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47 USC’S 253

§ 253. Removal of barriers to entry

(a) in general. No State or local statute or regulation, or other State or local legal requirement, may prohibit or have the
effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service.

(b) State regulatory authority. Nothing in this section shall affect the ability of a State to impose, on a competitively
neutral basis and consistent with section 254 [47 USC’S § 254], requirements necessary to preserve and advance univer
sal service, protect the public safety and welfare, ensure the continued quality of telecommunications services, and safe
guard the rights of consumers.

(c) State and local government authority. Nothing in this sçction affects the authority of a State or local government to
manage the public rights-of-way or to i’equire fair and reasonable compensation from telecommunications providers, on
a competitively neutral and nondiscriminatory basis, for use of public rights-of-way on a nondiscriminatory basis, if the
compensation required is publicly disclosed by such government.

(d) Preemption. If~ after notice and an opportunity for public comment, the Commission determines that a State or local
government has permitted or imposed any statute, regulation, or legal requirement that violates subsection (a) or (b), the
Commission shall preempt the enforcement of such statute, regulatiou, or legal requirement to the extent necessary to
correct such violation or inconsistency.

(a) Commercial mobile service providers, Nothing in this section shall affect the application of section 332(c)(3) [47
USC’S § 332(’c,~(3,~] to commercial mobile service providers.

(f1 Rural markets. It shall not be a violation of this section for a State to require a telecommunications carrier that seeks
to provide telephone exchange service or exchange access in a service area served by a rural telephone company to meet
the requirements in section 2 14(e)(1) [47 USC’S §‘ 214(’e)(7,)] for designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier
for that area before being permitted to provide such service. This subsection shall not apply-

(1) to a service area served by a rural telephone company that has obtained an exemption, suspension, or modification
of section 251 (c)(4) [47 USC’S § 251 (c,’(’4,)] that effectiv~ly prevents a competitor from meeting the requirements of sec
tion 214(e)(i) [47 USC’S,~’2J4fr~’1,)]; and

(2) to a provider of commercial mobile services.
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STATE OF VERMONT
PUBLiC SERVICE BOARD

CPG No. 9l9~~CR

Petition of Bellerud Communications, LLC, for a )
certificate of public good to operate as a provider of )
telecommunications services in Vermont, including )
service to the local exchange )

Order entered: 3)31/2010

I. INrRoDucTIoN

Bellerud Communications, LLC (“Bellerud” or the “Company”), requests issuance of a

certificate ofpublic good (“CPG’), pursuant to 30 V.S,A. § 231, to provide intrastate

telecommunications service in Vermont, including service to the local exchange. In this Order,

the Vermont Public Service Board (“Board”) concludes that Bellerud should be issued a CPG as

requested to allow the Company to begin operating as a telecommunications carrier within the

state.

IL PROCEDURAL BISTORY

On March 10, 2010, Bellerud, pursuant to 30 V.S.A. § 231 and the rules and regulations

of the Board, filed a Telecommunications Provider Registration Form (‘Registration Form”) and

the required accompanying documentation, seeking a CPG to offer resold local exchange and

resold interexohange telecommunications services in the State of Vermont. On March 24, 2010,

the Vermont Department of Public Service (Department”) filed a letter with the Board in which

it recommended that a CPG be granted without the need for investigation or hearings. The Board

has reviewed the petition and accompanying documents and agrees that a CPG should be issued

without hearing. As a result, newspaper publication is not required prior to issuance of the CPG.

30 V,S.A. §~ 102(a), 23 1(a).

Based upon the Registration Form and accompanying documents, the Board makes the

following findings.
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1. Belicrud has all the necessary authority to transact business in Vermont, Bellerud is

incorporated in Texas and was panted a Certificate of Organization by the Vermont Secretary of

State effective January 13, 2010. Registration Form at Exhibit Ci.

2. Bellerud proposes to provide resold local exchange and interexchange

telecommunications services throughout Vermont. Registration Form at 4.

3. Bellerud is currently registered to provide telecommunications services in the states of

Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Indiana, South Carolina and Tennessee. Registration Form at 4.

4. Bellerud has provided the necessary documentation regarding management structure

and financial information. Registration Form at Exhibits C2 and C3.

5. Bellerud has not filed for bankruptcy and has never been the subject of an

investigation by a state or federal authority. Registration Form at 4.

IV. DISCUSSION

Sections 102 and 231 of Title 30, V.S.A,, require that a CPG be issued before a company

can offer telephone service to the public in Vermont. Such entry regulation statutes were

traditionally designed for two purposes. The first is to protect consumers against incompetent or

dishonest businesses, The second was to protect existing providers by limiting or eliminating

their competitors. See, ~ Docket No. 5012, Petition of Burlington Telephone Company, Order

of 5/27/86.

The first rationale fur entry regulation — “consumer protection”— remains one of the

~oard’s policy objectives. Having reviewed the petition of Bellerud and all related materials, the

Board concludes that the evidence does not demonstrate that the technical, managerial and

financial resources are inadequate. When combined with alternatives available in a competitive

marketplace and recognizing that consumers are free to use another competitor’s services with

minimal transaction cost, we conclude that concerns for consumer protection have been

sufficiently addressed. Concerns for consumer protection are, therefore, not cause for rejection

of Bellerud’s petition nor do they warrant an investigation at this time.

The second — or ‘franchise protection— rationale was rejected by the Board, after careful

consideration in Docket No. 4946. In that Docket’s Order of February 21, 1986, the Board

concluded that, despite all its dangers and inherent drawbacks, the public benefits of competition
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outweigl’~ed any flaws, and that competition should be permitted ~n Vermont’s markets for

message telephone service and other communications services.

Vermont policy, established by the Board and enunciated through the State

Telecommunications Plan (“Plan’) (adopted by the Department), has firmly supported opening

the local exchange market to competition. This policy has been reaffirmed by the Board in

Docket 5713, the Board’s investigation into competition in the teleconununications arena au~d

Docket 5909, in which the Board authorized 1-lyperion Telecommunications of Vermont, Inc.

(“Hyperion”) to provide local exchange competition.1

The Board’s support for competitive entry is consistent with the state’s

telecommunications policies as set out in the State Telecommunications Plan. That Plan clearly

states that competition is the preferred strategy to achieve Vermont’s goals of’ reasonable price,

availability and high quality of service provided that there is adequate assurance that the needs of

all consumers will be met. The Plan also encourages the Board to create a “framework to

facilitate competition, while assuring affordable basic service rates, high quality of service,

consumer protection, and universal service via interconnection agreements and Docket No, 5713

investigation and decisions.”2 The Board has moved to establish such a framework in various

rulings over the last several years.

Federal law also applies to the broader questions of competitive entry~ Under Section

253(a) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act’) which amended the Communications Act

of 1934, states may not “prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to

provide any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service.” States retain authority,

however, to:

impose, on a competitively neutral ba~i~ and consistent with Section 254
[47 U.S.C.A, § 254], requirements necessary to preserve and advance
universal service, protect the public safety and welfare, ensure the
continued quality of telecommunications services, and safeguard the
rights of consumers,3

1 1)oekot 5713, Order of 5/29/96 at 3 (later stages ofthot. proceeding will ftrther define the fi’amework for
telecommunications competition within the state); Pocket 5909, Order of 1/14/97,

2, Vermont Telecqmmunicatior~s Plan (dated December 1996) at iii,

3. 47 U.S.C,A. § 253(b).
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Thus, federal law makes clear that states cannot bar competitive entry, State commissions may

still require new service providers to obtain franchises (or, in Vermont, CPGs), although they

may not use that authority to prohibit all competitive entry,4 Vermont also may continue to

impose competitively neutral conditions to achieve the purposes enunciated in Section 2~3(b).

Pursuant to Board Rule 7,500, non-dominant telecommunications carriers, including

Bellerud, are no longer required to file tariffs with the Board. However, all carriers should

familiarize themselves with the consumer protection provisions contained in Board Rule 7.600.

In particular, Carriers intending to provide operator services should review the rules governing

provision of these services in section 7.609(0) of the rules.

Additionally, the Company should be aware of the Boards policy in connection with the

provision of prepaid calling card service. The Board has imposed such a requirement on new

entrants into the Vermont market that provide debit prepaid calling card services. See C.P.G. No.

145, Order of 7/13/94, and C.P.G. No. 146, Order of 8/17/94. As we noted in our Orders in

C.P.G. Nos. 145 and 146, the public utilities commissions of several states have expressed

concern about the potential risks to consumers associated with payment in advance of receipt of

service, and we have the same concern,5 Consequently, we ordered World Telecom Group and

Quest Telecommunications Inc. to post a bond, payable to the Board, in an amount equal to their

projected Vermont intrastate revenues for the first 12 months of operation. We also stated that

we would examine the issue of whether this requirement should be instituted on an industry-wide

basis in our informal rulemaking proceeding,

We make a distinction, however, between new entrants into the Vermont market that

provide only debit card service, and long-term participants that offer a multitude of services and

that simply seek to add debit card service to their choice of service offerings. For this latter

group, we do not impose a bond requirement, on the theory that the provider is already

4. In tI!e Matter of’ Classic Telephone, Inc., Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC CCBPoI 96~l0 at paragraph
28 (October 1, 1996).

5. In this regard, we note that the DPS has asked several other prospective providers of debit cards to comply with
more thap 30 separate suggested requirements designed to protect consumers, ~~ C.P,G, ~I156, Petition of
IDBWorldCorn Services, Inc., Letter from DPS to JOB WorldCom Services, Inc. dated May 26, 1994. In its letter
to 1DB WorldCoin, the OPS states that its suggested requirements are “merely a guideline so certain cQnsumer
protection concerns” and are not required by the Public Service Board. Id. at 3. We confirm that we have not
endorsed the requirements suggested by the DPS. However, we will review the DPS’ proposed requirements and, if
appropriate, may consider including somo of them in our draft rules.
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established in Vermont, offers several services that are provided on an on-going basis, and would

be unlikely to “take the money and run”

Since we do not know how much of its business will be devoted to prepaid calling card

services, we conclude that the most sensible approach is to inform the Company that should it

decide to include the provision of debit cards among its service offerings, it will be required to

post a bond, payable to the Board, in an amount equal to its projected Vermont intrastate

revenues from its prepaid calling card services, for the first 12 months of operation. This

approach will be fair to the Company, fair to the public, and consistent with the theory that

underlies the Board’s treatment of other telecommunications providers offering debit card

services.

V. O~ui~

IT Is I-IEREPY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Public Service Board of the

State of Vermont that;

1. Based on the above findings, discussion and conclusion, the provision of intrastate

telecommunications services by Bellerud Communications, LLC (‘Bellerud”), including service

to the local exchange, will promote the general good of the State of Vermont, pursuant to th~

provisions of 30 V.S.A. § 231. A certificate of public good (“CPG”) shall be issued to that

effect, subject to the conditions contained in the CPG.

2, If Bellerud at any timç in the future proposes to offer operator services, it shall be

required to comply with Board Rule 7.609(G).

