement, either Party, at its own expense, may perform an audit through an independent third party of the other Party’s books, records and other documents directly related to billing and invoicing once in any twelve (12) month period for the purpose of evaluating the accuracy of the other Party’s billing and invoicing.  "Audit" shall mean a comprehensive review of bills for services performed under this Agreement; "Examination" shall mean an inquiry into a specific element of or process related to bills for services performed under this Agreement.  Either Party (the “Requesting Party”) may perform one (1) Audit per twelve (12) month period commencing with the Effective Date, with the assistance of the other Party, which will not be unreasonably withheld.  The Audit period will include no more than the preceding twelve (12) month period as of the date of the Audit request.  The Requesting Party may perform Examinations, as it deems necessary, with the assistance of the other Party, which will not be unreasonably withheld.


	Each Party to this Agreement will be responsible for the accuracy and quality of its data as submitted to the other Party involved.  Subject to each Party’s reasonable security requirements and except as may be otherwise specifically provided in this Agreement, either Party, at its own expense, may audit the other Party’s books, records and other documents directly related to billing and invoicing once in any twelve (12) month period for the purpose of evaluating the accuracy of the other Party’s billing and invoicing.  "Audit" shall mean a comprehensive review of bills for services performed under this Agreement; "Examination" shall mean an inquiry into a specific element of or process related to bills for services performed under this Agreement.  Either Party (the “Requesting Party”) may perform one (1) Audit per twelve (12) month period commencing with the Effective Date, with the assistance of the other Party, which will not be unreasonably withheld.  The Audit period will include no more than the preceding twelve (12) month period as of the date of the Audit request.  The Requesting Party may perform Examinations, as it deems necessary, with the assistance of the other Party, which will not be unreasonably withheld.

	7
	RESOLVED


	12.7
	
	
	
	

	8
	RESOLVED by the Parties



	9
	Local Interconnection Arrangements (Issues 9-1 through 9-3)

	9-1
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  Whether 911 Service and E911 Service should be included in the section regarding local interconnection.

Embarq Issue Presented:  Whether Section 55.1 of the ICA should include Intrado’s proposed reference to 911 Service and E911 Service. 
	55.1


	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement. 

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.

911 Service and E911 Service calls should be included in the types of traffic to be exchanged by the Parties over local interconnection trunks.  These calls should be treated like any other telephone exchange service.  


	Embarq is willing to include the proposed language in a commercial agreement with Intrado.  However, Embarq disagrees with inclusion of the suggested additional language in the ICA as it is not applicable to Scenario 1 described in Attachment 3 to Embarq’s Response, which is the only Scenario that is subject to 251(c) negotiations.  In Scenario 1, the 911 calls will originate from Intrado customers (not carriers or PSAPs) and terminate to the PSAP served by Embarq, through the Wireline E911 Network provided by Embarq.  Calls are therefore terminated by Embarq and not Intrado.

The only time Intrado will terminate E911 calls from Embarq are in Scenarios 2 and 3, which are commercial arrangements.  


	The Parties shall reciprocally terminate Local Traffic, and IntraLATA/InterLATA toll calls, and 911 Service and E911 Service calls originating on the other Party’s network as follows:
	The Parties shall reciprocally terminate Local Traffic and IntraLATA/InterLATA toll calls originating on the other Party’s network as follows:

	9-2
	Whether one-way trunks should be used by the Parties for the interconnection of the Parties’ 911/E911 networks and E911 Tandems through inter-Selective Router trunking.
	55.1.3


	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq’s is willing to substitute the language proposed by Intrado for 55.1.3, with the modifications shown in this matrix, as a substitute for the original standard ICA language in Section 55.1.3.  

Either the original standard language of 55.1.3 or Intrado’s language, as modified by Embarq, is necessary to address Scenario 1 described in Attachment 3 to Embarq’s Response which is the only scenario subject to 251(c) negotiations.  

Embarq is also willing to include Intrado’s entire proposed Section 55.1.3 in a commercial agreement with Intrado.  However, Embarq does not agree that the ICA should include those portions of this paragraph that pertain to Scenarios 2 and 3 described in Attachment 3 to Embarq’s Response.   


	55.1.3  
One-way trunks shall be utilized for Local Interconnection of Embarq’s network to Intrado Comm’s  for the purpose of emergency call routing applications where Intrado Comm serves as the E911 Service provider and for Local Interconnection of Intrado’s network to Embarq’s Selective Routers or E911 Tandem Switches where Embarq serves as the E911 Service provider.  

	One-way trunks shall be utilized for Local Interconnection of Embarq’s network to Intrado’s Comm’s for the purpose of emergency call routing applications where Intrado services as the E911 Service provider and for Local Interconnection of Intrado’s network to Embarq’s Selective Routers or E911 Tandem Switches where Embarq serves as the E911 Service provider.

	9-3
	Same as 9-2.
	55.1.4
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary to ensure transferability across county lines and call/data transferability between PSAPs.  Intrado’s proposed language regarding inter-Selective Router trunking is intended to effectuate that interconnection as required by the Commission.

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and across county lines.  However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq believes that the Commission’s recent order with respect to Intrado’s certification is consistent with the position that Embarq has been taking all along.  Namely, Embarq has always conceded that Intrado is entitled to obtain interconnect-ion under 251.  

It is Embarq’s position that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

Embarq is willing to include the proposed language of 541.4 in a commercial agreement entered into with Intrado pursuant to 251(a).  However, Embarq disagrees with inclusion of the suggested additional language in the ICA as it is not applicable to Scenario 1 described in Attachment 3 to Embarq’s Response, which is the only Scenario that is subject to 251(c) negotiations.  

Connections between Wireline E911 Network providers is on a commercial basis (Scenario 2) and Intrado is the carrier providing service in Scenario 3 and Embarq is the requesting carrier.  Peering arrangements between E911 network providers are usually provisioned over 2-way trunks.  This arrangement is technically feasible and certainly more efficient, reducing the charges to the PSAPs, since these costs are paid for by PSAPs.  Further discussion is needed between.  In situations where Embarq has a selective router and Intrado becomes the Wireline E911 Network provider (Scenario 3) Embarq may seek router to router connectivity instead of end office to router connectivity.  Embarq is concerned that Intrado’s language is motivated based on cost and compensation rather than technical efficiency.  At this point it is unclear.


