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Re: Case No. T0-98-21 PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSfON 

Dear Mr. Bub: 

On July 16, 1997, you submitted to the Commission copies of four interconnection 
agreements, some executed before, and some after, the enactment of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 (the Act). Specifically you submitted: 1) an SS7 agreement in which SWBT agreed to 
provide interconnection to ALL TEL which had been executed in February and/or March of 1997~ 2) 
an SS7 agreement in which SWBT agreed to provide interconnection to Ameritech and which 
appears to be a preexisting agreement from 1994; 3) an SS7 agreement in which SWBT agreed to 
provide interconnection to GTE which appears to have been executed in Febmary of 1997; and 4) 
a second SS7 agreement in which SWBT agreed to provide interconnection to GTE. 

This filing was accompanied by a cover letter but was not accompani~ by a pleading 
indicating the purpose and goal of your filing as required. Although these agreements were file 
stamped and assigned a case number, the cases will be closed because they present no issue for 
Commission decision as submitted. As was the procedure with SWBT's request for price cap 
determination, a mere letter is not sufficient to invoke the Commission's jurisdiction and to require 
action upon a proposal from your company. A pleading must be filed pursuant to 4 CSR 240-2.010 
et seq. 

The Commission is aware of the fact that the Act requires all agreements to be submitted to 
the appropriate state Commission for approval. The recent Eighth Circuit opinion in Iowa Utilit~ 
Board v Federal Communications Commission. No. 96-3321, et al. has created a new uncertaintv 
by leaving the state Commission the decision of which preexisting agreements must be approved and, 
in Missouri no independent decision has been taken on that issue. 



• • In order for die CcJmn • • DD to tab IICiioa Oft 8D)' ialemlBII I cboB a&ftlaiD!IItl submitted they 
must be rcfiled with aa app~opriatc pleadias eiaiaa die authority uader which they are filed and the 
action which is requested by die filiRs party. In additioa. each......- should be tied separately 
along with a petitioa asking for approval that citel the statutory authority oa which the .request is 
based. I would ask that you coatact CCJUII8II b die other partie~ to these~ to ensure that 
each agreement is filed ODiy oace. 1'baak you for your cooperatioa oa this matter. 

Dale Hardy Roberti 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 