3. If Bellerud at any time in the future proposes to offer prepaid calling card services, it

shall post a bond, payable to the Board, in an amount equivalent to its projected intrastate

reventles from its prepaid calling card service for the first twelve (12) months of operation,

4, Bellerud intends to conduct business in the State of Vermont under the name Bellerud

Communications, LLC, and has filed appropriate documents with the Secretary of State. If

Bellerud intends to do business in the State of Vermont under a name other than the name in use

on the date of this Order, it shall file a notice of the new trade name with the Clerk ~f the Board
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and the Vermont Department of Public Service at least 15 days prior to commencing business

under the new trade name.6

Dated at Montpeiier, Vennont, this - 31a day of March

s/James Volz
)
)

~
)
)

~LT~” IBwke_J

1kJBLJC SERVICE

BoA~

OF VERMONT

OFFICE OF THE CLERK

Vij~m: March 31, 2010

ATTEsT: s/Susan M. Hudson
Cleric of the Board

Notice tt~ Readers; This ~1ecision is subject to ravision of frehnical errors, Readers are requested to nolifj
the Clerk of the Board (by a-mall, telephone. or in writing) of tiny apparent errors, In order thqt a~y necessary
corrections may be made. (E-mail address: psb.clerlc~state.vt.us)

Appeal of this decision to the Supreme Court of Vermont must be filed with the Clerk of the Board within
thirty days, Appeal will not stay the eJfi~ct of this Order, absentfurther Order by this Board or appropriate action
by the Supreme Court of Vermont. Motions for reconsideration or stay, if any, must bejiled wit/i the Clerk oft/ic
Board within ten days of the date of this decision and order,

6. For a corporate name change, see I V,S.A. § 4,01 and 30 V,S.A. § 231. Petitioner may wish to contact the
Clerk ot’th~ Board t’or assistance,

2010,
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Title 30: Public Service

Chapter 5: POWERS AND DUTIES OF DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SER VICE

30 V.S.A. § 231. Certificate of public good; abandonment of service; hearing

§ 231. Certificate of public good; abandonment of service; hearing

(a) A person, partnership, unincorporated association, or previously incorporated association,
which desires to own or operate a business over which the public service board has
jurisdiction under the provisions of this chapter shall first petition the board to determine
whether the operation of such business will promote the general good of the state, and shall at
that time file a copy of any such petition with the department. The department, within 12 days,
shall review the petition and file a recommendation regarding the petition in the same manner
as is set forth in subsection 225(b) of this title. Such recommendation shall set forth reasons
why the petition shall be accepted without hearing or shall request that a hearing on the
petition be scheduled. If the department requests a hearing on the petition, or, if the board
deems a hearing necessary, it shall appoint a time and place in the county where the proposed
corporation is to have its principal office for hearing the petition, and shall make an order for
the publication of the substance thereof and the time and place of hearing two weeks
successively in a newspaper of general circulation in the county to be served by the petitioner,
the last publication to be at least seven days before the day appointed for the hearing. The
director for public advocacy shall represent the public at such hearing. If the board finds that
the operation of such business will promote the general good of the state, it shall give such
person, partnership, unincorporated association or previously incorporated association a
certificate of public good specifying the business and territory to be served by such
petitioners. For good cause, after opportunity for hearing, the board may amend or revoke any
certificate awarded under the provisions of this section. If any such certificate is revoked, the
person, partnership, unincorporated association, or previously incorporated association shall
no longer have authority to conduct any business which is subject to the jurisdiction of the
board whether or not regulation thereunder has been reduced or suspended, under section
226a or 227a of this title.

(b) A company subject to the general supervision of the public service board under section
203 of this title may not abandon or curtail any service subject to the jurisdiction of the board
or abandon all or any part of its facilities if it would in doing so effect the abandonment,
curtailment or impairment of the service, without first obtaining approval of the public service
board, after notice and opportunity for hearing, and upon finding by the board that the
abandonment or curtailment is consistent with the public interest; provided, however, this
section shall not apply to disconnection of service pursuant to valid tariffs or to rules adopted
under section 209(b) and (c) of this title. (Amended 1959, No. 329 (Adj. Sess,), § 3 9(b), eff.
March 1, 1961; 1975, No. 212 (Adj. Sess.), § 2; 1979, No, 204 (Adj. Sess.), § 34, eff’. Feb. 1,
1981; 1987, No. 87, § 8; 1995, No. 99 (Adj. Sess.), § 9; 1999, No. 157 (Adj. Sess.), § 10.)

Ipir ~t~t~’ ‘cit /et~’ciutpv/fn1lQpr.t~r’cn~ i1/’Y~I)fl1 fl
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Chapter 280: PROVISION OF COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

SUMMARY This Chapter, adopted pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. §~ 104, 111,301, 1301, 2102,
2105, 2110, 7101, 7101-B, 7104-A, and 7303, establishes economically efficient and equitable
access charges for- the provision of competitive services; and describes the process for intrastate
competitive telecommunications carriers to obtain authority from the Commission to provide
service.
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STATE OF MAINE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

CHAPTER 280

COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

§ I PURPOSE

The purposes of this Chapter are to establish economically efficient and equitable access
charges for the provision of competitive-services and to describe the process for intrastate
competitive telecommunications carriers to obtain authority from the Commission to provide
service.

§2 DEFINITIONS

A. Access Charges, ‘Access charges” and ‘access rates” are those charges and rates,
required by section 8 of this Chapter, that an intere~change carrier (defined herein)
must pay in order to provide intrastate interexchange service in Maine.

B. Common Line; Common Line Costs. A “common line” is a facility that carries
te1~cornmunications between a local switch and a customer premises. The common
line is also known as a “loop,” and, for local exchange purposes, a “link.” Common
lines may carry intrastate local exchange, intrastate interexehange and jnterstate
communications. Common line costs are subject to recovery as provided in section
8(C).

C. Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC), A competitive local exchange
carrier” (CLEC) is any local exchange carrier (LEC) (defined herein) that is not an
incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) (defined herein).

0. Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC), “Incumbent local exchange carrier”
(ILEC) means a local exchange carrier (defined herein) or its successor that provided
local exchange service in a defined service territory in Maine on February 8, 1996. A
local exchange carrier that is defined as an 1LEC pursuant to this subsection shall not
he considered to be an ILEC in any area to which it expands its service after February
8, 1996, and in which another ILEC or competitive local exchange carrier (CLEC)
was providing service on the date of that expansion, unless it is found to be an ILEC
by this Commission or by the Federal Communications Commission pursuant to 47
U.S.C. § 252(h)(2) provider a~ defined by federal law.
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E. Intercxehange Access. “Interexohange access” and “interexohange access service&’
refer to the access services provided by local exchange carriers and used by
interexchange carriers for the carriage of intrastate interexchange traffic. The pricing
for interexehange access services is governed by section 8 of this Chapter.

F, Interexehange Carrier (IXC). An “interexehange carrier’ (JXC) is any person,
association, corporation, or other entity that provides intrastate interexchange
telecommunications services, including a local exchange carrier ~LEC), whether or
not that entity is a public utility. An interexchange carrier includes an entity that
provides services using facilities that it owns, leases, controls, operates or manages,
including leased private lines or special access facilities, and an entity that resells
switched services provided by other carriers. An IXC does not include a commercial
mobile radio service (CMRS) provider as defined by federal law,

G. Interexchange Communications or Traffic; Interexchange Service. For the
purposes of this Chapter, “interexchange communications” or “interexchange traffic”
are any switched or private line telecommunications between telephone exchanges or
wire centers, except that switched traffic between points having local calling with
one another (extended area service or EAS) under local, exchange carrier’s schedule
approved by the Commission is not considered “interexohange.” The provision of
facilities or services for the carriage of interexchange ti’affic is an “interexchange
service.”

H. Intrastate. “Intrastate” as used in this chapter refers to the provision or carriage of an
“intrastate communication” (as defined in this section), or to a carrier or service that
provides intrastate communications.

Intrastate Communication or Telecommunication. An intrastate communication”
or ‘intrastate telecommunication” is a telecommunication that is functionally
intrastate, with points of origination and termination within Maine, regardless of the
actual routing of the communication, In the case of mobile telecommunications
services, the points of origination and termination of the communication shall be
assumed to be the antenna locations at which th~ carrier acquires and passes on the
end user’s signal, unless the actual location of the çnd user can be determined.

J. Local Exchange Carrier (LEC) . A “local exchange carrier” (LEC) is a telephone
utility, as defined by 35-A M.R.S.A. § 102(19), that provides telephone exchange
service or interexchange access service within a telephone exchange pursuant to
authority granted by or under Private and Special Law of the State of Maine; or
Public Law 1895, oh. 103, § 103 or subsequent codification’s thereof; or 35~A
M.R.S.A. § 2102, or prior codification’s thereof; LECs include incumbent local
exchange carriers (ILECS) (defined herein) and competitive local exchange carriers
(CLECS) (defined herein), and local resellers (defined herein), A local exchange
carrier does not include a commercial mobile radio service (CIvil~S)



___ MCRe~yAppenHx,Page15~4Ø~~7

K. Operator Services. “Operator services” are services performed by a live operator or
by electronic means to obtain billing and other information for telephone calls not
billed automatically to the telephone line from which the call is originated.
Telephone calls that use operator services include, but are not limited to, credit or
calling card calls, debit card calls collect calls, calls billed to a third number, and
person-to-person calls. Information that is collected by an operator service includes,
but is not limited to, a calling or credit card number, a debit card number, the name
of the caller and a third-party billing number.

L. Resale And Sharing. “Resale” is the acquisition by a telecommunications carrier of
a service authorized by the Commission from an authorized telephone utility, or from
an entity that by law does not require authority, and the subsequent sale of that
service, in a technically unaltered form, with or without a different price structure, to
end-users. If the carrier uses the acquired service together with its customers, tho
resale is termed “sharing.”

M. Telecommunications Carrier. A “telecommunications carrier” is any person,
association, corporation, or other entity that provides intrastate telecommunications
services, whether or not that entity is a public utility. Telecommunications carrier
include all interexchange carriers (IXPS) (defined herein) and all local exchange
carriers (LECS) (defined herein).

§ 3 APPLICABILITY

A. General Applicability. This Chapter applies to the provision of all interexchange
and local competitive telecommunications services, except as provided in subsection
B,

B. Exception: Inapplicability to Pay Telephone Service Providers. Nothing in this
Chapter will apply to the certification or provision of local service by pay telephone
service providers, which are governed by Chapter 250 of the Commissions rules, 65-
407 C~M,R. 250.

C. Exception: Inapplicability to CMRS Providers for Intrastate rrrarnc Within a
Single MTA. This Chapter shall not apply to Commercial Mobile Radio Service
(CMRS) providers, as defined by Federal law, to the extent their intrastate Maine
traffic is contained entirely within a single Major Trading Area (MTA), as
established by Federal Communications Commission regulation.
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§ 4 APPROVAL REQUIRED

A. Public Convenience and Necessity; Required Findings. No telecommunications
carrier that is a telephone utility, as defined by 35-A M.R.S.A. § 102(19), shall
provide competitive local exchange or interexehange telecommunications service in
or to a municipality in which another telephone utility is furnishing or is authorized
to provide telephone service unless the Commission has first approved the furnishing
of that service pursuant to 35-A M.R,S.A. §* 2102 and 2105 by making a declaration
that the public convenience and necessity require an additional public utility.
Approval to provide any service shall not be issued unless the applicant has presented
sufficient evidence for the Commission to make the following findings:

(1) The applicant has adequate financial ability and willingness to cover any
customer advances and deposits; and to pay intrastate access charges and
interconnection charges on all intrastate telecommunications services;

(2) The applicant (other than a interexohange carrier that is a reseller or A local
exchange carrier that provides service solely through resale of local service
purchased from a wholesale schedule of another LEO) has the technical
ability to measure and record intrastate traffic information and billing
amounts that may be necessary for the calculation of access and
interconnection charges; and

(3) The applicant is willing and able to comply with State law and Public
Utilities Commission rules, including, but not limited to, this Chapter.