	55.1.4  Two-way trunks shall be utilized if the Parties deploy E9-1-1 inter-Selective Router/E911 Tandem trunking configurations.  These trunk configurations shall be dependent upon the Embarq E9-1-1 Selective Router capabilities.  E9-1-1 inter-Selective Router trunking shall allow the transfer of E9-1-1 calls between PSAPs subtending on each Party’s respective E9-1-1 network.

	

	10
	Point of Interconnection (Issues 10-1 through 10-3)

	10-1
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  What is the most efficient, cost-effective physical architecture arrangement to achieve the greatest benefit for consumers.

Embarq Issue Presented:  What is the appropriate Point of Interconnection between the PSTN and the Wireline E911 Network?
	55.2.1


	Intrado has the sole right to designate a single POI in the LATA at any technically feasible point on Embarq’s network, including at either the Embarq Selective Router or other mid-span meet established by the Parties at which traffic will be exchanged between the Parties.  Each Party has operational and financial responsibility for trunking facilities on its side of the POI.

Embarq’s proposed language undermines Intrado’s right to designate a single POI in the LATA because it would require Intrado to establish additional POIs.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	Embarq believes that the POI is a legitimate issue for a 251 agreement under Scenario 1 described in Attachment 3 to Embarq’s Response.  However, Embarq does not believe that the POI is a legitimate issue for Scenario’s 2, which should be the subject of a commercial arrangement.  Lastly, Embarq believes that the POI is a legitimate issue for Scenario 3, but that such arrangements should be the subject of a commercial arrangement.

Intrado is asserting a right to a single POI in the LATA that some CLEC’s have asserted in the past, but Intrado is ignoring the portion of the Commission’s recent order with respect to Intrado’s certification that states that Intrado’s exchange activities are restricted in scope and, thus, do not extend to the level of a CLEC.  There is a clear difference in the type’s of interconnections that are needed and appropriate for ordinary local traffic and those that are needed for PSAPs to provide 911 service.

The Point of Interconnection (“POI”) between Intrado and Embarq for Scenario 1 is where the Wireline E911 Network begins, which is at the selective router.  Intrado has the obligation of securing the transport facilities and providing the dedicated trunks between its switches and the selective router.  Embarq provides the facilities from the selective router to the PSAP to the emergency services provider, not Intrado.  This position is consistent with the FCC’s description of the Wireline E911 Network included above and Embarq’s experience with providing the services to CLECs for many years.

The trunks connecting Intrado’s switches and the selective router are dedicated solely to providing E911 service.  Calls are one-way, that is they are originated by Intrado’s end user customers when they dial 911 and delivered to the PSAP through the selective router.  The emergency services provider uses different facilities if it needs to perform a call back, usually making the call over the PSTN just like any other normal call.  The call back is not made over the Wireline E911 Network.

In the case of Scenario 2, which is a commercial arrangement, this is a peering arrangement where the carriers agree to connect networks, at a negotiated point.  POI regulations associated with 251(c)(2) negotiations do not apply.

In the case of Scenario 3, which should also be the subject of a commercial arrangement, the router provided by Intrado is likely to be the POI and Embarq will be responsible for getting its customer 911 calls to the router.  


	55.2.1  Point of Interconnection. INTRADO COMM must establish a minimum of one POI within each LATA, at any technically feasible point, on Embarq’s network.  In addition, INTRADO COMM shall establish additional POIs under the following circumstances:


	55.2.1  Point of Interconnection. INTRADO COMM must establish a minimum of one POI within each LATA, at any technically feasible point, on Embarq’s network.  In addition, INTRADO COMM shall establish additional POIs under the following circumstances:



	10-2
	RESOLVED .


	55.2.1(a)
	
	
	
	

	10-3
	Same as 10-1.
	55.2.1(c)


	Intrado reiterates here the positions stated for Issue 10-1 above.  Embarq’s proposed language undermines Intrado’s right to designate a single POI in the LATA because it would require Intrado to establish POIs at multiple locations.  These types of requirements have been rejected by the FCC and the Commission.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	The language that Intrado proposes to delete from 55.2.1(c) applies to CLECs that want to establish a POI with Embarq to exchange traffic, and not merely to interconnect for E911 purposes.  Intrado’s attempt to strike such valid language is inappropriate, particularly since the ICA will be subject to being adopted by other CLECs.  At a minimum, Intrado should have added their terms at the end of the section, without deleting the language from Embarq’s standard ICA.  Intrado has not provided any substantive reasons for striking the original language of 55.2.1(c).

The language proposed by Intrado in Section 55.3.1(c) pertains to Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 which are described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response.

Embarq’s would be willing to negotiate such terms as commercial arrangements, but Embarq has not and should not be required to negotiate such terms within the context of a 251(c) agreement.


	55.2.1(c) In geographic areas in which INTRADO COMM has been designated as the E911 Selective Routing provider, Embarq shall exchange 911 Service and E911 Service traffic with INTRADO COMM pursuant to Section 55.4.  INTRADO COMM must establish a POI at any Embarq end office that subtends a non-Embarq tandem.


	55.2.1(c) 
INTRADO COMM must establish a POI at any Embarq end office that subtends a non-Embarq tandem.



	11
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  What is the most efficient, cost-effective physical architecture arrangement to achieve the greatest benefit for consumers.

Embarq Issue Presented:   Does Embarq have an obligation to build out transport facilities for the sole purpose of Intrado connecting to Embarq’s Wireline E-911 Network and if so, what are the terms and conditions of such an obligation?
	55.2.4


	Intrado is entitled to request the use of a mid-span meet to effectuate its local interconnection arrangements with Embarq.  Under the law, when Intrado seeks to interconnect using a mid-span meet, each Party is required to build facilities to the mid-span meet and each carrier is required to bear the network cost on its side of the mid-span meet.  Mid-span meets are used for local interconnection arrangements and such facilities are available pursuant to the standards in Sections 251 and 252, not via access tariffs.  Embarq’s language would unlawfully limit the facilities Embarq is required to build out to reach the mid-span meet.  The FCC’s discussion of mutual benefit does not support Embarq’s “roughly balanced” language.  Each carrier is required to build to the mid-span meet even if the ILEC is required to build out facilities to reach that point.  The Commission’s rules also allow the use of a mid-span meet with each carrier bearing the network cost on its side of the POI.

Embarq utilizes mid-span meet arrangements to interconnect with adjacent ILECs to aggregate and transport 911/E911 Service traffic to the appropriate PSAP.  Intrado seeks to mirror the type of interconnection arrangements that Embarq has used with other carriers.  The FCC has determined that any arrangements between neighboring ILECs for the mutual exchange of traffic are considered technically feasible arrangements for interconnection between CLECs and ILECs.  As the FCC has recognized, new entrants like Intrado cannot effectively compete when Intrado cannot obtain interconnection on terms that are as favorable as the ILEC offers to neighboring ILECs.  The use of a mid-span meet point would also be consistent with the Commission’s requirement that adjacent 911 providers interconnect with each other to ensure call and data transferability between PSAPs and adjacent 911 systems.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	When a CLEC seeks to purchase transmission facilities for its 911 trunks from Embarq those facilities are purchased out of the access tariff under the circumstances of Scenario 1 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response,  There is no build out obligation for access.  These terms would not apply when all Intrado is seeking is access to Embarq’s 911 Control Office.

The limited obligation to build out discussed by the FCC in the First Report and Order CC 96-98 clearly talks about the mutual benefit received by the parties, which is the purpose of the phrase “roughly balanced” in Embarq’s language and the 50% build out terminology.  The exchange boundary limitation recognizes the CLECs ability to choose where it locates its switches and not gain a competitive advantage through regulatory arbitrage.  The terms offered by Embarq are in fact quite liberal.

Intrado’s proposed language essentially demands that Embarq cede control of its network and capital spending to build out transmission facilities without limitation at Intrado’s request.  Embarq does not agree that Intrado has such authority and Embarq is not wiling to grant such authority.  It is not consistent with the FCC’s discussion in the First Report and Order.

Any claims by Intrado that it is simply seeking to mirror the type of interconnection that Embarq has used with other carriers is not right, nor is it appropriate in light of the Commission’s recent order that recognizes that Intrado’s exchange activities are limited in scope and thus, do not extend to the level of a CLEC.  

Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and adjacent 911 systems. However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

The meet point arrangements that are used today for E911/911 were not established solely for that service.  Some were likely established pre-E911/911 and the addition of E911/911 trunks are incidental.  To claim that Embarq should engage in building out facilities solely for E911 traffic and that Embarq should bear the cost of doing so is totally inappropriate.  Building out such facilities solely for the emergency services network is a public policy matter that should be debated in that arena, not in an arbitration proceeding.  Embarq will not agree to build out such facilities without cost recovery from the requesting carrier or via some other emergency funding mechanism.

Under the circumstances of Scenario 2 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, a request for a mid-span meet should be commercially negotiated, and furthermore as part of the Wireline E-911 Network is usually paid for by the PSAPs.

Similarly, under the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, a request for a  mid-span meet should be commercially negotiated.  Embarq does not anticipate seeking a mid-span meet with Intrado for 911.


	55.2.4 When INTRADO COMM requests the Parties choose the Parties choose to interconnect at a mid-span meet, INTRADO COMM and Embarq will jointly provision the facilities that connect the two Parties’ networks.  Embarq will be the “controlling carrier” for purposes of MECOD guidelines, as described in the joint implementation plan.  Embarq Each Party will provide fifty percent (50%) of the facilities to the mid-span meet. or to its exchange boundary, whichever is less. The construction of new facilities for a mid-span meet is only applicable when traffic is roughly balanced.  Notwithstanding any provision in this Agreement to the contrary, when the Parties interconnect using a mid-span meet, each Party will be financially responsible for the facilities on its side of the mid-span meet and will not bill the other Party for any portion of those facilities.  


	55.2.4 When the Parties choose to interconnect at a mid-span meet, INTRADO COMM and Embarq will jointly provision the facilities that connect the two networks.  Embarq will be the “controlling carrier” for purposes of MECOD guidelines, as described in the joint implementation plan.  Embarq will provide fifty percent (50%) of the facilities or to its exchange boundary, whichever is less. The construction of new facilities for a mid-span meet is only applicable when traffic is roughly balanced.  Notwithstanding any provision in this Agreement to the contrary, when the Parties interconnect using a mid-span meet, each Party will be financially responsible for the facilities on its side of the mid-span meet and will not bill the other Party for any portion of those facilities.  

INTRADO COMM has indicated that it might be willing to accept s Embarq original language with addition of “For non-911 Service traffic” at beginning of provision.  However, Embarq cannot agree to the addition as it implies that different rules apply for 911 service traffic, which is not the case 
Also, Intrado’s proposed change to this issue once again raises questions about the scope of Intrado’s certification.  Embarq does not agree that Intrado should be allowed to arbitrate ICA terms and conditions that contemplate services and arrangements that are inconsistent with Intrado’s certificate.  Intrado should not ask Embarq to entertain negotiation proposals concerning such terms and conditions, unless Intrado is willing to add the language that was proposed by Embarq, namely:

Section 2.2.  Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the contrary, the Parties acknowledge and agree that Embarq shall only be required to provide services or facilities to INTRADO COMM pursuant to this Agreement to the extent that such services or facilities are used by INTRADO COMM in accordance with and subject to any limitations of any Commission order(s) concerning INTRADO COMM's certification to provide service(s) in Ohio, as the same may be amended from time to time 



	12
	RESOLVED      


	55.3.3.(b)
	
	
	
	

	13
	Interconnection of Embarq’s Network to Intrado Network (Issues 13-1 through 13-9)

	13-1
	Intrado Issue as Presented in Petition:  What is the most efficient, cost-effective physical architecture arrangement to achieve the greatest benefit for consumers.

Embarq Issue Presented:  Can a CLEC providing Wireline E-911 Services unilaterally dictate the interconnection arrangement and network configurations that other carriers (including ILECs) deploy to provide E-911 calling to the other carriers’ end users and are such details subject to §251(c)(2) of the Act?  
	55.4

55.4.1


	In geographic areas in which Intrado is the primary provider of 911/E911 Service, Embarq’s network must interconnect with Intrado’s network so that Embarq’s end-users located in that geographic area can complete emergency calls to the appropriate PSAP.  Similar to the arrangements Embarq uses with other 911/E911 providers, Embarq would transport its end-user’s 911/E911 calls to a mutually agreed POI on Intrado’s network, such as Intrado’s Selective Router or other mid-span meet point.

The FCC has determined that any arrangements between neighboring ILECs for the mutual exchange of traffic are considered technically feasible arrangements for interconnection between CLECs and ILECs.  As the FCC has recognized, new entrants like Intrado cannot effectively compete when Intrado cannot obtain interconnection on terms that are as favorable as the ILEC offers to neighboring ILECs.

Intrado is not asking Embarq to route the traffic for multiple PSAPs to Intrado if those PSAPs are not Intrado’s customers.  Intrado’s proposed language only requires Embarq to deliver traffic destined “to PSAPs (End-Users) served by INTRADO COMM’s Selective Routing system.”