B. Approval for Additional Service or Service Area. A telephone utility that is
authorized to provide either interexohange service or local exchange service and that
desires to provide the other service or to extend either service to additional areas
shall obtain further approval pursuant to 35-A M,R.S.A. § 2102, but does not need to
provide the information required by this section unless the information supplied
previously has changed since the time of the any earlier application. Any further
application shall provide a reference by dockçt number to a prior application.

C. Contents of Application. Any application for approval pursuant to 35-A M,R,S.A,
§ 2102 to operate as a telephone utility and to provide competitive
telecommunications services shall contain the following information, as applicable,
except to the extent a waiver is granted pursuant to section 14:

(1) Name of the applicant and any names under which the applicant does
business (d/b/a’s).
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(2) Address of the principal office of the applicant.

(3) Stat~ (s) under which the applicant is organized and form of organization
(corporation, partnership, association, firm, individual, etc.), including the
date of organization.

(4) A statement that the applicant, if it i~ a corporation, is organIzed under the
laws of the State of Maine; or, if it is a foreign corporation, evidence that it is
authorized to do business in Maine pursuant to 13-A M.R.S.A. § 1201 et seq.
and the name and address of the corporation’s registered office and agent in
Maine, as required by 13~.A M.R.S.A. § 1212.

(5) Names and addresses of the officers and directors of the applicant.

(6) Names and addresses of any affiliated interests of the applicant, as defined by
35-A M.R.S.A. § 707(1), that are public utilities in Maine, as defined by 35-
A M,R.S,A. § 102(13), or that own more than 10% of the applicant.

(7) A statement of whether the applicant is applying for authority to oftbr local
service, interexehange service, or both, and the geographic areas for which
the applicant seeks to obtain authority to serve. The application may
designate those geographic area(s) by political boundaries or by the service
areas of incumbent local exchange carriers or other areas specifically
designated by th~ applicant.

(8) A proposed initial schedule setting forth rates and terms and conditions of the
proposed services, or an explanation of why a proposed initial schedule is not
included.

(9) Name(s), address and telephone number(s) of the person(s) whom the
Commission should contact in regard to the proposed rate schedule and terms
and conditions required by paragraph 8 and for future filings following the
granting of authority.

(10) Name(s), address and telephone number(s) of the person(s) whom the
Commission should contact in regard to complaints by consumers.

(II) Name(s), address and telephone number(s) that customers of the applicant
~hou1d contact for inquiries about service, rates and bills.
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(12) A statement that the applicant is willing and able to comply with this
Commission’s rules, including this Chapter.

(13) A statement whether the applicant presently or within the past ~ years has, to
its knowledge, been the subject of an investigation (not including the initial
application to provide service) by a state or federal regulatory authority, and,
if so, a copy of the final order or settlement if the proceeding has concluded,
or a copy of the notice of investigation and any interim orders if the
proceeding is pending.

(14) A statement whether the applicant proposes to offer operator services (as
defined in section 2(K) and, if so, a reference to the pages of the applicant’s
proposed rate schedule at which the proposed operator service rates are
located.

(15) A statement of th~ means of access (feature group, special access, etc.) that
the applicant intends to use for the provision of intrastate service in Maine;
the location of any points of presence (POPS) at which that access is or is
intended to be obtained and the local exchange carrier(s) from which it will
be obtained; and a description of the means ~he applicant will use to identify
its traffic as intrastate or interstate for the purpose of any intrastate billing
reporting requirement required by this Chapter or the access administrator,

§ 5 AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES AN1) FACILITIES

A. Requests, Any person may make a bonafide request to a local exchange carrier
(LEC) for a specific service, using the LEC’s network not available in the requester’s
area or for access to its network, facilities. The request shall specify particular
locations, times, and quantities desired by the requester. A request that is made to
managerial, marketing or business office personnel shall constitute a bona fide
request if it complies with the requirements of this subsection.

B. Responses. the local exchange carrier shall respond to a bona fide request, Responses
shall take one of the following forms:

(1) Request Satisfied, The request will be considered satisfied if within 2
months of the request the telecommunications local exchange carrier has
provided the requested service or facilities, or has agreed to provide it within
3 months of the request pursuant to special contract or rate schedules
approved by the Commission,
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(2) Request Not Satlsfled. WIthin 2 nwnths after receipt of a request for service
or facilities if the local exchange carrier has not provided the requested
service or facilities, and has determined that it will not provide it, or will not
seek Commission approval of schedules or contracts governing such
provision, it shall notif~’ the Commission and the requester in accordance
with the requirements in subsection C(l) below,

(3) flisposition of Request Not Resolved. Within 2 months after receipt of a
request for service or facilities or if the local exchange carrier has not
determined whether the requested service or facilities will be provided, it
shall notify the Commission and the requester in accordance with the
requirements of subsection C(2) below.

C. Notification Requirements.

(1) Request Not Satisfied. Notification required to be made in subsection B(2)
above shall contain th~ following information:

(a) Identification of the person or other entity making the request;

(b) The date on which the request was made and/or received, and any
date(s) on which the service or provision of facilities was requested to
be effective;

(c) Any determination made by the local exchange carrier as tothe bona
fide nature of the request;

(d) The specific reason (s) that the requested service or facilities oannot
or will not be provided, or reason (s) that the local exchange carrier’s
existing schedules, operating practice, contract(s), or corporate policy
should not be changed to accommodate the request within the time
requested or within 3 months after receipt of the request; and

(e) A report of any offer made by the local exchange carrier to the
requester to furnish a similar or substitute service or facilities and the
disposition of that offer.

(2) Disposition of Request Not Resolved, The notification which is required to
be made in subsection B(3) above shall contain the following information:

(a) The identification of the person or other entity making the request;
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(b) The date on which the request was madc and/or received, and any
date(s) on which the service or provision of facilities was requested to
be effective;

(e) A description of any preliminary findings made with respect to
provision of the requested service or facilities and

(d) The anticipated date on which a determination as to the provision of
service or facilities will be made,

(3) Filing of Responses. Notification required to be made under this subsection
must be filed with the Commission within 2 months after receipt of the
request. A copy of the notification must be provided to the requester.

D. Commission Review. A request may obtain review of an local exchange carrier’s
refusal to provide a requested service or facility pursuant to section 15 of this
Chapter.

§ 6 PROVISION OF FACILITIES BY LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIERS TO OTHER
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS.

A. General Obligation of LECS. Upon request by an interexchange carrier, a local
exchange carrier LEC shall provide access services and facilities in those areas where
it provides service and where that provision is technically feasible, by using its own
facilities or by obtaining them from another telecommunications carrier. Access
facilities should be provided in a timely manner and in a quantity sufficient to
accommodate the traffic expected to be generated by the interexchange carrier.

B. Excessive Traffic.

1. Limitation or Dolay~ If the provision of the access services or facilities will
cause substantial concentration, redirection, or other change to traffic
volumes carried on the public switched network that may result in a
degradation of service to the LEC’s other customers, the LEC shall apply to
the Commission for a waiver of these provisions to allow it to terminate,
limit, or delay temporarily the provision of service to the requesting
interexchange carrier until sufficient facilities can be made available.

2. Capital Additions; Payment. If an interexohange carrier wishes to offer
competitive services from an exchange which has Extended Area Service
(EAS) calling to another exchange, it must obtain Feature Group D (FGD)
type access from the affected local exchange carrier(s) at each of the
exchanges in which the IXC competitive telecommunications services are to
be provided. If FGO is unavailable, the IXC shall pay the affected local
exchange carrier all the capital and other costs it incurs that are reasonably
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necessary to ensure that the access provided to the competitive carrier will
not significantly degrade the service to the affected local exchange carrierts
own end-users. A reasonable portion of those costs shall he collected in the
form of an installation charge to the IXC at the time the capital additions are
required.

§ 7 UNAUTHORIZED INTEREXCHANGE SERVICE; BLOCKING OF
UNAUTHORIZED TRAFFIC

All interexehange carriers shall pay access charges as required by section 8 of this Chapter,
and their continued authorization to provide service is contingent upon such payment. Where
it is technically possible to distinguish and separate intrastate from interstate traffic, LECs
shall deny intrastate access to interexchange carriers (IXCS) that are telephone utilities as
defined in 35-A M.R.S.A. § 102(19) but are not authorized to provide intrastate
telecommunications services. Where the LEC or LECs cannot deny access and the
unauthorized IXC can block unauthorized traffic, the IXC shall block all such intrastate
traffic. For unauthorized intrastate interexchange traffic that cannot be blocked, the
unauthorized IXC shall pay a charge that is equal to the undiscounted Message
Telecommunications Service (MTS) of the local exchange carrier,

§ 8 ACCESS RATES

A Rate Schedules. Each local exchange carrier authorized to provide local exchange
service in the State of Maine shall file and maintain rate schedules establishing that
carrier’s access rates pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. § 307.

B. Rates for All LECs Effective June 1, 2003 and Thereafter. No later than June 1,
2003 (or such later date as may be established by statute), all local exchange carriers
shall establish intrastate access rates that are less than or equal to the interstate access
rates for that carrier that are in effect on June 1, 2003 (or such other date as may be
established by statute). On or before June 1 of every two years thereafter (all odd-
numbered years), except to the extent that th~ need for subsequent changes is
modified by statute, all local exchange carriers shall reestablish intrastate access rates
that are less than or equal to the interstate rates for that carrier that are in effect on
June 1 of that year. If a date later than June 1, 2003, is established by statute for the
implementation of intrastate access rates that are less than or equal to specified
interstate access rates, the Commission, by order issued in a rate proceeding or in a
proceeding under Chapter 288, § 3, may require a LEC to change its access rates to a
level specified by the Commission prior to the final date established by statute,
provided such an order is not precluded by statute.
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C. Direct End-User Access Charges Prohibited. All access charges imposed by LECs
shall be charged directly to interexchange carriers and no component of an access
charge shall be charged by an local exchange carrier directly to an end-user.

§9 SCHEDULE FILINGS BY INTEREXCHANGE CARRIERS; CHANGES IN RATES

A. Rate Schedules. Interexehange carriers subject to the authority of the Commission
shall file schedules of rates, terms and conditions as provided in 35-A M,R.S.A. §
307. Those rates, terms and conditions shall be subject to provisions of all applicable
statues, including 35-A M.R.S.A. §* 309 and 701-703.

B. Telecommunication services for the deaf, hearing impaired, and speech
impaired. lnterexchange carriers are required to provide a 70% rate reduction for
intrastate toll calls for deaf, hard-of-hearing or speech-impaired persons as required
by 35-A M.R.S.A. § 7302.

C. Exemption from Filing Requirements. Interexehange carriers other than ILECs
shall be exempt from those provisions of Chapters 110 and 120 that require notice to
customers and to the Commission and the filing of Specified information at the time a
utility files a “general increase in rates” as defined in 35-A M.R.S.A. § 307, unless
the Commission orders otherwise in a particular case.