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Intrado’s proposal to add the new provisions identified as Section 55.4 pertains to Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response.  Scenario 3 is where Intrado provides the Wireline E911 Network to the PSAP and Embarq must request interconnection in order to deliver Embarq customers 911 calls to the PSAP.   

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language, as modified, in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement.  

Embarq may seek alternate interconnections based on the individual capabilities of the specific situation.  For example, in situations where Embarq previously provided service to the PSAP Embarq may have its direct end office 911 trunks terminated to its own router and may seek a router to router connection for Embarq customers’ 911 calls.

In addition, if Embarq has an end office serving customers in a wide area, that need access to different PSAPs, Intrado’s terms would require Embarq to route the traffic for the multiple PSAPs to Intrado, some of which may not be served by Intrado.  Embarq should not be required to do this.

This topic needs to be discussed by the technical subject matter experts rather than argued in a regulatory proceeding seeking a one size fits all solution.   


	55.4
Interconnection of the Embarq Network to INTRADO COMM’s Network.
55.4.1  In geographic areas in which INTRADO COMM has been designated as the E911 Selective Routing provider, Embarq will provide end office direct trunking to INTRADO COMM’s network  for the purpose of delivery of 911 Service and E911 Service traffic from Embarq’s End-Users’ emergency calls to PSAPs (End-Users) served by INTRADO COMM’s Selective Routing system.

	55.4
Interconnection of the Embarq Network to INTRADO COMM’s Network.
55.4.1  In geographic areas in which INTRADO COMM has been designated as the E911 Selective Routing provider, Embarq will provide end office direct trunking to INTRADO COMM’s network  for the purpose of delivery of 911 Service and E911 Service traffic from Embarq’s End-Users’ emergency calls to PSAPs (End-Users) served by INTRADO COMM’s Selective Routing system where Embarq’s end office is entirely served by a single PSAP.



	13-2
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.2


	Intrado language governs how Intrado will accept traffic from Embarq in situations in which Intrado is the designated provider of 911/E911 Services in a particular area.  This is no different than Embarq’s language which requires Intrado to engineer and route its traffic to Embarq in certain ways (see 55.3.1, which requires Intrado to use certain interfaces to send traffic to Embarq).

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq is willing to include the language of 55.4.2. proposed by Intrado in the context of a commercial agreement, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement.  

Embarq has also advised Intrado that if there are multiple PSAPs, the calls may need to be switched. 

	55.4.2  Embarq may aggregate and/or transport traffic from its chosen location to the INTRADO COMM network .


	

	13-4
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.4


	Intrado has proposed new language to address Embarq’s concerns raised during the Parties’ negotiations.  Intrado reiterates here the positions stated for Issue 18-1 above.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.

NOTE:  Although Embarq has not opposed the new language proposed by Intrado in 55.4.4 that refers to Intrado’s Pricing Schedule, this does not mean that there is no dispute between the Parties concerning the amounts shown on the Pricing Schedule.  Intrado has acknowledged and agreed that Embarq shall be entitled to raise questions about such Pricing Schedule during hearing and to dispute such prices.


	The latest changes to 55.4.4 proposed by Intrado do not address Embarq’s concerns.

Intrado’s proposed Section 55.4.4 pertains to Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response.  Embarq is willing to discuss Intrado’s proposed language, with the modifications shown by Embarq on this matrix, in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement.

Furthermore, Embarq cannot agree to use Intrado’s ASR procedures until Embarq has the opportunity to review such procedures.  As of the present date, such procedures are unknown.

If Intrado wins a PSAP that Embarq once served, Embarq will have a selective router in place and direct trunks from each of its end offices to that router.  Embarq can use the selective router to aggregate that traffic and route it to Intrado without any adverse affect to the customer’s service.  Embarq cannot agree to the terms that Intrado has proposed as it will force major modifications to Embarq’s network that are unnecessary.

In addition Embarq does not agree that it should compensate Intrado for the terminations to the Selective Router.


	55.4.4  Embarq will order at mutually agreed upon rates DS1 and DS0 terminations to INTRADO COMM’s E911 network via the INTRADO COMM Access Service Request (ASR) process for each end office trunk group established for use by Embarq’s End-Users in accordance with INTRADO COMM’s Pricing Schedule attached to the Agreement.  Embarq may engineer terminations such that terminations may be aggregated in an efficient manner, but will not selectively route the end office traffic before termination to the INTRADO COMM Network, unless in accordance with split rate area exceptions noted in Section 55.4.7.

	55.4.4  Embarq will order at mutually agreed upon rates DS1 and DS0 terminations to INTRADO COMM’s E911 network via the INTRADO COMM Access Service Request (ASR) process for each end office trunk group established for use by Embarq’s End-Users.  Embarq may engineer terminations such that terminations may be aggregated in an efficient manner, but will not selectively route the end office traffic before termination to the INTRADO COMM Network, where Embarq’s end office is entirely served by a single PSAP.

NOTE  Although Embarq has not opposed the new language proposed by Intrado in 55.4.4 that refers to Intrado’s Pricing Schedule, this does not mean that there is no dispute between the Parties concerning the amounts shown on the Pricing Schedule.  Intrado has acknowledged and agreed that Embarq shall be entitled to raise questions about such Pricing Schedule during hearing and to dispute such prices.:  

	13-5
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.6


	The FCC’s rules require carriers to utilize SS7 except in limited circumstances.  Intrado has proposed revised language to indicate that Embarq is required to utilize SS7 where it has deployed that functionality.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq would be willing to include such language in a commercial agreement for purposes of Scenario 2 or Scenario 3 described in Attachment 1 to Embarq’s Response.    

Embarq’s general comments for 55.4 also apply to this subsection.  


	55.4.6
Embarq shall utilize Signaling System 7 (SS7) signaling protocol for DS0 terminations to INTRADO COMM’s network, where Embarq has SS7 deployed.


	

	13-6
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.7


	  Intrado’s language provides the most efficient and reliable way to ensure that emergency calls are routed and delivered to the appropriate public safety entity.  Embarq has the burden to demonstrate that Intrado’s request to utilize “class marking” is not technically feasible.  Embarq has not made such a demonstration.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Although Intrado has offered to delete 55.4.7 if Embarq agrees not to engage in double switching, Embarq interprets this to mean that Embarq would be prohibited from using its existing selective routers to determine which PSAP to route the end users call to.

During negotiations Intrado argued that Embarq should utilize line class codes in its end offices and multiple E911 trunk arrangements to route end users served by the same end office to different wire centers instead of using its existing selective routers.

Embarq does not use line class codes and does not believe that Intrado can dictate that we do so, incurring the cost of modifying practices, procedures, potentially systems as well as increase labor, especially when it is not the only technical solution.   Using line class codes are no more accurate than using a selective router, and Intrado has not demonstrated that Embarq’s process is any less accurate than the one proposed by Intrado.  Intrado’s argument for “class marking” is  no more persuasive than if Intrado suggested that Embarq has to abandon SS7 signaling simply because it is “technically feasible.”

Aside from Intrado’s discussion of double switching and line class codes, which are addressed above, Embarq does not have any issue with the general statement in Intrado’s proposed new Section 55.4.7 to the extent such language appears in the context of a commercial agreement, but Embarq does not agree that it would be appropriate to include this language in the context of a 251(c) agreement. 

Embarq’s general comments for 55.4 also apply to 55.4.7 and Embarq also has issues with the detailed statements proposed by Intrado in sub Section 55.4.7.1, 55.4.7.2 and 55.4.7.3. as discussed below.

	55.4.7
Embarq shall not deliver its End-Users’ 911 Service or E911 Service calls originating outside of INTRADO COMM’s E9-1-1 serving area to INTRADO COMM’s network except as noted below.  


	

	13-7
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.7.1


	 Intrado’s language provides the most efficient and reliable way to ensure that emergency calls are routed and delivered to the appropriate public safety entity.  Embarq has the burden to demonstrate that Intrado’s request to utilize “class marking” is not technically feasible.  Embarq has not made such a demonstration.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq’s general comments for 55.4 also apply to this subsection.  Intrado has not demonstrated that Embarq’s process is any less accurate than the one proposed by Intrado, even if the such a practice is “technically feasible.”.  Intrado’s argument for “class marking” is no more persuasive than if Intrado suggested that Embarq has to abandon SS7 signaling simply because it is “technically feasible.”

Embarq could agree to Intrado’s proposed 55.4.7.1, if such language is modified in the manner shown in Embarq’s column of this matrix, within the context of a commercial agreement.  The terms of 55.4.7.1 pertain to Scenario 3 as described in Attachment 1 of Embarq’s Response.

If Embarq’s wire center is served by two PSAPs and one PSAP is served by Intrado and the other PSAP is served by Embarq, Embarq will route all 911 calls to its router, segregate the traffic and forward to Intrado as appropriate.

If one PSAP is served by Intrado and the other PSAP is served by a different entity, Intrado should negotiate with the other entity regarding which one is primary and which one is secondary.  It is not Embarq’s place to step between or facilitate such arrangements.  Embarq will cooperate with each Wireline E911 Network provider as appropriate.


	55.4.7.1  Split Wire Center Call Delivery Exception – Where Embarq is technically incapable of segregating its End-User 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic associated with a Wire Center and where the Wire Center serves End-Users both within and outside of the INTRADO COMM’s network serving area, Embarq shall work cooperatively with INTRADO COMM and the affected E911 Authorities (i) to establish call routing and/or call handoff arrangements, (ii) to establish which E9-1-1 Service provider will serve as the “Primary” Selective Routing provider for direct trunking from the split Wire Center, and (iii) to establish which E91-1 service provider will serve as the “Secondary” Selective Routing provider receiving a call hand-off from the Primary Selective Routing provider.


	55.4.7.1  Split Wire Center Call Delivery Exception – Where Embarq does not segregate is technically incapable of segregating End-User 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic associated with a Wire Center and where the Wire Center serves End-Users both within and outside of the INTRADO COMM network  serving area, Embarq shall work cooperatively with INTRADO COMM, other PSAP service providers, and the affected E911 Authorities (i) to establish call routing and/or call handoff arrangements, (ii) to establish which E9-1-1 Service provider will serve as the “Primary” Selective Routing provider for direct trunking from the split Wire Center, and (iii) to establish which E91-1 service provider will serve as the “Secondary” Selective Routing provider receiving a call hand-off from the Primary Selective Routing provider

	13-8
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.7.2


	Intrado’s language provides the most efficient and reliable way to ensure that emergency calls are routed and delivered to the appropriate public safety entity.  Embarq has the burden to demonstrate that Intrado’s request to utilize “class marking” is not technically feasible.  Embarq has not made such a demonstration.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq believes that the new language proposed by Intrado in Section 55.4.7.2 is totally counter to the way the industry works today and Embarq does not agree to such language.  Embarq’s general comments for 55.4 also apply to this subsection.

Intrado is essentially saying that if Embarq makes a mistake and misroutes a 911 call to Intrado, Intrado will charge Embarq for that.  The incremental cost of handling a single call is minimal and in Embarq’s experience, Wireline E911 Providers do not charge each other for this.

To Embarq this appears as a way of shifting costs from PSAPs to subtending carriers.  


	55.4.7.2  Split Wire Center Call Delivery Cost - Embarq shall be responsible for any and all costs incurred by INTRADO COMM resulting from Embarq’s inability to segregate its End-User 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic and resulting in call hand-offs from INTRADO COMM’s network  to another E9-1-1 service provider’s network..


	

	13-9
	Same as 13-1.
	55.4.7.3


	 Intrado’s language provides the most efficient and reliable way to ensure that emergency calls are routed and delivered to the appropriate public safety entity.  Embarq has the burden to demonstrate that Intrado’s request to utilize “class marking” is not technically feasible.  Embarq has not made such a demonstration.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Lastly, with respect to Intrado’s comments on “class marking”, Intrado has not demonstrated that Embarq’s process is any less accurate than the one proposed by Intrado, even if the such a practice is “technically feasible.”  Intrado’s argument for “class marking” is no more persuasive than if Intrado suggested that Embarq has to abandon SS7 signaling simply because it is “technically feasible.  Embarq’s comments for 55.4 and 55.4.7.1 also apply to this subsection.  


	55.4.7.3
  Split Wire Center “Partially Deployed” 911 Exception – Where Embarq is technically incapable of segregating its End-User 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic associated with a specific Wire Center and where the Wire Center serves End-Users that are within INTRADO COMM’s network serving area and E911 Authorities that have not  deployed 911 Services or E911 Services, 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic for the entire End Office shall be delivered to INTRADO COMM for call delivery to the appropriate PSAP.