§10 NOTICE BY ALL INTEREXCHANGE CARRIERS PRIOR TO EFFECTIVE DATE
OF RATE INCREASES

A. General Requirement. At least 15 days prior to the effective date of a rate increase
of 20% or more in the rate for any individual interexehange service offered by any
interexchange carrier (IXC) (including LECs offering interexchange service) that is
subject to the authority of the Commission, the IXC shall send notice by a bill insert
or by separate mailing to all affected customers, as defined in subsection C. For the
purpose of this section, a rate shall be considered to be increased by 20% if rate
increases for the service, including the current increase, cumulatively amount to 20%
or more over the year prior to the current increase. For the purpose of this section, a
“rate increase” shall include any term and condition that has the effect of raising a
rate for one or more customers.

B, Cancellation Period Added to Notice Period. If a rate (including a rate pursuant to
special contract) contains a term and condition stating that cancellation of a service
by a customer will not be effective until a stated time period following notice given
by the customer to the interexchange carrier, the notice period applicable to the
interexchange carrier required by subsection A of this section shall equal 15 days
plus the length of the period required for the customer to provide notice of
cancellation.



MC Reply Appendix, Page 23

C. Af~ctod Customer~ 1~ef1nitlon. A customer Is alPeeted by a rate If the customer has
used the service that is subject to the rate increase ot’20% or greater and has incurred
total charges for the service of $5 or more, during either the month prior to or after
the filing of the proposed increase, or has incurred charges for the service that total
$15 or more for the 3 month period prior to the filing of the proposed increase.

D, Alternative Compliance. An interexehange carrier may satisfy this requirement by
sending notice of all increases of 20% or more to all its customers.

B. Exemption. An incumbent local exchange carrier or any other interexchange carrici’
that-has complied with the notice requirements of Chapter 110, § 718 following a
general rate case is not required to comply with this subsection.

§ 11 RE1~ORTS ANI) RECORDS

A. Annual Reports. AU interexchange carriers subject to the authority of the
Commission are exempt from the annual report and other requirements of Chapter
210 (Uniform System of Accounts for Telephone Utilities) of the Commission’s
Rules. They shall, however, annually provide the Commission, in a manner
prescribed and on forms specified by the Commission, with a report of its annual
revenues, total minutes of use sold, the annual revenues derived from sales for resale
and the number of minutes of use sold to resellers.

B. Records, All telecommunications carriers subject to the provisions of this Chapter
shall maintain records sufficient to identify and to allow auditing of traffic volumes,
intrastate ititerexehange billings for both retail and wholesale services, and all
information that is necessary to calculate access or interconnection charges in
accordance with this Chapter. Those records shall be maintained for a minimum of 2
calendar years.

§ 12 WAIVER OP 3~A M.R.S.A. §~ 707 AND 70k; NOTICE REQUIREMENT

A. Waiver, Subject to the conditions described in subsections B and C below,
interexchange carriers subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission shall be exempt
from the requirement of 3 5 -A M.R.S.A. § 708(2) that each reorganization (defined
in 35-A M.R.S.A. § 708(1)) o.f a public utility be approvçd by the Commission,
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B. Notice Requirement. Each telephone utility that is exempt pursuant to subsection A
from the requirement that reQrganizat~ons be approved shall file notice with the
Commission of a reorganization if that reorganization results in a merger, sale or
transfer of a controlling interest of the public utility or of any entity that owns more
than 50% of the public utility. Th~ notice required by this subsection shall be filed
within 10 days following any reorganization described herein.

C. Changes of’ Name, Business office and Contact Person; Notice. Each public utility
subject to the exemption contained in subsection A that has changed its name, the
name under which it does business (d/h/a). the location of its business office, and its
contact person shall provide the Administrative Director of the Commission with
notice of that change within 30 days following the change.

§ 13. 1?EJ~E4LED

§ 14 COMMISSION I~EVIEW

Any person aggrieved may obtain review of decisions by any local exchange carrier that has
not provided a retail service, wholesale access services or any telecommunications facilities
requested by that person, following the process described in section 5. The aggrieved person
may refer the matter to the Commission for Staff resolution. The matter will be treated as an
informal complaint submitted for resolution by the Staff under section 1102 of Chapter 110
of the Commission’s rules, if a party is not satisfied with the Staffs resolution, it must file a
written request for Commission review within 7 business days following the issuance of the
resolution by the Staff. Failure to file a timely request for Commission review of the Staff’s
resolution shall constitute acceptance of the resolution and waiver of further opportunity to
be heard with respect to the matter.

Receipt of a request for Commission review shall be treated as a request for investigation
pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. § 1303. A summary investigation shall be conducted, after which
the Commission shall determine whether a formal investigation is warranted. If it decides to
commence a formal investigation, the Commission shall may affirm, reverse, or modify the
Staffs resolution. If the Commission decides not to commence a formal investigation, failure
to act in accordance with the Staffs resolution shall constitute grounds to commence a
formal investigation pursuant to section 1303 and the initiation of a proceeding to issue a
temporaty order pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A, § 1322.

§ 15 WAIVER 01? PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER

Any telecommunications carrier subject to the provisions of this Chapter may request that the
Commission waive some or all of the requirements of this Chapter. Where good cause exists,
the Commission, the Administrative Director, the Director of Technical Analysis, or the
Hearing Examiner assigned to a proceeding involving the subject matter of the waiver may
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grant the requested waiver, provided that the granting of the waiver would not be inconsistent
with the intent of’ this Chapter. The waiver shall be applicable only to the specific application
under consideration.

—.-~-—---

STATUTORYAUTI-IORJTY:35-AM.R,S,A, §104,111,301, 1301,2102,2105, 2110. 7101, 7101..
13, 7104-A, and 7303~

EFFECTIVE PATE:
‘November 27, 1988

AMENDED:
November 19, 1991

EFFECTIVE DATE (ELECTRONI C CONVERSION):
May 4, 1996

AMENDED:
June 18, 1997

NON’SUB STANTIVE CORRECTION:
August 19, 1997 insertion of missing 3(C) in Table of Contents,

AMENDED: This amendment was approved as to form and legality by the Attorncy General on
December 19, 1997. It was filed with the Secretary of State on December 19, 1997 and
became effective on December 24, 1997.

NON-SUBSTANTIVE CORRECTIONS:
January 26, 1998 - statutory citations in §9 (B) and 14.

AMENDED: This amendment was approved as to form and legality by the Attorney General on
March 19, 2003. it was filed with the Secretary of State on March 27, 2003 and
became effective on April 1, 2003.

AMENDED: This rule was approved as to form and legality by the Attorney General on July 16, 2003.
It was filed with the Secretary of State on July 17, 2003 and became effective on July 22,
2003.

CORRECTED:
August 11, 2003 proper integration of April 1 and July 22, 2003 filings under the authority

of an August 4, 2003 memo from PUC General Counsel Joanne B. Stenneck.
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D.P.U. 93-98

Investigation by the Department of Public Utilities on its own motion into the regulatory
treatment of telecommunications common carriers within the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

I. INTRODUCTION

On June 18, 1993, pursuant to G.L. c. 159, § 12(d), the Department of Public Utilities
(“Department’) voted to open an investigation into the regulatory treatment of
telecommunications common carriers within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(“Order’). In the Order, the Department noted that “the telecommunications marketplace
has changed dramatically since 1983, when the Department first made a policy decision
to regulate entry into the telecommunications marketplace.” Order at 3. The Department
determined that it is appropriate to investigate whether the Department should continue to
require telecommunications common carriers within the Commonwealth to obtain (1) a
certificate of public convenience and necessity (“certificate”) from the Department before
offering intrastate services in Massachusetts; and (2) Department approval of the transfer
of control or ownership of a certificate. The investigation was docketed as D.P.U. 93-98.

Pursuant to the Department’s request for comments, the Attorney General of the
Commonwealth (“Attorney General”), New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
(“NET”), MFS-McCourt (“MFS”), Cablevision Lightpath, Inc. (“CLI”), New England
Cable Television Association, Inc. (“NECTA”), Teleport Communications Group, Inc.
(“Teleport”), NSI Communication Services, Inc. (“NSI”), New England Public
Communications Council (“NEPCC”), Communications Gateway Network, Inc.
(“Gateway”) and Clifford Wilson, a pay-telephone service provider, filed written
comments with the Department.

II. PROPOSED CHANGES

In its Order opening the investigation, the Department articulated its proposed alternative
to the current regulatory practices:
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1. Carriers would not be required to apply for certification before offering
telecommunications services within Massachusetts;

2. Pursuant to G.L. c, 159, § 19 and 220 C.M.R. § 5.00, carriers would continue to be
required to have an approved tariff on fiie with the Department before offering services in
Massachusetts. The Department may suspend any proposed tariff, or proposed
modification to a tariff, for investigation;

3. Carriers would be required to have on file with the Department a “Statement of
Business Operations,” listing the carrier’s address, telephone number, customer service
telephone number, and regulatory contact person. Carriers also would have to sign a tax
attestation form. The Department would rely on the “Statement of Business Operations”
to maintain an accurate list of carriers operating in Massachusetts, in order to monitor the
industry and to facilitate resolution of consumer complaints;

4. Carriers still would be required to comply with other regulatory requirements, such as
the Department’s alternative operator service (“AOS”) rate and consumer notice policies
(see International Telecharge, Inc., D.P.U. 87-72/88-72 (1988) (“ITI’)) and the
Department’s pay-telephone requirements (~ M.G. Communications, Inc~ D.P.U. 90-
143 (1991) (“M.G,”));

5. Before offering service, pay-telephone service providers would be required to sign an
affidavit stating that the provider understands and agrees to comply with the
Department’s pay-telephone regulations and statutory requirements, with the
understanding that the Department may order disconnection of the provider’s public
access lines for noncompliance. ~ M,G.;

6. Carriers still would be required to file an annual return with the Department, pursuant
to G.L. c. 159, § 32;
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7. Carriers w~u1d not be required to seek Department approval for a transfer of ownership
or control of an existing certificate; however, carriers would be required to notify the
Department when such a transfer takes place; and

8. The l~epartrnents consumer dispute resolution procedures for intrastate services would
remain unchanged under this proposal. The Department’s Consumer Division would
continue to handle consumer complaints concerning the intrastate services provided by
any carrier under the Department’s jurisdiction.

The Department sought written comments regarding the proposed changes to the present
regulatory framework as it relates to, among other things, consumer protection,
administrative efficiency, and economic conditions in the telecommunications
marketplace within Massachusetts,

III, POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

A. The Attorney Gener~

The Attorney General asserts that the current certification requirement should remain in
effect in order to protect the public interest (Attorney General Comments at 2). The
Attorney General contends that although there is no statutory requirement that common
carriers must obtain certificates before offering telecommunications services, the
Department has in previous cases stated that managerial, technical and financial ability to
offer telecommunications services, and a demonstration of public need are “relevant to
the determination of the public interest” (i~ at 3). The Attorney General states that the
Department, in AT&T Communications of New England, D.P.U. 1641 (1983) (“AT&T”),
found that certification not only is consistent with its general supervisory authority but
necessary to protect the public interest (i~ at 3-4). The Attorney General argues that the
certification requirement has ensured that Massachusetts consumers “had less exposure to
‘fly-by-night” companies (j~, at 6).