	55.4.7.3
  Split Wire Center “Partially Deployed” 911 Exception – Where Embarq is technically incapable of segregating does not segregate its End-User 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic associated with a specific Wire Center and where the Wire Center serves End-Users that are within INTRADO COMM’s network serving area and E911 Authorities that have not deployed 911 Services or E911 Services, 911 Service or E911 Service call traffic for the entire End Office shall be delivered to INTRADO COMM for call delivery to the appropriate PSAP.



	14
	Inter-Selective Router Trunking (Issues 14-1 through 14-4)

	14-1
	Whether the Parties should implement inter-Selective Router Trunking to allow emergency calls to be transferred between Selective Routers and PSAPs connected to those Selective Routers while retaining the critical information associated with the emergency call.
	55.5.1


	Embarq should be required to establish inter-Selective Router trunking with Intrado just as Embarq does today with other providers of 911/E911 Services.  The use of inter-Selective Router trunking ensures that the ANI and ALI associated with emergency calls is not lost during the transfer of the call between PSAPs.

This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary to ensure transferability across county lines and call/data transferability between PSAPs.  Intrado’s proposed language regarding inter-Selective Router trunking is intended to effectuate that interconnection as required by the Commission.

Intrado would be willing to utilize two-way trunks (and has modified its proposed language accordingly), but Intrado is unwilling to agree to any language that would allow Embarq to double switch its traffic prior to delivering it to Intrado’s network.  Double switching is inefficient and would unnecessarily increase costs.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	Embarq believes that these provisions may be a duplication of the inter-tandem terms proposed by Intrado at 55.1.4 above, and therefore Embarq’s comments should be read in conjunction with the positions stated previously.  

Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and across county lines. However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq believes that the Commission’s recent order with respect to Intrado’s certification is consistent with the position that Embarq has been taking all along.  Namely, Embarq has always conceded that Intrado is entitled to obtain interconnect-ion under 251.  

It is Embarq’s position that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

Embarq would be willing to negotiate the routing terms proposed by Intrado on a commercial basis, but Embarq has not and does not agree that such terms should be included in a 251(c) ICA.  Connections between Wireline E911 Network providers, as reflected in Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 which are described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, should be undertaken on a commercial basis.  Under the circumstances of Scenario 3, Intrado would be the carrier providing service in and Embarq would be the requesting carrier.


	55.5    Inter-Selective Router Trunking 

55.5.1  INTRADO COMM and Embarq may deploy bi-directional inter-SR trunking using two-way trunk configurations that will allow transfers between PSAPs subtending Embarq Selective Routers and PSAPs subtending on the INTRADO COMM Selective Routers. 


	

	14-2
	Same as 14-1.
	55.5.7


	 This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary to ensure transferability across county lines and call/data transferability between PSAPs.  Intrado’s proposed language regarding inter-Selective Router trunking is intended to effectuate that interconnection as required by the Commission.

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and across county lines. However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

It is Embarq’s position that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 55.5.7 proposed by Intrado appears to be directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 2 and potentially Scenario 3 which are described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and both of such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement.


	55.5.7  Where technically capable, each Party will establish and maintain appropriate Selective Routing database updates and/or trunk routing translations as necessary to support inter-tandem E9-1-1 PSAP call transfer capability requested by the 911 Authority.


	

	14-3
	Same as 14-1.


	55.5.9


	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary to ensure transferability across county lines and call/data transferability between PSAPs.  Intrado’s proposed language regarding inter-Selective Router trunking is intended to effectuate that interconnection as required by the Commission.

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and across county lines. However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 55.5.9 proposed by Intrado appears to be directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 2 and potentially Scenario 3 described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and both of such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement  

Embarq has concerns regarding the reference to dial plans and further discussion between the parties’ technical subject matter experts is needed.  If the 911 call is just transferred to the PSAP based on the 10 digit directory number, the resulting call could be a long distance call depending upon the configuration, resulting in additional costs.

	55.5.9  The Parties will maintain appropriate dial plans to support inter-Selective Router tandem transfer and each Party shall notify the other of changes, additions, or deletions to their respective inter-Selective Router dial plans.  


	

	14-4
	Same as 14-1.
	55.5.10
	Intrado’s language seeks to ensure that both Parties maintain their networks in accordance with industry-standards.  Intrado has revised its language to address Embarq’s concern regarding federal, state and local 911 rules.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.
	This new Section 55.5.10 proposed by Intrado appears to be directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 2 and potentially Scenario 3 which are described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and both of such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement.

	55.5.10  Each Party will be responsible for alarming and monitoring their respective originating E911 inter-Selective Routing trunks.  Each Party shall notify the other of any service outages on their respective inter-Selective Routing trunk(s), and work cooperatively to restore service in accordance with federal, state and local 911 rules.


	N/A

	15
	Whether the process for Embarq ordering services from Intrado should be included in the interconnection agreement.
	72.14

72.14.1
	 This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Embarq purchases services from Intrado.

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq’s position is that some arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).   

Embarq interprets this Section 72.14 proposed by Intrado as being relevant to Scenario 3 described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, which should be addressed under a commercial agreement and not in the context of a 251(c) ICA.  

If Embarq ever needs to order services from Intrado it will do so via the appropriate systems and processes.  Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to address such commercial arrangements in the context of a 251(c) agreement.


	72.14 INTRADO COMM Ordering Processes

72.14.1  Where Embarq is ordering interconnection to INTRADO COMM’s network , Embarq will follow INTRADO COMM’s INTRADO ordering processes as posted on the INTRADO COMM website.


	N/A

	16
	RESOLVED 

	75.1.1
	
	
	
	

	17
	Basic 911 and E911 Service (Issues 17-1 through 17-2)

	17-1
	Should the term “designated” or the term “primary” be used to indicated which Party is serving the 911 Authority


	75.2.3


	This issue will be addressed in testimony of each Party.
	This issue will be addressed in testimony of each Party.


	75.2.3 In government jurisdictions where Embarq has obligations under existing agreements as the designated provider of the 911 System to the county (Host Embarq), INTRADO COMM shall participate in the provision of the 911 System in accordance with this Agreement or applicable tariffs, as appropriate. 

	75.2.3 In government jurisdictions where Embarq has obligations under existing agreements as the primary provider of the 911 System to the county (Host Embarq), INTRADO COMM shall participate in the provision of the 911 System in accordance with this Agreement or applicable tariffs, as appropriate..  


	17-2
	Same as 17-1.
	75.2.4


	This issue will be addressed in testimony of each Party.
	This issue will be addressed in testimony of each Party.
	75.2.4  In government jurisdictions where INTRADO COMM has obligations under existing agreements as the designated provider of the 911 System to the county (Host INTRADO COMM), Embarq shall participate in the provision of the 911 System in accordance with this Agreement or applicable tariffs, as appropriate.


	75.2.4   In government jurisdictions where INTRADO COMM has obligations under existing agreements as the primary provider of the 911 System to the county (Host INTRADO COMM), Embarq shall participate in the provision of the 911 System in accordance with this Agreement or applicable tariffs, as appropriate.



	18
	Access to 911 and E911 Databases (Issues 18-1 through 18-11)

	18-1
	RESOLVED
	75.2.6(f)


	
	
	
	

	18-2
	RESOLVED

	75.2.6(g)


	
	
	
	

	18-3
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(a)
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Intrado and Embarq exchange MSAG information.  

Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language for the situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement).  The language is necessary because both Intrado and Embarq will be responsible for uploading records and managing ALI databases.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and across county lines. However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new Section 75.2.7(a) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to discuss the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement  

Embarq would not agree with any position taken by Intrado that the records are not owned by Embarq or that Intrado has the right to use those records for any purpose other than providing E911 service.


	75.2.7  Basic 911 and E911 Database Requirements in Geographic Areas where INTRADO COMM Has Been Designated as the Primary 911 Service and E911 Service Provider by the E911 Authority and Manages the 911/E911 Database
(a)  The ALI database shall be managed and exclusively owned by INTRADO COMM.  The subscriber data provided by Embarq is owned by Embarq.
	75.2.7  Basic 911 and E911 Database Requirements in Geographic Areas where INTRADO COMM Has Been Designated as the Primary 911 Service and E911 Service Provider by the E911 Authority and Manages the 911/E911 Database
(a)  The ALI database shall be managed and exclusively owned by INTRADO COMM.   The subscriber data provided by Embarq is owned by Embarq

	18-4
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(b)
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Intrado and Embarq exchange MSAG information.  Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language forthe situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement). Intrado’s language is necessary to ensure that both Parties upload data into the MSAG, including daily updates as necessary.  

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq already exchanges MSAG information with other 911 service providers to help ensure that accurate ALI (Automatic Location Information) is delivered to the PSAP, however such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 75.2.7(b) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq would agree to Intrado’s proposed 75.2.7(b) in a commercial agreement, if such language can be modified in the manner shown in Embarq’s column of this matrix.  

Embarq would further note that Intrado borrowed this new 75.2.7(b) from Embarq’s standard ICA language at 75.2.6(b), but Intrado has apparently tried to make such language more favorable to Intrado by substituting a new last sentence  for the original language which says the following:

“…and provided on diskette, or in a format suitable for use with desktop computers.”  


	(b)  To the extent allowed by the E911 Authority, and where available, INTRADO COMM shall provide an initial MSAG load and daily updates to Embarq for use in submitting MSAG valid End-User record information to INTRADO COMM.  The information shall be provided in a mutually agreed medium in a format compliant with NENA recommendations.  


	(b)  To the extent allowed by the E911 Authority, and where available, INTRADO COMM shall provide an initial MSAG load and daily updates to Embarq for use in submitting MSAG valid End-User record information to INTRADO COMM.  The information shall be provided in a mutually agreed medium in a format compliant with NENA standards.  .


	18-5
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(c)
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Intrado and Embarq exchange MSAG information.  Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language forthe situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement).  The language is necessary because both Intrado and Embarq will be responsible for uploading records and managing ALI databases.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq already exchanges MSAG information with other 911 service providers to help ensure that accurate ALI (Automatic Location Information) is delivered to the PSAP, however such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 75.2.7(c) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement  


	(c)  Embarq shall be solely responsible for providing Embarq database records to INTRADO COMM for inclusion in INTRADO COMM’s Selective Router or ALI database on a timely basis.


	

	18-6
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(d)
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Intrado and Embarq exchange MSAG information.  Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language forthe situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement).  The language is necessary because both Intrado and Embarq will be responsible for uploading records and managing ALI databases.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq already exchanges MSAG information with other 911 service providers to help ensure that accurate ALI (Automatic Location Information) is delivered to the PSAP, however such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 75.2.7(d) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, if such language can be modified in the manner shown in Embarq’s column of this matrix.  But, Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement  


	(d)  INTRADO COMM and Embarq shall arrange for the automated input and periodic updating of the E911 database information related to Embarq End-Users.  INTRADO COMM shall work cooperatively with Embarq to ensure the accuracy of the data transfer by verifying it against the MSAG.  INTRADO COMM shall accept and submit electronically transmitted files that conform to a mutually agreeable NENA format. 


	(d)  INTRADO COMM and Embarq shall arrange for the automated input and periodic updating of the E911 database information related to Embarq End-Users.  INTRADO COMM shall work cooperatively with Embarq to ensure the accuracy of the data transfer by verifying it against the MSAG.  INTRADO COMM shall accept and submit electronically transmitted files that conform to a mutually agreeable NENA format. 



	18-7
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(e)
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Intrado and Embarq exchange MSAG information.  Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language forthe situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement).  The language is necessary because both Intrado and Embarq will be responsible for uploading records and managing ALI databases.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq already exchanges MSAG information with other 911 service providers to help ensure that accurate ALI (Automatic Location Information) is delivered to the PSAP, however such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 75.2.7(e) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement  


	(e)  Embarq shall assign an E911 database coordinator charged with the responsibility of forwarding Embarq End-User end-user ALI record information or SOI to INTRADO COMM or via a third-party entity, charged with the responsibility of ALI record transfer.  Embarq assumes all responsibility for the accuracy of the data that Embarq provides to INTRADO COMM. 


	

	18-8
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(f)
	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary, and thus there may be instances in which Intrado and Embarq exchange MSAG information.  Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language forthe situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement).  This language is necessary because both Intrado and Embarq will be responsible for uploading records and managing ALI databases.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq already exchanges MSAG information with other 911 service providers to help ensure that accurate ALI (Automatic Location Information) is delivered to the PSAP, however such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.

Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 75.2.7(f) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, but Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement  


	(f)  Embarq shall provide information on new End-Users to INTRADO COMM within one (1) business day of the order completion.  INTRADO COMM shall update the database within two (2) Business Days of receiving the data from Embarq.  If INTRADO COMM detects an error in the Embarq provided data, the data shall be returned to Embarq within two (2) Business Days from when it was provided to INTRADO COMM.  Embarq shall respond to requests from INTRADO COMM to make corrections to database record errors by uploading corrected SOI records within two (2) Business Days.  Manual entry shall be allowed only in the event that the system is not functioning properly.  