Moreover, the Attorney General contends that, as cable companies and interexehange
companies are poised to enter the local market, more guidance from the government, not
less, would be necessary to promote the public interest Q4~ at 7-8). The Attorney General
argues that elimination of the certification requirement at this moment “would be an
abandonment by the Department of its obligation to protect the public interest” (Id. at 8).

Furthermore, the Attorney General contends that, in the case of pay-telephone and AOS,
competition could not be relied upon for consumer pi’otection because of the unique
characteristics and environment in which these services are offered (Id. at 4-5). The
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Attorney General maintains that the present system of regulating pay-telephone service
and AOS has proven effective and has provided consumers with greater choices (j~ at 9),
Therefore, according to the Attorney General, abandoning the present system would
“create greater administrative demands and little, if any, protection of the public interest”
(Ni).

Similarly, regarding the transfer of owners’hip of certificates, the Attorney Gvneral argues
that the Department should not discontinue the present requirements because this would
(1) eliminate the Department’s ability to ensure that the new owner is qualified to provide
telecommunications services and (2) potentially allow a local telephone monopoly to
“spin-off’ certain segments of its market, resulting in higher rates to captive customers
(id.at 10-12).

B. NET

NET indicates its support of the Department’s proposal to streamline the certification
process but proposes its own procedures (NET Comments at 1). NET states that because
there are several interexchange carriers and pay-telephone service providers operating in
the state, “there is less of a need for the Department to adjudicate every application for a
certificate so as to determine the public need for the proposed services and the technical,
financial, and managerial competency of each potential interexchange carrier” ~ at 2).
Similarly, because of the existence of multiple alternative providers, NET argues that
there is less need to adjudicate every transfer application ~.

However, while supporting the streamlining effort, NET argues that the certification or
transfer requirements should not b~ completely abandoned (j~). According to NET,
“[Cjertification requirements are practices that serve to provide notice to the Department
and parties of ongoing developments and emerging issues and are vehicles by which
matters can be brought before the Department for a timely resolution, if necessary” (j4j.
Accordingly, NET proposes the following procedures:

1. Any person or entity wishing to receive notice of applications for certification,
amendments to certificates, or transfers would request inclusion on a service list
maintained by the Department;

2. A party seeking certification, either initially or to amend an existing certificate, or
approval for a transfer would file a streamlined application with the Department and
contemporaneously serve all parties on the service list;
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3. If no objection to th~ proposed certification or transfer is filed within 45 days of
submission to the Department, the filing would be deemed approved, unless the
Department chooses to open an investigation on its own motion;

4. If an objection is received, the Department may open an investigation, approve the
filing, despite the objection, or take whatever other action it deems appropriate;

5. The level of detail required for certification and transfer applications can be reduced to
basic information. The applicant should provide a Statement of Business Operations as
discussed by the Department in the Order. In addition, a clear and concise statement of
the specific authority requested should be provided, including the specific services which
are the subject of the certificate or the transactions associated with the transfer of
ownership or control; and

6. In the case of certification application, the carrier may include a copy of it~ initial or
revised tariff to be effective at the end of the 45~day notice period.

(Id. at 3).

C. MFS

MFS indicates its support of the Department’s effort to streamline the certification
process (MFS Comments at 1). MFS contends that streamlining of the certification
process would be “a significant step toward removing regulatory burdens that inhibit
competition in the telecommunications marketplace” (j~). MFS indicates that the
Department, in granting MFS its certificate, recognized the benefits that would accrue to
Massachusetts customers from the introduction of competition into the
telecommunications marketplace (ij at 2).

Moreover, MFS argues that certification is not a statutory requirement and the
Department’s proposal to streamline the process would not “pose a threat” to the
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Departments ability to protect the public interest (~j at 3). MFS notes that the proposal is
consistent with the Department’s statutory obligations because carriers would have to file
a “Statement of Business Operations,” allowing the Department to supervise the industry
and r~so1ve consumer complaints (j~).

Furthermore, MFS requests that the Department expand the scope of the investigation to
include streamlining current tariff requirements (j~. at 5). While it does not propose the
complete elimination of tariff requirements, IvIFS requests that the Department consider a
tariff review process similar to the one adopted by the Federal Communications
Commission (“FCC”) (j4~). Specifically, MFS requests that the Department (1) reduce the
tariff notice period for nondominant carriers from 30 days to one day and (2) permit
nondominant carriers to file tariffs that include either fixed rates or a “reasonable range of
rates” (jj at 7). According to IVIES, the streamlining of tariff requirements would reduce
the direct and indirect costs of filing a tariff, and would increase carriers’ incentives to
lower ratçs (j~,

D. CLI.

Similarly, CLI supports the Department’s initiative to streamline the certification process
(CL1 Comments at 2-4). CLI contends that the Department’s review of applications for
certification has become “pro forma,” rarely requiring a hearing on an application (~
at 3). According to CLI, the Department’s proposal would reduce “the regulatory burdens
for both carriers and the Department ... in preparing, reviewing, and keeping certificates
for what is ceasing to be a meaningful review...” (j4~. at 3-4).

CLI also requests that the Department extend its investigation to include streamlining
tariff regulations (jj at 4). CLI contends that the requirements of tariff regulation are an
unnecessary burden to carriers (j4~ at 5). CLI argues that, based on G.L. c. 159, §20, the
Department has authority to reduce the time in which tariffs become effective for good
cause shown (j~ at 6), CLI indicates that the Department, using its authority, has already
changed its review of specialized services and Facility-Based Payment Option (“FPO”)
Centrex servicesW

by relying more on competitive forces rather than its own tariff review to “insure just and
reasonable pricing of competitive services” (j~~ at 7). Accordingly, CLI requests that the
Department allow (1) nondominant carriers to file tariffs with 24 hours notice and (2) to
file streamlined tariff revisions allowing for a range of rates and a letter of transmittal but
with no letter of explanation (j~. at 9-10). Alternatively, CLI requests that the Department
clarify 220 C,M.R. § 5.02 to allow carriers to file tariffs with the 1)epartment in the same
form adopted by the FCC (jj at 10). Accordingly, CLI requests that the Department
begin a rulemaking to consider its proposed changes to the review of tariffs (j~ at 11).

E. NECTA~T~lepp1I~fld~SI
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NECTA, Teleport and NSI also indicate their support for the Department’s proposed
changes (NECTA Comments at 1; Teleport Comments at 1; NSI Comments), Also,
Teleport requests that the Department’s investigation include streamlining tariff filing
regulations (Teleport Comments at 2).

F. NEPCC, Gateway and CNfford Wilson

Gateway indicates its opposition to the Department’s proposed streamlining of the
certification requirements, while NEPCC and Clifford Wilson indicate their opposition to
the extent that the proposed changes affect the provision of pay-telephone service
(Gateway Comments at 1; NEPCC Comments at 1; Clifford Wilson Comments).
Regarding pay-telephone service requirements, NEPCC contends that the present process
has “served a purpose by screening potential providers and allowing only those the
Department believed could provide services within the regulatory framework to
commence operation” (NEPCC Comments at 1). Similarly, Gateway argues that the
proposal would expose consumers to fraudulent billing practices and deception by
unscrupulous carriers (Gateway Comments at 1-2). Clifford Wilson contends that the
proposal would further damage the credibility of pay-telephone service providers
(Clifford Wilson Comments).

III. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

A. Introduotion

The Department has endorsed competitive telecommunications markets as the best
method for promoting its policy goals for the industry in Massachusetts. IntraLATA
Competition, D.P.U. 1731, at 25(1985). In D.P.U 1731, the Department stated that “there
are benefits inherent in a competitive marketplace that encourage greater levels of
economic efficiency and fairness than does a regulated monopoly environment. These
benefits have the clear potential of encouraging the development of a more efficient and
modern telecommunications network in Massachusetts.” Id. at 26. Moreover, the
Department recognized the importance of changing the regulatory framework as
competition penetrates into specific markets. ~j at 45. The Department stated that “as
competitive forces begin to take hold in a market, the Department should begin to reduce
the degree of regulation in the market, so that the benefits of competition may be enjoyed
by the public, Such a reduction of regulation is consistent with our goal of economic
efficiency, since we have found ... that competitive markets provide economic incentives
without traditional regulatory review.” ~ at 55.

B. Certification

In 1983, the Department found that “the regulation of entry into a specific field by a
carrier is an integral part of safeguarding [the interests of the public],” AT&T,
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D.P.U. 1641, at 9. The Department has regulated market entry by requiring that common
carriers who wish to provide intrastate service in Massachusetts obtain a certificate from
the Department. The Department has determined that an applicant must possess the
managerial, technical, and financial ability to provide the proposed service, and that there
is a public need for the proposed service. ~M~i’ D.P.U. 1655 (1984); GTE Sprint,
D.P,U. 84-12 (1984); First Phonejnc~, D,P.U. 1581 (1984); ITI, supra; IMR Telecom,
D.P.U. 89-212 (1990); and M,G,, supra.

The above stated requirements have been the standard of review for certificate
applications, but tariff review and other consumer protection requirements have been the
Department’s primary tools in ensuring that the provision of interexchange, competitive
access?~ and AOS services are in the public interest. Although the Department is
committed to promoting competition in telecommunications, we are not abandoning the
concept of consumer protection nor are we abandoning our responsibility to follow the
statutory requirement to ensure just and reasonable rates. Rather, we find in this case that
current market forces, statutory requirements, and the Department’s tariff regulations,
notice requirements, and consumer complaint resolution process, are sufficient to ensure
not only that rates are just and reasonable but that there is adequate consumer protection
for interexohange, competitive access, and AOS services, absent the regulation of entry
into these marketsP~ Therefore, it is no longer necessary for the providers of these
services to obtain a certificate before offering service.

The elimination of entry regulation does not constitute general deregulation of these
markets, and it should not be construed as a reduction in the Department’s commitment to
insuring the protection of the public interest in telecommunications. Any common carrier
that has an approved tariff on file with the Department, and that has submitted a
Statement of Business Operations, will be considered a “registered” common carrier in
the Department’s new framework. Registered common carriers will be subject to the
Department’s general supervisory authority, including specific requirements in G.L. c.
159, and the Department’s regulatory policies as articulated in Department Orders.

We anticipate that elimination of entry regulation will promote additional competition in
Massachusetts and thus provide benefits to consumers, but should we later determine
otherwise, we maintain the authority to reconsider the issue of certification as a condition
of providing telecommunications services within Massachusetts.

Because NET deems the process of certification useful for monitoring industry
developments, NET recommended streamlining, but not eliminating, entry regulation.
However, NET’s proposed modifications to the Department’s proposal are substantially
the same as the current process. The Department has regulated entry ostensibly to protect
the public interest, not to provide a mechanism for carriers to monitor industry
developments. Because we find that entry regulation is no longer necessary to protect the
public interest, continuing the current process for other reasons would be an inefficient
use of regulatory authority.
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The Attorney General’s concern regarding the Department’s proposal to eliminate the
requirement for approval of a transfer can be addressed within the proposed regulatory
framework, since carriers would be required to notify thç Department when such
transfers take place. Under this framework, the Department retains the authority to
investigate any issue, including transfers of control of carriers or the transfer of certain
segments of a carrier’s market.