	

	18-9
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.
	75.2.7(g)
	Intrado has proposed new language to address Embarq’s concerns regarding the use of the term “emergency communications” with respect to the use of private information.  Intrado’s language would permit Intrado to use information to provide certain services as permitted under current law.  This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  Intrado’s proposed language provides reciprocal language forthe situations in which Intrado is the primary 911/E911 Service provider (language addressing situations when Embarq is the primary 911/E911 Service provider is addressed in other parts of the agreement).  The language is necessary because both Intrado and Embarq will be responsible for uploading records and managing ALI databases.

Also see the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq’s position is that some of the arrangements proposed by Intrado properly fall under 251(c) while other arrangements proposed by Intrado fall under 251(a).  

This new paragraph 75.2.7(g) proposed by Intrado is directed toward the circumstances of Scenario 3 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response, and such circumstances should be addressed in a commercial agreement.  

Embarq is willing to accept the proposed language in the context of a commercial agreement with Intrado, if such language can be modified in the manner shown in Embarq’s column of this matrix.  But ,Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to include these terms in the context of a 251(c) agreement.

Embarq at this time cannot agree to the expansion of the use of private information for purposes which are not defined (“emergency communications”).  


	(g) INTRADO COMM agrees to treat all data on Embarq End-Users provided under this Agreement as confidential in accordance with CPNI rules and to use data on Embarq End-Users only for the purpose of providing E911 Services.  In accordance with CPNI rules,INTRADO COMM may also use such End-User data to provide “Emergency Services," "Emergency Notification Services," and "Emergency Support Services" as those terms are defined in the Wireless Communications and Public Safety Act of 1999..

	(g)
INTRADO COMM agrees to treat all data on Embarq End-Users provided under this Agreement as confidential and to use data on Embarq End-Users only for the purpose of providing E911 Services.



	18-10
	How the Parties will obtain access to each other’s basic 911 and E911 databases.


	75.2.7


	This language is appropriate for a Section 251(c) agreement and should be included in the Parties’ interconnection agreement.  The Commission specifically recognized that interconnection between 911 providers is necessary to ensure transferability across county lines and call/data transferability between PSAPs.  Intrado’s proposed language regarding inter-Selective Router trunking is intended to effectuate that interconnection as required by the Commission.

See the discussion under Issues 1 through 3 explaining why these types of arrangements are appropriate for a Section 251(c) interconnection agreement.


	Embarq has an existing commercial agreement with Intrado’s affiliate with respect to such database services described in Intrado’s proposed 75.2..  The existing commercial E911 Services agreement provides for updates to Embarq’s databases by Intrado’s affiliate for the provision of 911s to wireless and VoIP callers.  While the commercial agreement with Intrado’s affiliate does not provide for reciprocal treatment (i.e. Embarq providing updates to Intrado’s databases) that could easily be accomplished by modifying the terms of the commercial agreement for use by Intrado.  If needed, a separate agreement could be signed by each affiliate.  Similarly the PSAP to PSAP call transfer provisions could also be added to the commercial agreement.

The original provisions of Section 75.2.6 of Embarq’s standard ICA were intended to apply to Scenario 1 which is described in Attachment 3 of Embarq’s Response.  However, the changes proposed by Intrado contemplate the types of arrangements identified in Scenario 2 which should be accomplished using a commercial agreement.  Embarq has not and does not agree that it would be appropriate to address arrangements, other than Scenario 1, in the context of a 251(c) agreement.

Embarq has been a service provider of 911 services since its inception and has partnered with many other 911 Service Providers to ensure proper and accurate delivery of 911 calls between PSAPs and across county lines. However, such arrangements have not been accomplished using a 251(c) ICA as demanded by Intrado.


	The Parties shall load pANI Shell Records and update ALI steering tables in both the Embarq and INTRADO COMM ALI databases to support PSAP-to-PSAP call transfer with ALI for dynamic ALI type calls (e.g. wireless and nomadic VoIP calls).


	

	18-11
	RESOLVED 


	75.2.8
	
	
	
	

	19
	What Embarq will charge Intrado for interconnection and UNEs.
	Table One

Table Two
	Embarq has recently provided pricing information to Intrado for review.  Intrado is preparing pricing information to provide to Embarq.


	Embarq proposes to charge its standard rates for the provision of services governed by Section 251(c).  Prices for other services should be negotiated as commercial arrangements or as set forth in tariffs.


	N/A
	N/A

	20
	 RESOLVED


	
	
	
	
	


�  	The relevant sections are:  Whereas Clause 1, 1.15, 1.19.1, 1.33, 1.37, 1.38, 1.40, 1.58, 1.59, 1.60, 1.61, 1.69, 1.72, 1.78, 1.87, 1.102, 1.126, 1.128, 1.129, 3.1, 6.2, 11.2, 11.3, 11.8, 12.1, 13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 15.8, 27.2.1, 27.4.1, 35.1, 35.1.2, 35.1.4, 35.1.5, 35.1.6, 38.1, 39.1.1, 39.1.2, 39.1.3, 39.1.5, , 39.1.6, 39.1.7, 39.1.9, 39.1.10, 41.1, 41.3 ,41.4.3, 42.1, 44.1, 44.2, 44.4, 45.2.4, 45.3.1, 45.4.3, 45.8.4, 45.12.1, 45.12.2, 46.3, 46.4, 46.7, 50.2, 50.3, 53.2, 53.5.1, 53.5.3, 54.1.1(a), 54.2.1(a), 54.4, 56.4, 57.4, 63.2, 63.3.2, 66.1, 66.2, 67.1, 67.2, 68.3, 69.1.1, 69.1.2, 70.2, 71.1.1, 71.1.2, 71.1.3, 71.2.1, 72.2.3, 72.5.1, 72.5.3, 72.6.1, 72.6.2, 72.6.3, 72.5.6, 72.11.2, 72.12.1, 73.1, 73.2.3, 73.3.1, 73.5.4, 73.7.1, 73.8.1.2, 74.4, 74.6, 75.2.2, 75.3, 75.3.3, 75.3.4, 75.3.5, 75.3.6, 75.3.8,75.3.10, 75.4.2, 75.4.3, 75.4.4, 75.5.1, 75.5.2, 78.6, 85.5, 91.6, and 94.2.
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