We note that the Department currently has before it a number of certificate and transfer
applk~ations for consideration. Because the decision to eliminate entry regulation will
become effective as of the date of this Order, the Department will not continue to process
those applications that are pending as of the date of this Order under the current
regulatory scheme. Therefore, those entities, other than applicants for authority to offer
pay-telephone service, will be notified that they will only be required to submit a tariff
and a Statement of Business Qperations. If their respective tariff filings are approved by
the Department, the entities would then be considered registered common carriers in
Massachusetts and will be allowed to offer intrastate services, as of the effective date of
the approved tariffs.

C. 1~e~one Service

The Department has previously found that “pay-telephone service, if not properly
operated and maintained, and if not in compliance with statutory and regulatory
requirements, could result not only in worse quality of service, but also could pose a
threat to public safety.” M.G,, supra, at 22-23. Therefore, the Department required all
pay-telephone service providers to obtain a certificate from the Department before
providing services and to comply with certain additional minimum conditions of service.
i~ at 24-39. As the Attorney General noted, the Department has denied certificates to
several pay-telephone applicants that did not meet the Department’s pay-telephone
certification requirements.

Based on the comments filed by the Attorney General, the NEPCC, and others, and a
review of the Department’s pay-telephone regulation, including the number of complaints
about pay-telephone service received by the Department, we fifld that the Department’s
certification requirements for pay-telephone service providers should continue.
Accordingly, pay-telephone service providers must obtain a certificate and comply with
all other pay-telephone service requirements before providing service.

D. Tariff R~gu1ation

Several parties requested that the IDepartment expand this investigation to include
streamlining the Department’s tariff regulation. Specifically, the parties requested that the
Department shorten the tariff review period from 30 days to 24 hours and that the
Department permit nondorninant carriers to file tariffs containing a range of rates.
Consideration of such proposals is beyond the scope of this investigation. Moreover, suoh
changes would call for legislative action because the review period is a statutory
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requirement. 01. c. 159, § 19, requIres that ‘,., no Change shall be made in any rate,
except after thirty days from the date of filing

With regard to the proposal to allow tariffs to include a range of rates instead of a specific
rate for a service, the Department has previously disallowed such tariffs. ~ GTE Sprint
Communications Corporation, D.P.U. 84-13 (1984); Rd Long Distance, Inc., D.P~U. 86-
L5b ~i9o7), G.L.~. c. ~59, §~ i4, i9.

IV. ORDER

Accordingly, after due notice and consideratIon, it Is

ORDERED: That telecommunications common carriers, other than pay-telephone service
providers, shall no longer be required to obtain a certificate before offering intrastate
telecommunications services in Massachusetts; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED: That, pursuant to G,L. c. 159, § 19 and 220 C.M.R. § 5.00, all
telecommunications common carriers shall continue to submit tariffs for review by the
Department and that such tariffs shall be approved by the Department before a carrier
may offer intrastate telecommunications services in Massachusetts; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED: That telecommunications common carriers, other than pay-
telephone service providers, shall file with the Department a “Statement of Business
Operations,” listing the carrier’s address, telephone number, a brief description of the type
of services to be offered, an “800’ number or other number for customer service, a
regulatory contact person, and sign a tax attestation form, and such other information and
in a form determined by the Department; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED: That, pursuant to (EL. c. 159, § 32, telecommunications
common carriers shall continue to file annual returns with the Department; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED: That telecommunications common carriers, other than pay-
telephone service providers, shall no longer be required to seek approval of a transfer of a
certificate, but carriers shall continue to notify the Department within 30 days of such a
transfer; and it is

J~URTHER ORDERED: That all telecommunications common carriers shall comply with
all other directives contained in this Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED: That this Order shall become efeective upon issuance.

By Order of the Department,
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Kenneth Gordon, Chairman

Barbara ICates-Garniek, Commissioner

Mary Clark Webster. Commissioner

1. FPO rates are individually developed rates and are based on the customer’s system-
specific configuration and quantity of facilities for each premises location. In NET
Centrex, D.P.U, 85-275/276/277 (1985), the Department allowed NET to price its FPO
Centrex services based on market conditions, and the FPO Centrex rates are filed with the
Department pursuant to G,L. c. 159, § 19.

2. Competitive access service is provided by firms that offer private line and switched
access services in competition with the local exchange carrier.

3. Consumer protections established by the Department include, among other things,
residential customer billing and collection regulations~D.P,U. 18448 (1977)),
operator service notice requirements (~ jTj), and pay-telephone service requirements
(~M.G.).
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVU3ENCE PLANTATIONS
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IN RE: ENTRY REQUIREMENTS FOR
COMPETITIVE LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRiERS DOCKET NO. 2411

REPORT AND ORDER

On April 5, 1996, a letter from Brooks Fiber Communications of Rhode Island, Inc. (‘Brooks’) was received
by the Public Utilities Commission (‘Commission’). The letter formally notified the Commission of Brooks’
intention to provide switched local service in Rhode Island, and requested whatever permission might still be
necessary to do so, Afier open meeting discussion as to the proper forum Footnotel for considering entry
requirements for competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”), the Commission created this generic docket
on April 23, 1996 and invited prospective CLECs to submit comments on the scope of regulation.

By May 21, 1996, comments had been filed by Brooks, Teleport Communications Group, AT&T, Cox
Communications, Inc., the Division of Public Utilities and Carriers, and NYNEX, the incumbent local
exchange carrier,

Several parties noted that all the services offered by CLECs are competitive. Thus, their service offerings,
service quality and prices are all responsive to the marketplace. It was suggested that the difference in
market power between the CLECs and the incumbent, NYNEX, requires different regulatory treatment for
the CLECS.

The distinction in the scope of regulation was explicitly recognized by Congress in the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 (“the Act”). CLECs, for example, are saddled with fewer obligations than those imposed on
incumbents and former Bell Operating Companies. Footnote2

The Commission is mindful that the Act prohibits states from erecting barriers to competitive entry.
Footnote3 However, Congress did not thereby intend to preempt our jurisdiction over all aspects of local
service delivery. Indeed, the Act authorizes the Commission to impose requirements “necessary to preserve
and advance universal service, protect the public safety and welfare, ensure the continued quality of
telecommunications services, and safeguard the rights of consumers.” Footnote4

Many of those requirements will be developed in the context of Docket No. 2252, and this docket does not
purport to address them. Rather, our goal is to establish minimal provisions necessary to protect residential
and small business customers, whose sophistication and ability to protect themselves may not be equal to
those of the large users who have typically been customers of the Competitive Access Providers authorized
by Docket No. 2129.

The Commission is of the opiniori that the following entry requirements for CLECs, similar to those proposed
by Brooks, will adequately protect Rhode Island consumers without erecting barriers to competitive entry:

1. The Commission shall grant authority to a CLEC upon its finding all of the following:

1. That the applicant has satisfactorily provided a Statement of Business Operations in accordance
with the Report and Order in Docket Np. 2129, and a map of the geographical area or areas in
which service will be offered; and (outlined the required information earlier in this requirement
file listing)

2. That the applicant meets the standard for financial resources, managerial qualifications, and
technical competence established below; and

3. That the CLEC has specified whether it intends to offer its service to all business and residence
customers that request local exchange service; and

4. That the CLEC has paid the appropriate application fees, pursuant to the Regulations and Fee
Schedules for Telecommunications Providers. Until further notice, a CLEC shall be treated as a
Class I telecommunications provider.

2. The CommissIon shall use the following standard for determining an applicant has sufficient financial
resources:

1. Upon request, applicants to become facilities-based service providers shall demonstrate they
possess a minimum of $100,000 cash or other financial instrument as described in 2(c), available
for the first year expenses of Rhode Island operations;
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2. Upon request, applicants to become non-facilities based service providers shall demonstrate they
possess a minimum of $20,000 cash or other financial Instrument as described in 2(c), available for
the first year expenses of Rhode Island operations

3. To satisfy the requirements of 2(a) and (b), if imposed, applicants may use appropriate financial
instruments, subject to verification and review by the Commission, including but not limited to:

o cash or cash equivalent, including cashier’s check or sight draft
o certificate of deposit or other liquid deposit with a reputable bank or other institution
o irrevocable letter of credit
o line of credit
o loan
o guarantee.

4. The requirements of 2(a), (b), and (c) are not intended to prescribe the credit terms which apply
between carriers.

3. The Commission shall determine an applicant possesses sufficient managerial qualifications on the basis
of reviewing bief biographies of the applicant’s key officers and/or managers:

1. For facilities-based applicants, the Commission shall review brief biographies of the applicant’s key
technical management personnel, if different from its key officers and/or managers, commensurate
with the scope of the applicant’s operations.

2. For non-facilities based applicants, the Commission shall consider the technical competence of the
underlying carrier(s) used in providing the applicant’s service.

4. Before commencing operations, an applicant shall, if deemed necessary by the Commission, post and
maintain a surety bond to cover refunds of all residential customer deposits, including advanced billing.

5. A CLEC must receive approval of its filed intrastate tariff prior to commencing operations. Such
approval will be automatic if the Commission does not act within sixty days of the tariff filing.

The Commission is committed to competition in telecommunications. We believe that removing barriers and
encouraging new entrants will result in lower costs to customers, These minimal entry requirements for
CLECs will allow competitive local exchange service to commence. How it is to be managed raises issues,
including the applicability of quality of service standards and universal service requirements, which we will
address in Docket No. 2252. Any CLEC authorized to provide service in Rhode Island is bound by the
decision in that docket.

Accordingly, it is

(15040) ORDERED:

The Commission adopts, for Brooks Fiber Communications of Rhode Island, Inc., and all other potential
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, the requirements detailed in this Report and Order.
EFFECTIVE AT PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND ON JULY 9, 1996 PURSUANT TO AN OPEN MEETING
DECISION. WRITTEN ORDER ISSUED JULY 12, 1996.

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Footnotel
The Commission is currently considering a wide range of issues arising from competition in the
telecommunications marketplace in Docket No. 2252,
Footnote2
Contrast Section 251(b), which defines obligations for all local exchange carriers, with Section 251(c),
imposing additional obligations on incumbent local exchange carriers.
Footnote3
See Section 253(a).
Footnote4
See Section 253(b).
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LexisNexi•sø
I of I DOCUMENT

LEXISNEXIS (TM) CONNECTICUT ANNOTATEP STATUTES

~ THIS DOCUMENT IS CURRENT THROUGH TI-lB JANUARY 2009 REGULAR SESSION ***

~ AND THE JUNE AND SEPTEMBER 2009 SPECIAL SESSIONS ~
~ ANNOTATIONS CURRENT THROUGH MARCH 16, 2010 ***

T1TLE 1 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANIES
CHAPTER 283 DEPARTMENT 01? PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL: TELEGRAPH, TELEPHONE, ILLUMINAT~

ING, POWER AND WATER COMPANIES

GO TO CONNECTICUT STATUTES ARCHIVE DIRECTORY

Conn. Gen. Stqt. § I 6-247g (2010)

See. 16-247g. Certificate of public convenience and necessity for intrastate telecommunications services: AppUca~
tion, requirements, suspension, revocation. Fees. Obligation to serve.

(a)( 1) Any person may apply to the department for an initial certificate of public convenience and necessity to offer
and provide intrastate telecommunications services. Such application shall include such information as the department
shall require, and any reasonable fees, not to exceed actual cost, the department may prescribe, in regulations adopted
pursuant to chapter 54, The department may issue such certificate and may, as a precondition to certification. require
any applicant to procure a performance bond sufficient to cover moneys due or to become due to other telecommunica
tions companies for the provision of access to local telecommunications networks, to protect any advances or deposits it
may collect from its customers if the department does not order that such advances or deposits be held in escrow or
trust, and to otherwise protect customers. Following receipt of such application, the department shall give notice of such
application to all interested persons. The department may approve or deny the application after holding a hearing with
notice to all interested persons if any person requests such hearing.

(2) Any person may object to a fee charged pursuant to this section by filing with the department, not later than
thirty days after the foe was charged, a petition stating the amount of the fee charged to which it objects and the grounds
upon which it claims such feo is excessive, erroneous, unlawfbl or invalid. Upon the request of the person filing the
petition, the department shall bold a hearing. After reviewing the petition and testimony, if any, the department shall
issue its order in accordance with its findings. The person shall pay the department the amount indicated in the order not
later than thirty days after the date of the order.

(b) A certified telecommunications provider may petition the department to expand the authority granted in its cer
tificate of public convenience and necessity to the provision of a previously-authorized service in an additional service
area or to the provision of a service not previously authorized, or to both, Such petition shall include such information
as the department shall require by regulations adopted pursuant to chapter 54. The department may expand the authority
granted in such a certificate and may, as a precondition to such expansion, require a petitioner to procure a perfonnance
bond sufficient to cover moneys due or to become due to other telecommunications companies for the provision of ac
cess to local telecommunications networks, to protect any advances or deposits it may collect from its customers if the
departn~ent does not order that such advances or deposits be held in escrow or trust, and to otherwise protect customers.
Following receipt of such petition, the department may, ~n petition or its own motion, hold a hearing with notice to all
interested parties, after which the department may approve çi~ deny the application.

(c) The department may certi~’ an applicant if the applicant: (I) Provides the information requested by th~ depart
ment pursuant to the provisions of sections I6~247f to 16-247h, inclusive, and section 16-247]; (2) provides a perform
ance bond or complies with escrow or trust requirements, if required by the department; (3) provides a fee, if required
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by this section; and (4) possesses and demonstrates adequate financial resources, managerial ability and technical com
petency to provide the proposed service,

(d) Any certified telecommunications provider and any telephone company shall (1) maintain its accounts in such
manner as the department shall require; (2) file financial reports at such times and in such form as the department shall
prescribe; (3) file with the department such current descriptions of services and listings of rates and charges as it may
require; (4) cooperate with the department in its investigations of consumer complaints and comply with any resulting
orders; (5) comply with standards established pursuant to section 16-247p; and (6) comply with additional requirements
as the department shall prescribe by regulation,

(e) Except as provided in subsection (f) of this section, on or after July 1, 2001, each certified telecommunications
provider shall, within a period of time thc department determines is reasonable after said provider is certified, be obli
gated to serve a residential or business customer in its authorized area of operation who is seeking from said provider
telecommunications services that are provided by said provider,

(f) Any community antenna television company that is a certified telecommunications provider or an affiliate of a
community antenna television company that is a certified telecommunications provider and that provides telecommuni
cations services shall be obligated to serve all residential and business customers seeking local exchange service in its
entire franchise area in which said company provides community antenna television services pursuant to section 16-331.
Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, the department shall not require any such company to provide local ex
change service outside of its franchise area. If, however, any such company elects to provide local exchange service to
customers outside its franchise area, such company shall be subject to all geographic service requirements established
by the department,

(g) Notwithstanding any decision of the department to allow the competitive provision of a telecommunications
service or to grant a certificate pursuant to this section, the department, after holding a hearing with notice to all inter
esteci parties and determining that (1) continued cçmpetitive provision of a telecommunications service would be con
trary to the goals set forth in section ]6-247a, or would not be in accordance with the provisions of sections ]6-247a to
16-247c, inclusive, section 16-247e or 16-247f this section, or section 16-247h, or 1 6-247k, ~2) a certified telecommu
nications provider does not have adequate financial resources, managerial ability or technical competency to provide the
service, or (3) a certified telecommunications provider has failed to comply with an applicable order made or regulation
adopted by the department, may suspend or revoke the authorization to provide said telecommunications service or take
any other action it deems appropriate, In determining whether to suspend or revoke such authorization, the department
shall oonsider~ Without limitation, (A) the effect of such suspension or revocation on the customers of the telecommuni
cations service, (B)the technical feasibility of suspending or revoking the authorized usage only on an intrastate basis,
and (C) the financial impact of such suspension or revocation on the provider of the telecommunications service.

(h) The department shall remit all fees collected under this section to the State Treasurer for deposit in the Con-
sumer Counsel and Public Utility Control Fund established in section 16-48a.

(i) On October first, annually, the department shall submit to the joint standing committee of the General Assembly
having cognizance of matters relating to energy and technology a report of all fees collected pursuant to this section
during the preceding fiscal year,
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL
TEN FRANKLIN SQUARE
NEW BRITAIN, CT 06051

DOCKET NO. 07-07-23 APPLICATION OF METROCAST COMMUNICATIONS OF
CONNECTICUT, LLC FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY

August 22, 2007

By the foIIQwing Commissioners:

Anthony J. P&ermino
Anne C. George
Donald W. Downes

DECISION
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PJL~J$LQtL

I. INTRODUCTION

A. SUMMA~V

This docket addresses MetrøCast Communications of Connecticut, LLC’s
(MetroCast or Company) request for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
(CPCN) to operate as a facilities-based provider of local exchange and a reseller of
intrastate interexchange services in Connecticut. In this Decision, the Department of
Public Utility Control (Department) finds that MetroCast meets the managerial, financial
and technical criteria to operate as a facilities-based provider of local exchange and a
reseller of intrastate interexchange services. In addition, the Department finds the
Company’s proposal to be in the public interest and grants the certificate.

B. BACKGROUND OF THE PROCE~NG

By application received on July 2, 2007 (Application), filed pursuant to § 16-247g
of the General Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen, Stat.) and § 16-247c-3 of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (Conn. Agencies Regs.), MetroCast
requested the Department’s approval for a CPCN to operate as a facilities-based
provider of local exchange and a reseller of intrastate interexchange services in
Connecticut. Specifically, the Company proposed to offer local exchange, directory
assistance and operator services. Application, Exhibit B-I.

C. CONDUCT OF THE PROCEEDING.

Upon examination of the Application, the Department determined that a hearing
in this docket was not necessary, and, therefore, no hearing was held,

0. PA~ri~s AND INThRVENOR$

The Department recognized MetroCast Communications of Connecticut, LLC, 61
Myrock Avenue, P.O. Box 6008, Waterford, Connecticut 06385; the Southern New
England Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T Connecticut (AT&T), 310 Orange Street, 8th

Floor, New Haven, Connecticut 06510; Verizon New York, Inc. (Verizon), 140 West
Street, 47th Floor, New York, New York 10007; Harron Communications, L.P., 70 East
Lancaster Avenue, Frazer, Pennsylvania 19355; and the Office of Consumer Counsel,
Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051, as Parties to this proceeding.

U. D~PARTMENT ANALYSiS

A. FINANCIAL REsouRcEs, MANAGERJAL A~ILIrY AND TECHNICAL COMPETENCY

Pursuant to Conn. Gen, Stat. §~ 16-247c and 16-247g, MetroCast must obtain a
CPCN to offer and provide facilities-based local exchange and resold intrastate
interexchange telecommunications services. To grant a CPCN, the Department must
find that the Company “possesses and demonstrates adequate financial resources,
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managerial ability and technical competency to provide the proposed service.” Conn.
Gen. Stat. § 16-247g(c).

MetroCast is a Delaware limited liability company organized on September 22,
2005, with principal offices in Waterford, Connecticut. Application, p. 1, Exhibit A-Il.
MetroCast registered as a foreign limited liability company with the Connecticut
Secretary of the State on August 24, 2006. Response to Interrogatory TE-l. MetroCast
states that its management team has extensive managerial and technical experience to
provide telecommunications services in Connecticut. Metrocast maintains that the
Department expressly reviewed the credentials and experience of the Company’s
management team in Docket No, 06-05-05, Joint Application for Approval to Transfer
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Other Assets of Eastern
Connecticut Cable Television, Inc. (Eastern) to MetroCast Communications of
Connecticut, LLC, and found Metrocast’s management team to be well qualified.
Application, Exhibits D-l and E-3.

Metrocast requested that the Department issue it a CPCN to provide local
exchange and intrastate interexchange services in Connecticut. MetroCast will rely on
the technical capability of its underlying carrier, IDT America Corporation (IDT), for the
operation and ongoing maintenance of the network transmission facilities already in
place to promote the development of effective competition in Connecticut. Application,
Exhibit D-5. According to MetroCast, IDT will be providing service to the Company as a
wholesale interconnected Video over Internet Protocol (VolP) provider. MetroCast will
be responsible for all customer contact, handling customer service issues and resolving
trouble reports associated with the MetroCast telephony network, up to a demarcation
point. IDT will be responsible for resolving trouble reports on its network. IDT is
deploying.. a~ managed Class 5 Safari switch, with redundant record keeping and
voicemail servers at MetroCast’s head-end facility in Montville, Connecticut, which will
be interconnected with the MetroCast’s cable network. Response to Interrogatory TE-5.
The Department has reviewed MetroCast’s financial statements and qualifications and
concludes that the Company possesses adequate financial resources to provide the
proposed telecommunications services. Application, Exhibit 2 C-i and C-2; Response
to Interrogatory TE-2.

MetroCast Indicates that it does not intend to construct any telephony network
facilities in the public rights-of way. Rather, MetroCast will be utilizing its cable
television system network already located in the public rights-of-way in its provisioning
of telephony services. Response to Interrogatory TE-4. By the Decision dated August
21, 2006 in Docket No. 06-05-05, the Department approved the joint application of
Eastern Connecticut Cable Television, Inc. (Eastern) and MetroCast, whereby the
assets of Eastern and the CPCN under which it operated a community antenna
television system in Connecticut were transferred to MetroCast. In that same Decision,
the Department also approved MetroCast’s proposed system-wide upgrade, MetroCast
indicates that the Company is in the midst of a $25 million upgrade/rebuild of its cable
network,~ based on commitments made to the Department in its Franchise Agreement
and in Docket No. 06-05-05. Of the $25 million, the Company estimated the
incremental capital expenditures to be approximately $1 million for the proposed
telephony service. Application, ExhibitD-2. For these reasons, the Department finds
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that MetroCast possesses and d~moristrates adequate financial resources, managerial
ability and technical competency to provide the proposed services in Connecticut.

The Department has reviewed the Company’s capital expenditures and its
proposed plans to utilize IDT’s telephony network for its proposed telephony services
and finds them acceptable. The Department notes that if MetroCast decides to
construct facilities in the public rights-of-way in the future, it must submit its construction
plan for approval as outlined in the Conn. Agencies Regs. § 16-247c-5 at least 90 days
prior to the commencement of any such construction.

~. PuBLic INTEREST CONSIDERATIONS

Conn, Gen. Stat. § 16-247a (a) sets forth th~ goals of the State in the provision of
telecommunications services:

(1) ensure the universal availability and accessibility of high quality,
affordable telecommunications services to all residents and businesses in
the state, (2) promote the development of effective competition as a
means of providing customers with the widest possible choice of services,
(3) utilize forms of regulation commensurate with the level of competition
in the relevant telecommunications service market, (4) facilitate the
efficient development and deployment of an advanced
telecommunications infrastructure, including open networks with maximum
interoperability and interconnectivity, (5) encourage shared use of existing
facilitjes and cooperative development of new facilities where legally
possible, and technically and economically feasible, and (6) ensure that
providers of telecommunications services in the state provide high quality
customer service and high quality technical service.

According to the Company, its provision of service will serve the public interest
by creating greater competition in the local exchange market and permitting customers
to achieve increased efficiencies and greater cost savings. Application, Exhibit G-1.
The Company also states that approval of its Application is likely to increase customer
choice through increased service offerings. Additionally, MetroCast intends to provide
high quality customer and technical service to its Connecticut customers. j~.

The Department finds that the addition of MetroCast to the Connecticut market
will allow consumers to receive benefits directly as a result of the competitively priced
service offerings, and indirectly, because its presence in the marketplace will increase
the incentives for other telecommunications providers to operate more efficiently,
reduce prices, and offer more innovative services. id. Further, the Department finds
that MetroCast’s use of IDT facilities will contribute to the efficient and cooperative use
and operation of the telecommunications infrastructure and will avoid the unnecessary
duplication of the facilities of existing telecommunications carriers, resulting in maximum
interoperability and interconnectivity. Application, Exhibit D-5. Lastly, the Department
finds that MetroCast’s customer service and technical policies and procedures will
ensure that high quality customer and technical services are provided to its Connecticut
customers Application, Exhibit F-2; Responses to interrogatories TE-6 and TE-7.
Therefore, the Department concludes that MetroCast’s proposal to provide the



Docket No. 070723 MC Reply Appendix, Page 45 Page 4

proposed services furthers the goals of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 1~-247a (a) ønd is in the
public interest.

C. PosT-C~RrlFicATIoN REPOR11NG REQUIREMENTS

in the Decision dated March 15, 1995, in Docket No. 94~07-Q3, DPUC Review of
Procedures Regarding the Certification of Telecommunications Companies and of
Procedures Regarding Re~ uests by Certified Telecommunications Companies to
Expand Authority Granted in Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, at
pages 29-30, the Department set forth the post-certification filing requirements for
certified telecommunications companies. Those requirements are as follows:

~ Pursuant to statute the Department is required to report to the General Assembly on
an annual basis regarding the telecommunications market in Connecticut. Conn.
Gen. Stat. § 16-247i. To meet its statutory obligations, the Department requires
each authorized telecommunications provider to submit responses to the
Department’s annual data requests on the basis of an October 1 - September 30
fiscal year; the Department compiles the information at the conclusion of the third
calendar quarter of each year.

To evaluate the financial, managerial and technical adequacy of a certified provider
periodically, as contemplated by Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247g (d), the Department
requires each certified provider to submit on an annual basis a copy of the
company’s annual report, annual return or a summary financial statement.

The following information filings are also required to be submitted to the Department:

--current listings of rates and charges for all certified services;

--anfluaL reports on the provider’s Connecticut operations within 60 days of the
close of its fiscal year, including at a minimum: the number of customers for each
certified service, a description of physical changes in or additions to existing
facilities expected for the next fiscal year and any changed uses of those
facilities, and any changes in the information that was filed with the Department,

--copies of the Form 10-K (if required to file a Form 10-K with the Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEC) and any other informational filings at the time filed
with the SEC in the certification proceeding.

MetroCast will be subject to the above-detailed post-certification filing
requirements, as are all certified providers in this state.

D. TARIFFS

The Company flied proposed Connecticut-specific tariffs. Application, exhibIt B
1. In the Decision dated March 15, 1989, in Docket No, 87-08-24, DPUC Investigation
into Authorization of Competition for Intrastate lnterexchanqe Telecommunications
Services Pursuant to Public Act 87-415, the Department required that Connecticut local
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exchange companies and competitive service providers be subject to vlrtuaNy the same
tariff application and review procedures. The Department finds that sufficient data have
been presented during this proceeding to indicate that MetroCast’s rates and charges
will exceed the respective costs of its services. Response to Interrogatory TE-3.
Therefore, the Department finds that MetroCast has provided adequate cost justification
for its proposed intrastate service& rates and charges and finds them to be acceptable
as filed.

E. LJFELINE CREDrr AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS RELAY SERVICE FUNDING
REQUIREMENTS

In the Decision dated May 3, 1995, in Docket No. 94-07-09, DPUC Exploration of
the Lifeline Program Policy Issues, the Department concluded that funding mechanisms
based on market share as measured by total intrastate and interstate revenues are the
most equitable method of recovering telecommunications relay service (TRS) and
Lifeline costs. As a telecommunications service provider operating in Connecticut,
MetroCast will participate in TRS and Lifeline funding as discussed in the
aforementioned Decisions, and will be so ordered below.

F. EXIT GUIDELINES AND SURETY BOND REQUIREMENT FoR LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

In the Decision issued on April 2, 2003 in Docket No. 01-12-10, DPUC
Investigation into the Discontinuation of Telecommunications Services by Certified
Telecommunications Service Providers, the Department concluded that the increasing
number of bankruptcies and general market conditions affecting the telecommunications
industry necessitated the need for the implementation of Connecticut specific local
service provider exit guidelines. These guidelines outline the processes and
procedures that local service providers must follow in the event they exit the
Connecticut marketplace. In the Decision in Docket No. 01-12-IOREOI, the Department
required that a bond in the amount of $25,000 be posted by all service providers
offering local exchange service. Failure to do so will result in the revocation of the
provider’s CPCN.

In its Decision dated August 21, 2006 in Docket No. 94-07-O6REOI, DPUC
Investigation into the Competitive Provision of Alternate Operator Service (AOS) in
Connecticut— SBC LD Petition, the Department concluded that until such time as the
AOS industry has demonstrated. ,a satisfactory intrastate performance record, the
Departrnerit~wouId ‘require that pérformánce bonds be posted by certificated call
aggregators. The Department requires a bond in the amount of $25,000 be posted by
all service providers offering operator services. To the extent that MetroCast provides
operator services prior to its offering of local services, Metrocast shall comply with this
requirement.

Ill, FlNDlN~S OF FACT

1. MetroCast possesses and demonstrates adequate financial resources,
managerial ability and technical competency to provide the proposed services.
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2. MetroCast’s participation in the fundin9 program to recover Connecticut’s Lifeline
and TRS costs is in keeping with the Department’s commitment to further
Universal Service.

S. MetroCast plans to expend approximately $1 million in capital expenditures for its
proposed telephony services.

4. The Company plans to operate as a facilities-based provider of local service and
to rese!! intrastate interexchange services of !DT.

IV. CONCLUSION AND ORDERS

A. CONCLUSION

MetroCast’s request to offer facilities-based local exchange and resold directory
assistance and operator services furthers the goals of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247a(a)
and is in the public interest. The Department hereby grants MetroCast’s request for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity.

B. ORDERS

For the following Orders, please submit an original and 6 copies of the requested
material, identified by Docket Number, Title and Order Number to the Executive
Secretary.

1. MetroCast shall file tariffs consistent with this Decision no later than September
5, 2007. The effective date of the Company’s tariffs shall be August 22, 2007.

2. MetroCast shall comply with the post-certification filing requirements set forth in
the Department’s March 15, 1995 Decision in Docket No. 94-07~03. Regarding
the requirement to file with the Department annual reports on its Connecticut
operations, MetroCast shall do so no later than April 30th of each year, beginning
in 2008. Such annual reports shall describe the status of its Connecticut
operations and shall include at a minimum the following information:

(a) the number of customers for each certified service;

(~, number of lines subscribed;

(c) total intrastate revenues;

(d) intrastate minutes of use on a total service basis;

(e) a description of physical changes in or additions to existing facilities
expected for the next fiscal year and any changed uses of those facilities;
and

(f) any changes in the information, which was filed with the Department in
this certification proceeding.
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3. MetroCast shall participate in the Llfelh~e Credit and TRS funding program as
described in Section II, E, above,

4, No later than 90 days prior to the Company’s commencement of its own
telephony faclilties construction in the public rights-of~way, Metrocast shall file
with the Department its construction plans for review and approval in accordance
with § 16~247c-5 of the Conn. Agencies Regs.

5. No later than 15 days prior to Metrocast’s offering of telecommunications
services, the Company shall procure a $25,000 surety bond and shall file with the
Department evidence that it has obtained the bond.
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DOCKET NO. 07-07-23 APPLICA1ION OF METROCAST COMMUNICATIONS OF
CONNECTICUT, LLC FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY

This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:

Anthony J. Pal~rmlno

Anne C. ~eorge

Donald W. ~ownes

CERTIFICATE OP SERVICE

The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Decision issued by the
Department of Public Utility Control, State of Connecticut, and was forwarded by
Certified Mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

~ ‘~‘~ August 2~, 2007

Louise E. Rickard Date
Acting Executive Secretary
Department of Public Utility Control
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PUBUC SERVICE LAW
ARTICLE 5. PROVISIONS RELATING TO TELEQRAPH AND TELEPHONE LINES AND TO TELEPHONE

AND TELEGRAPH CORPORATIONS
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§ 9~). Franchises curl privileges

1. No telegraph corporation or telephone corporation hereafter formed shall begin construction of its telegraph line or
telephone line without first having obtained the permis~ion and approval of the commission and its certificate of public
convenience and necessity and the required coOsent of the proper municipal authorities. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
any such certificate shall be deemed to be granted by the commission ninety days after such corporation applies to the
commission for a certificate, unless the commission, or its designee, determines within such ninety day period that the
public Interest requires the commission’s review and its written order.

2. No fran~hiso nor any right to or under any franchise to own or operate a telegraph line or telephone line shall be ~s
signed, transfmved or leased, nor shall any contract or agreement hereafter made with reference to or affecting any such
franchise or right be valid or of any force or effect whatsoever, unless the assignment, transfer, lease, contract or agree
ment shall have been approved by the commission. No telephone corporation shall transfer or lease its works or system
or any part of such works or system to any other person or corporation or contract for the operation of its works or sys
tem, without the written consent of the commission. Notwithstanding the foregoing, any such transfer ci’ lease between
affiliated corporations with an original cost of (a) less than one hundred thousand dollars proposed by a telephone cor
poration having annual gross revenues in excess of two hundred million dollars, (b) less than twenty-five thousand do]
lars proposed by a telephone corporation having annual gross revenues of less than two hundred million but more than
ten million dollars or (c) less than ten thousand dollars proposed by a telephone corporation having annual gross reve~
nues of less than ten million dollars and any other transfer or lease between non-affiliates regardless of cost shall be
effective without the commission’s written consent within ninety days after such corporation notifies the commission
that it plans to complete such transfer or lease and submits a description of the transfer or lease, unless the commission,
or its designee, determines within such ninety days that the public interest requires th~ commission’s review arid written
consent,

3. The approval of the commission to the exercise of a franchise or to the assignment, transfer or lease of a franchise
shall not be construed to revive or validate any lapsed or invalid franchise or to onlarge or add to the powers end privi
leges contained in the grant of any fl’anchise or to waive nay forfeiture.




